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In their recent preprint [arXiv:2108.07893], S. Panahi, N. Amaya, I. Klickstein, G. Novello, and
F. Sorrentino tested the simultaneous block diagonalization (SBD) technique on synchronization in
random networks and found the dimensionality reduction to be limited. Based on this observation,
they claimed the SBD technique to be a failure in generic situations. Here, we show that this
is not a failure of the SBD technique. Rather, it is caused by inappropriate choices of network
models. SBD provides a unified framework to analyze the stability of synchronization patterns
that are not encumbered by symmetry considerations, and it always finds the optimal reduction
for any given synchronization pattern and network structure [SIAM Rev. 62, 817–836 (2020)]. The
networks considered by Panahi et al. are poor benchmarks for the performance of the SBD technique,
as these systems are often intrinsically irreducible, regardless of the method used. Thus, although
the results in Panahi et al. are technically valid, their interpretations are misleading and akin to
claiming a community detection algorithm to be a failure because it does not find any meaningful
communities in Erdős-Rényi networks.

In their recent preprint, Panahi et al. [1] applied
the SBD technique to the stability analysis of complete
and cluster synchronization states in random networks.
They found that the variational equation governing the
synchronization stability can only be decoupled to a
very limited extent for the random networks considered.
Based on this observation, they concluded that “we have
set the expectations straight about the reduction that is
realistically achievable from application of SBD to the
study of complete and cluster synchronization of generic
(random) graphs.”
To see why the conclusions of Panahi et al. are misleading, it is helpful to review some recent developments on
the stability analysis of cluster synchronization patterns
in complex networks. Cluster synchronization represents
dynamical states in which several internally coherent but
mutually independent clusters coexist [2–18]. Because
nodes in different clusters can adopt distinct dynamics,
their stability analyses are significantly more involved
than that of complete synchronization. A breakthrough
was made in 2014, in which symmetry-based techniques
were introduced to simplify the stability analysis of cluster synchronization patterns derived from group orbital
partitions [19]. Specifically, it was shown that the variational equation can be optimally decoupled by finding
the irreducible representations (IRRs) of the appropriate network symmetry group. Many important insights
on synchronization patterns have since been generated
through the applications of the IRR framework and its
generalizations [20–23].
However, there are a few limitations to this elegant
framework. First, IRR is most suited to treat synchronization patterns directly induced by network symmetries. In order to analyze more general patterns given
by equitable or externally equitable partitions [24–26],
additional steps must be taken to manually incorporate
non-symmetry information into the calculations [27, 28].
Second, IRRs can be expensive to compute, and their

computational cost increases with the number of symmetries in the network. Since the number of symmetries
can increase superexponentially with network size n, the
computation of the IRRs can become intractable already
for networks with a few dozens of nodes.
To overcome these limitations, a symmetryindependent framework based on SBD was introduced
in 2020 [29]. (The special case of complete synchronization, where symmetry is less relevant, was treated in
Ref. [30].) SBD works by finding a finest simultaneous
block diagonalization of the matrices in the variational
equation, which encode the synchronization pattern and
the network structure. This guarantees that, for any
undirected networks, the variational equation is decoupled to the fullest extent possible, largely independent
of the specifics of node dynamics and coupling functions
[29]. Due to its symmetry-independent nature, the SBD
method can treat all cluster synchronization patterns in
a unified and direct fashion, regardless of their origin.
Moreover, the SBD method is computationally efficient,
which enables the stability analysis of synchronization
patterns in large networks with tens of thousands of
nodes [31]. Finally, the simplicity and flexibility of the
SBD method makes it straightforward to incorporate
additional complexities into the model, such as nonidentical nodes [32] and higher-order interactions [33–35].
Generalizations of the SBD method have been show to
provide optimal reduction in directed networks with
non-reciprocal interactions [36].
This brief overview of the existing literature should
help to put the recent preprint by Panahi et al [1] into
perspective. What Panahi et al. showed, in its essence,
is that very little dimensionality reduction is possible for
the synchronization stability problem in the random networks they consider. This is not a “failure” of the SBD
method, which is guaranteed to find the best reduction
possible. Rather, the lack of reduction is an intrinsic
property of the systems chosen by the authors and has lit-
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tle to do with which technique is being applied. For this
reason, it is extremely misleading to proclaim the “failure of the simultaneous block diagonalization technique”
already in the title, when in fact no other technique—
existing or yet to be developed—would be able to find a
better reduction for the systems considered.
In our opinion, most random networks are poor benchmarks for the SBD technique. A system of coupled ODEs
or discrete maps can be decoupled only when there are internal structures that can be exploited, and two or more
matrices can have nontrivial common blocks only when
they share nontrivial common invariant subspaces. Thus,
aside from complete synchronization in a single-layer network [37–39], the synchronization stability problem in
most random networks is not expected to be reducible
beyond simply separating the perturbations parallel and
transverse to the synchronization manifold. This fact
is well-known in the synchronization literature—for example, there is usually no dimensionality reduction for
clusters that are intertwined [19], and the networks considered by Panahi et al. almost always have fully intertwined clusters. A good analogy here would be community detection in networks—one should not expect to find
nontrivial communities in Erdős–Rényi networks, and it
would be unfair to say that a community detection algorithm is a failure because it does not find nontrivial

Which classes of networks would then be more appropriate for benchmarking the performance of methods like
IRR or SBD? The networks must be structured: some
examples considered in previous work include networks
with a high number of symmetries [19, 29] and networks
with nonrandom intercluster connections [28, 33]. To be
fair, it is acknowledged in Panahi et al. that significant
reduction can be routinely found through SBD in structured networks. However, they consider these cases to be
nongeneric. If there is one thing we learned from the past
20 years of network science research, it is that real-world
networks are not random. Instead, they are highly structured, and a primary goal of network science has been
to understand and leverage the internal organization of
network systems [40]. Thus, our difference with Panahi
et al. boils down to what networks should be considered
“generic” or “interesting” in the context of cluster synchronization. However, regardless of one’s opinion to this
question, SBD remains a general and efficient method for
the stability analysis of networked dynamical systems.
The ease of use, guaranteed optimal reduction, and high
interpretability of SBD make it an ideal starting point
when analyzing any cluster synchronization pattern encountered in nature as well as in the lab.
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[17] Y. Zhang, Z. G. Nicolaou, J. D. Hart, R. Roy, and A. E.
Motter, Critical switching in globally attractive chimeras,
Phys. Rev. X 10, 011044 (2020).
[18] Y. Zhang and A. E. Motter, Mechanism for strong
chimeras, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 094101 (2021).
[19] L. M. Pecora, F. Sorrentino, A. M. Hagerstrom, T. E.
Murphy, and R. Roy, Cluster synchronization and isolated desynchronization in complex networks with symmetries, Nat. Commun. 5, 4079 (2014).

communities in such networks.

3
[20] J. D. Hart, K. Bansal, T. E. Murphy, and R. Roy, Experimental observation of chimera and cluster states in
a minimal globally coupled network, Chaos 26, 094801
(2016).
[21] Y. S. Cho, T. Nishikawa, and A. E. Motter, Stable chimeras and independently synchronizable clusters,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 084101 (2017).
[22] J. D. Hart, Y. Zhang, R. Roy, and A. E. Motter, Topological control of synchronization patterns: Trading symmetry for stability, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 058301 (2019).
[23] A. Salova and R. M. D’Souza, Decoupled synchronized
states in networks of linearly coupled limit cycle oscillators, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 043261 (2020).
[24] M. Golubitsky and I. Stewart, Nonlinear dynamics of networks: the groupoid formalism, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc.
43, 305 (2006).
[25] I. Belykh and M. Hasler, Mesoscale and clusters of synchrony in networks of bursting neurons, Chaos 21, 016106
(2011).
[26] M. T. Schaub, N. O’Clery, Y. N. Billeh, J.-C. Delvenne,
R. Lambiotte, and M. Barahona, Graph partitions and
cluster synchronization in networks of oscillators, Chaos
26, 094821 (2016).
[27] F. Sorrentino, L. M. Pecora, A. M. Hagerstrom, T. E.
Murphy, and R. Roy, Complete characterization of the
stability of cluster synchronization in complex dynamical
networks, Sci. Adv. 2, e1501737 (2016).
[28] A. B. Siddique, L. Pecora, J. D. Hart, and F. Sorrentino, Symmetry- and input-cluster synchronization in
networks, Phys. Rev. E 97, 042217 (2018).
[29] Y. Zhang and A. E. Motter, Symmetry-independent stability analysis of synchronization patterns, SIAM Rev.

62, 817 (2020).
[30] D. Irving and F. Sorrentino, Synchronization of dynamical hypernetworks: Dimensionality reduction through simultaneous block-diagonalization of matrices, Phys. Rev.
E 86, 056102 (2012).
[31] Code for SBD algorithms are available at
https://github.com/y-z-zhang/net-sync-sym
and
https://github.com/y-z-zhang/SBD.
[32] Y. Zhang and A. E. Motter, Identical synchronization
of nonidentical oscillators: When only birds of different
feathers flock together, Nonlinearity 31, R1 (2018).
[33] Y. Zhang, V. Latora, and A. E. Motter, Unified treatment of synchronization patterns in generalized networks
with higher-order, multilayer, and temporal interactions,
Commun. Phys. 4, 195 (2021).
[34] A. Salova and R. M. D’Souza, Cluster synchronization
on hypergraphs, arXiv:2101.05464 (2021).
[35] A. Salova and R. M. D’Souza, Analyzing states beyond
full synchronization on hypergraphs requires methods beyond projected networks, arXiv:2107.13712 (2021).
[36] F. M. Brady, Y. Zhang, and A. E. Motter, Forget partitions: Cluster synchronization in directed networks generate hierarchies, arXiv:2106.13220 (2021).
[37] L. M. Pecora and T. L. Carroll, Master stability functions
for synchronized coupled systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80,
2109 (1998).
[38] W. Lu and T. Chen, New approach to synchronization
analysis of linearly coupled ordinary differential systems,
Physica D 213, 214 (2006).
[39] T. Nishikawa and A. E. Motter, Maximum performance
at minimum cost in network synchronization, Physica D
224, 77 (2006).
[40] M. Newman, Networks (Oxford University Press, 2018).

