arXiv:2210.17498v2 [math.AP] 17 Mar 2023

SCHRÖDINGER-LOHE TYPE MODELS OF QUANTUM SYNCHRONIZATION WITH NONIDENTICAL OSCILLATORS

PAOLO ANTONELLI AND DAVID N. REYNOLDS

Abstract. We study the asymptotic emergent dynamics of two models that can be thought of as extensions of the well known Schrödinger-Lohe model for quantum synchronization. More precisely, the interaction strength between different oscillators is determined by intrinsic parameters, following Cucker-Smale communication protocol. Unlike the original Schrödinger-Lohe system, where the interaction strength was assumed to be uniform, in the cases under our consideration the total mass of each quantum oscillator is allowed to vary in time. A striking consequence of this property is that these extended models yield configurations exhibiting phase, but not space, synchronization. The results are mainly based on the analysis of the ODE systems arising from the correlations, control over the well known Cucker-Smale dynamics, and the dynamics satisfied by the quantum order parameter.

Keywords: emergence, quantum synchronization, Schrödinger-Lohe model, Cucker-Smale model

1. Introduction

The study of synchronization behavior has been studied for the last 400 years since Huygens noticed the synchronization of two pendulum clocks coupled by hanging on the same beam. The same synchronous behavior can also be seen in the synchronization of pacemaker cells in hearts, descriptions of social phenomena like a crowd clapping, and biological studies of crickets and fireflies. The quintessential model for describing and analyzing synchronization behavior is the Kuramoto model.

The classical Kuramoto model [17] consisting of N coupled phase oscillators and randomly distributed natural frequencies has been a subject of much study in the last half century since its inception in 1975, see for instance the review [1]. Its deceptively simple design serves to model these classical synchronization behaviors impressively well. The natural question that Lohe [20] addressed was whether we could observe similar synchronization behavior in higher-dimensional generalizations of the Kuramoto model, where the oscillators can move on a n−dimensional sphere. The models in [20] can also be interpreted as a system of Schrödinger equations for wave functions attaining only n quantum energy levels, see also [19] where this quantum mechanical formulation was put forward in the infinite dimensional case, namely by considering the wave functions to belong to the Hilbert space L^2(R^d ).

The standard Schrödinger-Lohe model [19] may be written as

i∂_tψ_j = H_j ψ_j + ik 2N N∑ l=1 ( ψ_l − ⟨ψ_l, ψ_j ⟩ ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ψ_j ) , (1) ψ_j (x, 0) = ψ^0_j (x), j = 1, . . . , N, with coupling strength k > 0 and ⟨f, g⟩ = ∫ R^d f̄(x)g(x) dx is the standard inner product on L2(Rd ), and H_j are Hamiltonian operators, that we assume to have the form H_j = H + Ω_j , where the real constants Ω_j play the same role of the natural frequencies in the classical Kuramoto model. Our results apply to a large class of Hamiltonian operators H that will be discussed below.

The Schrödinger-Lohe model describes a system of N quantum oscillators, all connected to each other, nonlinearly interacting among themselves through unitary transformations. In particular this means that the L^2 norm of each wave function is conserved in time (as it can also be checked by direct calculation), despite the presence of the non-Hamiltonian terms in (1) that drive the system towards synchronization.

Although system (1) was not derived as a relevant model for specific applications, it is a relatively simple generalization of the Kuramoto system to a quantum context, that serves as a good theoretical starting point to investigate synchronization in quantum systems. In fact, the modeling of some quantum circuits suggests that nonlinearities in connecting optical fibers could be described by the nonlinear effects encoded in (1), see [21, 23] for related discussions. Moreover, the study of quantum synchronization models as in (1) could provide some insights in the study of quantum coherence and entanglement, with applications towards quantum computations, communication and metrology [16].

The Schrödinger-Lohe model (1) and the asymptotic behavior of its solutions was rigorously studied in [5, 15], see also [8, 13]. In particular, the case of two oscillators is well understood, as it is possible to show complete frequency synchronization under general assumptions on the initial data. On the other hand, the general system (1) with N ≥ 3 presents major difficulties

Date: July 4, 2024. 1

so that a result is available only for identical oscillators, i.e. Ω_j = 0, for all j = 1, ..., N, see also [15]. In this case, under some assumptions on the initial data, the system experiences complete phase synchronization.

Let us remark that, by formally considering wave functions with constant amplitude and that depend only on time, say ψ_j = e^{iSj} , with S_j = S_j (t), then the classical Kuramoto model is recovered from (1). Moreover, the fact that in model (1) the individual L^2−norms are conserved, implies that not only the wave functions synchronize their phases, but they actually converge to the same quantum state.

Our aim in this paper is to investigate situations where the strength of each oscillator’s ability to synchronize varies in time. For this purpose, we introduce time dependent parameters θ_j , that steer the Schrödinger-Lohe dynamics. In the present analysis such parameters control the coupling strength of the oscillators, see also Remark 2.1 below, and they are considered as instrinsic, determined by a Cucker-Smale protocol. In this way there may be configurations, that will be thoroughly discussed in our paper, where phase synchronization may occur without space synchronization. Indeed, a crucial feature provided by the introduction of the parameters θ_j is that the individual L^2 norms of each ψ_j are no longer conserved. The first model we consider reads as follows

i∂_tψ_j = H_j ψ_j + ik 2N N∑ l=1 ( θ_j ψ_l − ⟨ψ_l, ψ_j ⟩ ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ψ_j ) , ψ_j (x, 0) = ψ^0_j (x), j = 1, . . . , N, (2) θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ > 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, where h(r) is a radially symmetric influence function, and x_j = x_j (t) represents the center of mass of the oscillator ψ_j . We will refer to this as Model 1. The second variation of the Schrödinger-Lohe model, or Model 2, we consider is given by

i∂_tψ_j = H_j ψ_j + ik 2N N∑ l=1 (θ_j ψ_l − ⟨ψ_l, ψ_j ⟩ψ_j ) , ψ_j (x, 0) = ψ^0_j (x), j = 1, . . . , N, (3) θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ ≥ 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx. We notice that the only difference between Model 1 and Model 2 is the inclusion of the normalization by the L^2 norm in the synchronization part of the equation. This small difference leads to considerable dissimilarities in what results we are able to prove, and consequently the nature of each of the respective models. Let us remark that similar coupling, involving parameters driven by the Cucker-Smale protocol has been recently considered in some alignment models of collective behavior [18], [22], but not yet in the context of (classical and/or quantum) synchronization.

The non-conservation of the individual L^2−norms allows configurations where phase synchronization is achieved without space synchronization. In Theorems 5.1 and 6.3 we will show some results where phase synchronization occurs, but the L^2−norms of the single wave functions will be different. Further we give explicit examples 7.1, and 7.2 of the emergence of both an unstable Bipolar synchronization state, and an incoherent state, respectively.

We conclude this introduction by mentioning some further results already existing in the literature about the Schrödinger- Lohe model (1) and related variants. In [8] practical synchronization (i.e. synchronization in the limit when the coupling constant k becomes larger and larger) was proved, [4] deals with the Wigner-type formulation of system (1), [14] studies the finite dimensional Lohe model first introduced in [20], [10] considers the Schrödinger-Lohe model with a multiplicative noise, in [13] the Schrödinger-Lohe model with frustration is studied. The paper [11] analyzes a discrete version of (1). We also address the interested reader to the recent review [12] for a more comprehensive account of existing results.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 provides some preliminaries on known models and introduces first basic facts on Models 1 and 2. In Section 3 we briefly discuss the Cauchy problems associated to systems (2) and (3). Section 4 is devoted to the analysis of the case of N = 2 oscillators. Complete synchronization for identical oscillators is proved in Theorem 4.1 for both models, while the non-identical oscillator case is dealt with in Theorem 4.4 only for Model 1. Section 5 focuses on Model 1 with arbitrary N identical oscillators. We prove complete synchronization both in the case of an absolute kernel for the Cucker-Smale protocol, Theorem 5.1, and in the case of h(r) satisfying the Heavy Tail condition, Theorem 5.3. Section 6 focuses on Model 2. In Proposition 6.2 a wedge condition on the initial data and the Heavy Tail condition on h(r) yields complete synchronization. Moreover, Proposition 6.3 analyzes the case when the parameters θ_j are constant in time, i.e. μ = 0 in (3). Finally in Section 7 we provide two explicit examples that highlight the differences between (1) and the models considered here.

1.1. Notation. Throughout the paper many constants C appear and will often change from line to line. The inner product ⟨f, g⟩ = ∫ R f̄(x)g(x) dx will refer to the standard L2(Rd ) inner product, and ‖ · ‖_2 will be the corresponding norm on L2(Rd ).

2. Preliminaries 2.1. Alignment Preliminaries. The recent book by Shvydkoy [25] overviews the current state of the art of flocking and alignment models of collective dynamics. However, to start let us lay out some of the definitions and theory that we are using with relation to the Cucker-Smale dynamics. Throughout the paper the parameters θ_j , which serve to change the mass of each oscillator (in differing ways depending on which model we are referring to), are controlled by the following Cucker-Smale protocol

θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ ≥ 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx. Note that μ = 0 turns off the Cucker-Smale protocol, effectively freezing the parameters θ_j . The communication kernel, h(r) will take two different forms throughout the paper:

(1) Absolute kernel: inf_{r≥0} h(r) = c > 0, (2) Heavy Tail: ∫_∞ h(r) = ∞. Note that absolute kernels satisfy the heavy tail condition, and for either kernel, the symmetry of the kernel leads to the average, θ̄ =^1_N ∑_N j=1 θ_j , being preserved in time, d_t θ̄ = 0, and thus we will let θ̄ = 1. Further an important result that we will use is that regardless of initial conditions, the absolute kernel yields: (4) max_{j=1,...,N} |θ_j − θ̄|(t) ≲ e^{−ct} while for the heavy tail kernel, a priori, we only have d dt max j=1,...,N |θ_j − θ̄|(t) ≲ −μh(D(t)) max_{j=1,...,N} |θ_j − θ̄| (5) where D(t) = max_{i,j} |x_i − x_j |(t). As x_j represents the center of mass of oscillator ψ_j , it is necessary to first prove that the distance between centers of masses remains bounded for all time before achieving the alignment of the parameters θ_j → θ̄ = 1. However, once that is in hand the rate of alignment will be exponential just as in the absolute kernel case. For further background on alignment models we again refer the reader to [25].

2.2. Schrödinger-Lohe Preliminaries. The original Schrödinger-Lohe model (1), with identical natural frequencies, Ω_j = Ω for all j = 1, ..., N, has been studied extensively, see [5, 8, 15] and the references therein. As for the Kuramoto model, it is possible to define an order parameter, given by

(6) ζ = 1 N N∑ j=1 ψ_j , so that complete synchronization occurs when ‖ζ‖_2 → 1, while ‖ζ‖_2 = 0 represents a symmetric configuration where each ψ_j evolves independently, according to the Hamiltonian operator H. Utilizing the order parameter allows for (1) to be rewritten in a more compact form,

i∂_tψ_j = H_j ψ_j + ik 2 ( ζ − ⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩ ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ψ_j ) . (7) Further, the order parameter satisfies its own equation. i∂_tζ = Hζ + 1 N N∑ j=1 Ω_j ψ_j + ik 2 ζ − N∑ j=1 ⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩ ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ψ_j . (8)

As shown in [15], when all natural frequencies are identical, the L^2-norm of the order parameter evolves monotonically. This may be exploited to asymptotically achieve either an unstable bipolar synchronization, or an exponentially stable complete synchronization. The paper [5] treats the system with non-identical natural frequencies in the special case of two oscillators. Depending on the relative size of the natural frequencies, Ω =^1_2 |Ω_1 − Ω_2| and the coupling constant k, they achieve complete synchronization^{2Ω}_k ≤ 1 or periodic behavior^{2Ω}_k > 1. Analysis of the ODE system of correlations is what leads to various synchronization results. For more background on the Schrödinger-Lohe system we again refer to [5, 8, 15, 19].

2.3. The Models. As said above, the purpose of our paper is to investigate two variants of the Schrödinger-Lohe system, given by Models 1 and 2, see systems (2) and (3), respectively. In both Model 1 and Model 2 the masses of each oscillator no longer remains conserved, indeed for Model 1, we get the following equation for the evolution of the masses, (9) d dt ‖ψ_j ‖^2 = kRe⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩(θ_j − 1),

where again ζ =^1_N ∑_N j=1 ψ_j is the order parameter defined in (6). From (9) we see that it is necessary that θ_j → 1 in order for ‖ψ_j ‖^2 to remain finite through any synchronization process. This is the reason why μ > 0 is necessary for Model 1 in order to achieve synchronization, as otherwise some states could indefinitely grow or vanish, depending on the sign of θ_j − 1. On the other hand, Model 2 allows for μ = 0, see for instance Proposition 6.3 below where synchronization occurs also in this case.

For Model 2, we see a different behavior, d dt ‖ψ_j ‖^2 = kRe⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩(θ_j − ‖ψ_j ‖^2),

(10)

which shows that, whenever synchronization occurs, ‖ψ_j ‖^2 → θ_j , for each j = 1, . . . , N. This implies that the parameter θ_j steers the j−th oscillator to reach the desired mass for arbitrarily large times. Overall, we see that the inclusion (or lack thereof) of the normalization in these Schrödinger-Lohe type models truly leads to drastically different dynamics for the respective models. For Model 2 we can even provide an example of initial conditions that lead to decay of the order parameter, ‖ζ‖_2 → 0, for instance see the example 7.2 in Section 7 below.

For later purposes, it is convenient to decompose the dynamics of each oscillator ψ_j by separately considering the evolution of its size (i.e. its L^2 norm), and a renormalized oscillator. More precisely, we define

λ_j (t) = ‖ψ_j (t)‖_2,

(11) ψ_j (t, x) = λ_j (t)ϕ_j (t, x).

In this way, the dynamics for the j−th oscillator ψ_j can be decomposed as

(12) λ̇_j = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − 1), i∂_tϕ_j = ( H_j + k 2λ_j Im⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ) ϕ_j + i kθ_j 2λ_j (ζ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ϕ_j ), for Model 1, whereas for Model 2 it reads

(13) λ̇_j = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j ), i∂_tϕ_j = ( H_j + k 2 λ_j Im⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ) ϕ_j + i kθ_j 2λ_j (ζ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ϕ_j ) . Remark 2.1. Let us notice that the dynamics for ϕ_j in (12) can be thought of as given by sum of two contributions, a conservative and a non-conservative one. It is then clear how θ_j determines the strength of the non-conservative part, that eventually leads to synchronization. A similar remark holds for (13), too.

3. On the Cauchy Problem for Model 1 and Model 2

In this section we briefly discuss the existence of local and global solutions for models (2) and (3). Our paper mainly focuses on the asymptotic behavior of solutions, nevertheless we deem a minimal discussion on well-posedness issues is necessary. Indeed, models (2) and (3) bear some non-standard aspects with respect to the usual well-posedness results available in the literature, that will be highlighted below. For a thorough presentation of the classical results and tools used to study well-posedness problems for nonlinear Schrödinger-type equations we refer to [7].

We denote Ψ = (ψ_1, ..., ψ_N ), analogously Ψ_0 = (ψ^0_1 , ..., ψ^0_N ) or Θ = (θ_1, . . . , θ_N ). First of all, we notice that if the θ_j ’s in (2) and (3) were given, then the local well-posedness result could be readily inferred from the self-adjointness of the Hamiltonian operators H_j , j = 1, ..., N and Stone’s theorem, see for instance [24, Theorem VII.7]. Indeed, in that case it is possible to show the existence of solutions to models (2) and (3) by a standard fixed point argument in L^2 based spaces.

On the other hand, the evolution of the intrinsic parameters, given by the Cucker-Smale dynamics, is coupled with the Schrödinger equations for ψ_j ’s via their center of masses, that are not well defined for general L^2 functions. Therefore it is necessary to study solutions with more regularity, namely belonging to some weighted spaces. For this reason we consider the functional space

Σ(R^d ) = {f ∈ H^1(R^d ) : ∫ |x|^2|f(x)|^2 dx < ∞}. Let us recall that Σ is the domain of the quadratic form associated to the hamornic oscillator H = −^1_2 Δ +^{|x|2}_2 , i.e. Σ = {f ∈ L^2 : ⟨f, Hf⟩ < ∞}.

By using the Feynman’s path integral approach [2, 9, 26], see also [6], it is possible to define the propagator associated to a large class of Hamiltonian operators H = −^1_2 Δ + V , where V = V (x) satisfies the following assumption. Assumption 3.1. We let V = V_∞ + V_p, where V_∞ satisfies

• V_∞ ∈ C^∞(R^d ); • |∇^αV_∞(x)| ≤ C, for any x ∈ R^d , |α| ≥ 2, whereas V_p satisfies V_p, ∇V_p ∈ L^p + L^∞, p ≥ 1, p > d 2 . Physically relevant examples covered by the above assumption are the harmonic oscillator V (x) =^{ω2}_2 |x|^2, or any potential V (x) ∼ |x|^{−γ} that is longer range than the Coulomb interaction γ < 1, or any linear combination of such potentials. Remark 3.2. The class of admissible potentials could be further extended, for instance by considering time-dependent potentials. Moreover, even the local well-posedness result stated below is not optimal in terms of regularity assumptions on the initial data. However, since our main focus is on the asymptotic behavior of solutions, we prefer to avoid unnecessary technicalities related to the local behavior.

Proposition 3.3. Let Ψ_0 ∈ Σ(R^d ; C^N ), Θ_0 ∈ R^N_+ with^1_N ∑_N j=1 θ_{j,0} = 1 and let H_j = H + Ω_j , where H = −^1_2 Δ + V with V satisfying Assumption 3.1, and Ω_j ∈ R. Then there exists a unique maximal solution Ψ ∈ C([0, T_{max}); Σ) to model (2), respectively, model (3), such that the following blow-up alternative holds true. Either T_{max} = ∞ or T_{max} < ∞ and we have (14) lim_{t→Tmax} sup_{j=1,...,N}(‖ψ_j (t)‖_Σ + ‖ψ_j (t)‖^{−1}_2 ) = ∞,

for Model 1, respectively lim t→T_{max} sup j=1,...,N ‖ψ_j (t)‖_Σ = ∞,

for Model 2.

Let us emphasize that the blow-up alternative for Model 1 stated in (14) is not the usual one (see [7] for instance), due to the presence of the normalization factor in (2). Indeed, the possibility for one wave function to vanish at some time would yield non-uniqueness issues in the model. A similar mathematical difficulty is considered also in [3], where a nonlocal renormalization term as in (2) appears.

For this reason, in order to globally extend the solutions we also need a lower bound on the L^2 norm of each ψ_j . Let us define (15) λ_−(t) = min_{j=1,...,N} ‖ψ_j (t)‖_2, λ_+(t) = max_{j=1,...,N} ‖ψ_j (t)‖_2.

It is possible to check that the following lower bound on λ_− holds true,

λ_−(t) ≥ λ_−(0) − k 2 λ_+(0) c (θ_+ − 1)(0) exp ( k 2c (θ_+ − 1)(0) ) , (16)

where θ_+ = max{θ_1, . . . , θ_N }, see subsection 4.4 and in particular estimate (37) for a similar calculation. In particular the lower bound in (16) depends only on the initial data. Consequently, it is possible to prove that, as long as the right hand side of (16) is strictly positive, then the solution to model (2) can be extended for all times. Indeed, once a lower bound on the total masses is inferred, it is also possible to analogously derive an upper bound, see for instance estimate (24) or Lemma 5.2 for similar calculations. By using standard tools for nonlinear Schrödinger-type equations (Strichartz estimates, bootstrap arguments), these in turn yield also suitable bounds on the Σ norms of the oscillators.

Proposition 3.4. Let us consider system (2) and let the assumptions of Proposition 3.3 hold true. If in addition we assume that

(17) λ_−(0) − k 2 λ_+(0) c (θ_+ − 1)(0) exp ( k 2c (θ_+ − 1)(0) ) > 0, where λ_− and λ_+ are defined in (15), then the solutions to (2) constructed in Proposition 3.3 are global in time, namely we have Ψ ∈ C([0, ∞); Σ).

On the contrary, as system (3) does not involve the renormalization factor, existence of global solutions is guaranteed by simply providing uniform bounds on the Σ norm over compact time intervals.

Proposition 3.5. Let the assumptions of Proposition 3.3 hold true. In addition, let ϕ_j be defined by (11) and let us assume that either (18) Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩(0) ≥ 0, ∀ j, k = 1, , , N, or (19) ‖ψ^0_j ‖^2 ≤ θ_j , ∀ j = 1, .., N.

Then, the solutions to model (3) constructed in Proposition 3.3 are global in time, namely Ψ ∈ C([0, ∞); Σ).

Even for Model 2, it is quite standard to prove that conditions (18) or (19) imply upper bounds on the λ_j ’s, which in turn provide suitable bounds also for the Σ norms.

In order to study the asymptotic behavior of the models under our consideration, we will make use of Barbalat’s Lemma.

Lemma 3.6. If f(t) has a finite limit as t → ∞, and if d_t f(t) is uniformly continuous, then d_t f(t) → 0 as t → ∞.

4. Two Oscillators In this section we focus on the case of two oscillators. Since for N = 2 systems (2) and (3) behave in a sufficiently similar fashion, we present their qualitative properties simultaneously.

By recalling the decomposition (11) for each oscillator ψ_j , we infer synchronization properties of both systems by analizying the asymptotic behavior of the correlations Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩. Let us remark that by definition we have |Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩| ≤ 1 and ‖ϕ_1 − ϕ_2‖^2 = 2 (1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩) , so that showing synchronization for ϕ_1 and ϕ_2 is equivalent to showing that lim_{t→∞} Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = 1.

Theorem 4.1. Let N = 2 and let the assumptions of Proposition 3.4 (Proposition 3.5, respectively) be satisfied. If we further assume that Re⟨ϕ_{1,0}, ϕ_{2,0}⟩ ≠ −1 and that the symmetric communication kernel h(r) satisfies the Heavy Tail condition, then solutions to system (2) (system (3), respectively) undergo complete synchronization at exponential rate, namely 1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≲ e^{−ct}, for t → ∞. Further, the centers of mass, x_1, x_2, aggregate exponentially in time, |x_1 − x_2| ≲ e^{−Ct}. Corollary 4.2. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 4.1, the following bounds hold true. For Model 1, there exist constants C_1, C_2 > 0, depending only on (Ψ_0, Θ_0), such that (20) C_1 ≤ λ_j (t) ≤ C_2, for any j = 1, 2, t > 0. For Model 2, we have |λ^2_j (t) − θ_j (t)| ≲ e^{−ct}, as t → ∞. Remark 4.3. The constants C_1, C_2 appearing in estimate (20) are explicitly determined in subsection 4.4.

The rest of this section is dedicated to proving Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.2.

4.1. Synchronization. First we will achieve synchronization of directions via a monotonicity argument. Let us compute,

(Model 1) d dt Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = kθ_1 2λ_1

(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_1⟩Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩) + k 2λ_1 Im⟨ϕ_1, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩, + kθ_2 2λ_2

(Re⟨ϕ_1, ζ⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩) + k 2λ_2 Im⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩, (Model 2) d dt Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = k 2 θ_1 λ_1

(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_1⟩Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩) + k 2 λ_1Im⟨ϕ_1, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩, + k 2 θ_2 λ_2

(Re⟨ϕ_1, ζ⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩) + k 2 λ_2Im⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩.

Now, again because N = 2, we have ⟨ϕ_1, ζ⟩ =^1_2 λ_1 +^1_2 λ_2⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩, and a similar equality for ⟨ϕ_2, ζ⟩ holds, to allow us to continue,

(Model 1) d dt Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = k 4 ( θ_1λ_2 λ_1 + θ_2λ_1 λ_2 ) ( 1 − (Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 ) + k 4 ( λ_2 λ_1 + λ_1 λ_2 ) (Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2,

(Model 2) d dt Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = k 4 ( θ_1λ_2 λ_1 + θ_2λ_1 λ_2 ) ( 1 − (Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 ) + k 2 λ_1λ_2 (Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 .

Now we see that since Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≤ 1, we have d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≥ 0 and therefore Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ → c ∈ (−1, 1], and hence d dt Re⟨ϕ^1, ϕ^2⟩ → 0, by Barbalat’s lemma. However, if c ≠ 1, then d dt Re⟨ϕ^1, ϕ^2⟩ > 0, thus c = 1, as it is the only value other than Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = −1 for which d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = 0. Thus, for both models and any initial conditions such that Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≠ −1, we have synchronization.

4.2. Aggregation and Boundedness. Before achieving the exponential rate of synchronization, we show aggregation of the centers of masses, as well as boundedness of the masses for Model 1. Now, from synchronization of the ϕ_j ’s, we have ψ_j ‖ψ_j ‖_2 → ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , which gives xj → 1 ‖ζ‖^2 ∫ x|ζ|^2 dx, and hence aggregation of the centers of mass ensues.

We turn our attention to the Cucker-Smale dynamics for the parameters θ_j ,

θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ ≥ 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, since the center of masses aggregate, asymptotically h(|x_j − x_k|) ∼ h(0), but in particular for any influence function h(r), satisfying the heavy tail condition, we have h(|x_1 − x_2|) ≥ m > 0 for all time t > 0. Thus we have (4).

Now for Model 1, using (9) this guarantees the boundedness of each ‖ψ_j ‖_2. Indeed, let ψ_+ represent the larger of the two oscillators in L^2 norm. This can potentially change which oscillator we are referring to over time, however we can proceed using the Rademacher lemma, d dt λ_+ = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩(θ_+ − 1),

(21) | d dt λ_+| ≤ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2|θ_+ − 1|(0)e^{−μmt}, (22) ≤ k 2 λ_+|θ_+ − 1|(0)e^{−μmt}, (23)

λ_+(t) ≤ λ_+(0) exp ( k 2μm |θ_+ − 1|(0)(1 − e^{−μmt}) ) , (24)

≤ λ_+(0) exp ( k 2μm |θ_+ − 1|(0) ) . (25)

Then for Model 2, we have (4) and the synchronization of the directions of each of the oscillators, but to see their limiting sizes, consider, d dt λ_j = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j ). (26)

As Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ → 1, we have a T ≥ 0, such that Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(t) ≥ c > 0 for all t ≥ T . Thus, d dt (θ_j − λ^2_j ) = μ 2 2∑ k=1 h(|x_k − x_j |)(θ_k − θ_j ) − kλ_j Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j )

(27) ≤ |θ_1 − θ_2|(0)e^{−μmt} − c(θ_j − λ^2_j ), (28)

and Duhamel’s Principle lets us conclude θ_j − λ^2_j → 0 exponentially fast, and hence λ^2_j → θ̄ as well.

Note that for μ = 0, d_t θ_j = 0 and thus the intrinsic desired mass of the oscillator does not change. In this case the synchronization of directions still occurs, but if θ_1 ≠ θ_2, then λ_j → √ θ_j , still at an exponential rate, so that each oscillator has a different total mass. The center of masses still aggregate in this case as well |x_1 − x_2| → 0.

4.3. Exponential Synchronization. With bounds on the masses of each oscillator, and synchronization of the individual oscillators, we can bootstrap the rate of synchronization. We have,

(Model 1) d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩^2) = − k 2 ( θ_1λ_2 λ_1 + θ_2λ_1 λ_2 ) ( 1 − (Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 ) Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ − k 2 ( λ_2 λ_1 + λ_1 λ_2 ) (Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩,

(Model 2) d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩^2) = − k 2 ( θ_1λ_2 λ_1 + θ_2λ_1 λ_2 ) ( 1 − (Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 ) Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ − kλ_1λ_2 (Im⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)^2 Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩.

Now since Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ → 1, and d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≥ 0, there is a time, T , such that Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩(T ) ≥ c > 0 for all t > T . Further, with each λ_j bounded and θ_j → 1 (or constant in the case of Model 2 and μ = 0) we have, d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩^2) ≤ −c(1 − Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩^2), for all t > T, (29) and therefore synchronization occurs exponentially in time for both of the models.

4.4. Quantitative Bounds. Now for Model 2 we already have asymptotic dynamics for the mass of each oscillator, λ^2_j ∼ θ_j , but with exponential synchronization, we can establish quantitative bounds for the mass of each oscillator in Model 1. This section will provide these bounds for Model 1.

First, without loss of generality, suppose that λ_1(0) ≥ λ_2(0). Then by cases let us first check the case where θ_1 ≥ 1, and recall that θ_1(t) + θ_2(t) = 2.

Case 1 : θ_1 ≥ 1 .

Then we have first for the larger λ_1, d dt λ_1 = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_1⟩(θ_1 − 1)

(30) = k 4 (λ_1 + λ_2Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩)(θ_1 − 1) ≥ 0

(31)

Further, from the Cucker-Smale dynamics we have, (θ_1 − 1)(t) ≤ (θ_1 − 1)(0)e^{−μmt},

(32) where m = min_t h(|x_1 − x_2|). Thus, d dt λ_1 ≤ k 2 λ_1(θ_1 − 1)(0)e^{−μmt},

(33)

and therefore,

λ_1(t) ≤ λ_1(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0)(1 − e^{−μmt}) ) ≤ λ_1(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) . (34)

Now for λ_2, d dt λ_2 = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩(θ_2 − 1)

(35) = k 4 (λ_1Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ + λ_2)(1 − θ_1).

(36)

as λ_2(0) ≤ λ_1(0), it is possible for λ_2 also to grow if Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩(0) ∼ −1. However, if there is a time T where λ_2(T ) = λ_1(T ), we would have d_t λ_1(T ) = − d_t λ_2(T ), which could only occur if θ_1 = θ_2 = 1, (which would simply be the original Schrodinger- Lohe model) or if Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩(T ) = −1, which can only occur if d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩(0) = −1, as d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ ≥ 0. Therefore λ_2(t) ≤ λ_1(t) ≤ λ_1(0) exp (_k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) . Then to achieve a lower bound on λ_2, we note that Re⟨ζ, ϕ_2⟩ ≤ λ_1, then, using the bound we already achieved for λ_1 and 1 − θ_1, d dt λ_2 ≥ k 2 λ_1(1 − θ_1)

(37) ≥ k 2 λ_1(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) (1 − θ_1)(0)e^{−μmt}.

(38)

Then integrating we get,

λ_2(t) ≥ λ_2(0) − k 2 λ_1(0) μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) ( 1 − e^{−μmt} ) (39)

≥ λ_2(0) − k 2 λ_1(0) μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) . (40)

Case 2 : θ_1 < 1 .

Now, if θ_1 < 1, we note that since λ_1(0) > λ_2(0), Re⟨ζ, ϕ_1⟩ > (0) > 0, and therefore d_t λ_1 ≤ 0. If there exists a time T such that λ_1(T ) = λ_2(T ), then at this time, d_t λ_1(T ) = − d_t λ_2(T ), and hence for t ≥ T, λ_2(t) ≥ λ_1(t), and we are in the first case with the roles of λ_1 and λ_2 reversed. In the case that λ_1(t) > λ_2(t) for all t, we proceed as before to get, d dt λ_1 ≥ k 2 λ_1(θ_1 − 1)(0)e^{−μmt}

(41)

λ_1(0) ≥ λ_1(t) ≥ λ_1(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) , (42) and for λ_2,

λ_2(t) ≤ λ_2(0) + k 2 λ_1(0) μm (1 − θ_1)(0) exp ( k 2μm (θ_1 − 1)(0) ) . (43)

This is true for all initial conditions except for if ϕ_1(0) = ±ϕ_2(0). In which case d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ = 0 for all time. Hence, assuming without loss of generality that λ_1(0) > λ_2(0), we have ϕ_1 =^ζ_{‖ζ‖} = ±ϕ_2. Then the only thing to observe is the mass of each oscillator, using^1_2 (θ_1 + θ_2) = 1, d dt λ_1 = k 2 ‖ζ‖(θ_1 − 1), (44) d dt λ_2 = ± k 2 ‖ζ‖(θ_2 − 1) = ∓ d dt λ_1,

(45)

where, d_t λ_1 = − d_t λ_2 if ϕ_1 = ϕ_2 and d_t λ_1 = d_t λ_2 if ϕ_1 = −ϕ_2. Hence, in either case, d_t ‖ζ‖ = 0, and since x_1 = x_2, we have exponential alignment of θ_j so that d_t ‖ψ_j ‖ → 0 exponentially fast, ensuring boundedness of each ‖ψ_j ‖.

In particular, the same bounds above hold with m = h(0).

The final note about the case of N = 2 oscillators with identical natural frequencies, is the existence of the unstable equilibrium at ϕ_1 = −ϕ_2. Which from d_t Re⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ > 0 for ϕ_1 ≠ ±ϕ_2, is of course not stable, and further can only occur if initially so, ϕ_1(0) = −ϕ_2(0). This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.1 and its Corollary 4.2.

4.5. Different Natural frequencies. To conclude the analysis of the two oscillator case, we can investigate the synchronization dynamics when the two oscillators have differing natural frequencies, as well. The following analysis only applies to Model 1. Consider,

i∂_tψ_1 = Hψ_1 + Ωψ_1 + ik 4 ( θ_1(ψ_1 + ψ_2) − (ψ_1 +

⟨ψ_2, ψ_1⟩ ‖ψ_1‖^2 ψ_1) ) , (46)

i∂_tψ_2 = Hψ_2 − Ωψ_2 + ik 4 ( θ_2(ψ_1 + ψ_2) − (

⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ ‖ψ_2‖^2 ψ_2 + ψ_2) ) . along with θ_j controlled by the Cucker-Smale dynamics with absolute kernel, inf h(r) = c > 0. Indeed we see that synchronization will still occur depending on the relative size of the natural frequency Ω and the masses of the oscillators, however the limiting state will be different.

First, notice that the absolute kernel immediately yields (4) and thus the quantitative bounds established in the previous section hold. Again splitting the oscillator into ψ_j (x, t) = λ_j (t)ϕ_j (x, t), where λ_j (t) = ‖ψ_j ‖_2(t), we let λ̄_j = lim_t λ_j (t) for each oscillator and let z(t) = ⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ be the correlation between the two oscillator directions. Then the synchronization dynamics can be characterized by the size of Λ =^{4Ωλ̄1λ̄2}_{k(λ̄21 +λ̄2)} .

Theorem 4.4. Let ψ_{1,0}, ψ_{2,0} ∈ L^2(R^d ). Then depending on the relative size of the coupling constant, the limiting masses, and the natural frequency, the dynamics are as follows

(1) for 0 ≤ Λ < 1 either complete synchronization ensues at an exponential rate, 1 − |z(t)| ≲ e^{−Ct}. (47) as t → ∞ with limiting correlation |z(t) − z_1| ≲ e^{−Ct}, (48)

z_1 = √ 1 − Λ^2 + iΛ, or z(t) converges to an unstable equilibrium z_2 = − √ 1 − Λ^2 + iΛ

(2) for Λ = 1, complete synchronization occurs at a linear rate, 1 − |z(t)| ≲ t^{−1}, (49) as t → ∞, with limiting correlation z_1 = z_2 = i,

(3) for Λ > 1, the correlations tend towards periodic behavior.

First, the boundedness and convergence of λ_1, λ_2 are not changed by the inclusion of differing natural frequencies. Therefore none of the three possible configurations of parameters are empty.

In order to prove the theorem we will appeal to the fact that we can explicitly solve the system up to an exponentially decaying term, analogous to what is shown in [5]. First for Λ < 1 and for z(t) = ⟨ϕ_1, ϕ_2⟩ we compute, d dt z(t) = 2iΩz + k 4 ( θ_1λ^2 + θ_2λ^2_1 λ_1λ_2 ) (1 − z^2) + ik 4 ( λ_2 λ_1

(θ_1 − 1) + λ_1 λ_2

(θ_2 − 1) ) Im(z)z (50)

Now as θ_1, θ_2 are controlled by the Cucker-Smale dynamics under an absolute kernel, we not only have θ_1, θ_2 → 1 exponentially fast, but also λ_1, λ_2 → λ̄_1, λ̄_2, all at an exponential rate, and hence, d dt z(t) = 2iΩz + Ω Λ (1 − z^2) + E_1(z, t)

(51)

for E_1(z, t) an exponentially decaying quantity that depends on z, but due to 0 ≤ |z| ≤ 1, it is bounded above and below by exponentially decaying quantities that do not depend on z, E_0(t) ≤ |E_1(z, t)| ≤ E_2(t). Now this is a perturbation of the differential equation, d dt y(t) = 2iΩy + Ω Λ (1 − y^2),

(52)

which, can be shown to have solution, y(t) = z_1 + z̄_1^{y(0)−z1}

y(0)+z̄_1 e −2Ω Λ √ 1−Λ^2 t

1 −^{y(0)−z1}

y(0)+z_1 e −2Ω Λ √ 1−Λ^2 t

(53)

so long as y(0) ≠ z_2.

Then we compute d dt (z(t) − y(t)) = 2iΩ(z − y) + Ω Λ (y − z)(y + z) + E_1(z, t), (54)

= Ω(z − y) ( 2i − 1 Λ (y + z) ) + E_1(z, t). (55)

Indeed for large times, where |y(T ) − z_1| < ε_1 and |E_1(z, T )| < ε_2 we see that the difference z(t) − y(t) behaves monotonically away from the asymptotic fixed points, z_1 and z_2 where the monotonicity can break down near these points due to the small fluctuations of E_1(z, t). Indeed for − √ 1 − Λ^2 << Rez(T ) Duhamel’s principle gives,

z(t) − y(t) = (z(T ) − y(T )) exp ( iΩ ∫_t T 2 − 1 Λ (Imy(s) + Imz(s)) ds ) exp ( −Ω ∫_t T Rey(s) + Rez(s) ds ) (56) + ∫_t T E_1(z, s) exp ( Ω ∫_t s 2i − 1 Λ (y(τ) + z(τ)) dτ ) (57)

and clearly Rey(s) + Rez(s) > 0 and z(t) − y(t) converges to zero exponentially in time.

Now if Rez(T ) << − √ 1 − Λ^2 then z(t) − y(t) actually grows as Rey(s) + Rez(s) < 0, which means z(t) is approaching the unstable asymptotic fixed point, z_2. Now this fixed point is unstable as the perturbation from E_1(z, t) could push z so that it begins to approach z_1.

Therefore, for Λ < 1, z(t) either converges to the unstable asymptotic fixed point z_2, or converges exponentially fast to the stable fixed point z_1.

Now let Λ = 1. Then, d dt z(t) = Ω(1 + 2iz − z^2) + E_1(z, t)

(58)

and the corresponding unperturbed problem, d dt y(t) = Ω(1 + 2iy − y^2),

(59)

which has solution

y(t) = i + ( Ωt + 1 y(0) − i )_{−1} (60)

Then proceeding as in the previous case, d dt z(t) − y(t) = Ω(z − y)(2i − (y + z)) + E_1(z, t)

(61)

However, there is only one possible asymptotic fixed point at z_1 = z_2 = i, therefore there is no point where z(t) can get ‘stuck’. Therefore, z(t) → i as well, but at the same rate t^{−1} as y(t) converges to the fixed point. Lastly, for Λ > 1, there are no potential fixed points and z(t) will tend towards periodic behavior.

This concludes the analysis of the models with two oscillators. For the remainder of the paper, N ≥ 2, and all natural frequencies will be identical, Ω_j = 0.

5. Model 1: A perturbation of the Schrödinger-Lohe Model To consider the model with more than two oscillators, N ≥ 2, we will investigate each model separately, as with more oscillators involved the dynamics and techniques needed are different. Proposition 3.4 grants global well-posedness of Model 1 for any initial configuration.

5.1. Synchronization with the Absolute Kernel. We will first consider the Model 1 system, with an absolute kernel for the Cucker-Smale influence function, i.e., h satisfies, inf h(r) = c > 0. In this case, we can prove synchronization, for any initial conditions, to either full synchronization, or an unstable, Bipolar state. Let us rewrite the system here:

i∂_tψ_j = Hψ_j + ik 2N N∑ l=1 ( θ_j ψ_l − ⟨ψ_l, ψ_j ⟩ ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ψ_j ) , ψ_j (x, 0) = ψ^0_j (x), j = 1, . . . , N, θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k |)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ > 0, (62)

inf_{r≥0} h(r) = c > 0,

x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, Theorem 5.1. Solutions to the system (62) undergo either complete synchronization at an exponential rate, 1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(t) ≲ e^{−Ct}, (63) or converge to an unstable Bipolar state, lim_{t→∞} Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k ⟩ = ±1, ∀j, k = 1, ..., N. (64)

Further, the absolute kernel in the Cucker-Smale dynamics provides exponential aggregation of centers of masses for both the stable and unstable states.

Immediately, from the classical Cucker-Smale theory, since inf h(r) = c > 0 we have alignment of the θ_j → θ̄ = 1, exponentially fast, regardless of location of each x_j , so that once again we have (4).

Further, by observing the L^2 norm of the order parameter, ζ, differentiating

(65) d dt ‖ζ‖^2 = k θ̄‖ζ‖^2 − 1 N N∑ j=1 Re[⟨ϕ_j , ζ⟩^2] ,

and, since θ̄ = 1, and from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the fact that ‖ϕ_j ‖_2 = 1, we have Re[⟨ϕ_j , ζ⟩^2] ≤ ‖ζ‖^2, which implies d_t ‖ζ‖^2 ≥ 0. Since ‖ζ‖^2 is monotonic in time, lim_{t→∞} ‖ζ‖^2 = ρ_∞, for ρ_∞ ∈ (0, ∞], similar to the result of Ha et al in [15]. However, ‖ζ‖_2 is not a priori bounded, thus we must show that ρ_∞ is bounded away from infinity.

To see that ρ_∞ < ∞ we must establish a bound on each λ_j = ‖ψ_j ‖_2.

Lemma 5.2. The mass of each oscillator remains bounded in time, i.e., there exists a C > 0 such that λ_j ≤ C for all j = 1, ..., N and t > 0. Proof. Let ψ_+(x, t) represent the oscillator for which max_j λ_j (t) is achieved. The index + for θ_+ and ϕ_+ correspond to the oscillator ψ_+ determined by max_j λ_j (t). Note that the oscillator ψ_+(x, t) pertains to may change, thus we must employ Rademacher’s lemma in order to compute d dt λ_+ = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩(θ_+(t) − 1),

(66) | d dt λ_+| ≤ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2|θ_+(t) − 1|, but since ζ =^1_N ∑_N j=1 ψ_j , we have ‖ζ‖_2 ≤^1_N ∑_N j=1 λ_j ≤^1_N ∑_N j=1 λ_+ = λ_+. Therefore, | d dt λ_+| ≤ k 2 λ_+|θ_+(0) − 1|e^{−cμt}, (67)

using (4), and

λ_+(t) ≤ λ_+(0) exp ( k 2cμ |θ_+ − 1|(0) ) = C (68)

and therefore the mass of every oscillator remains bounded for all time. □

With this in hand we are ready to prove the theorem.

Proof. With the L^2 norm of each oscillator bounded, the L^2 norm of the order parameter must also be bounded and thus ρ_∞ < ∞. Therefore we know d_t ‖ζ‖^2 → 0, by Barbalat’s Lemma, which of course can only occur if ϕ_j → ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} for each j. Therefore, we know that either Bipolar, or Full synchronization must occur for any initial condition.

Now with ϕ_j → ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖} it is easy to see that x_j →^1_{ρ∞} ∫ R^d x|ζ| 2 dx for each j, hence aggregation of the centers of masses.

Now to see that in the case of Full synchronization, that it must occur exponentially in time, we note that for all j, k, we have Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ → 1, and in particular, there exists a time T such that for all t ≥ T , the pair ϕ_+, ϕ_− that minimizes, Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩, satisfies, Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(t) ≥ C > 0, for all t ≥ T. (69) Therefore, just as in the N = 2 case, we have, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = kθ_+ 2λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_+ Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + kθ_− 2λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_− Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩. Now since Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ C > 0, we also have, Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≥ C‖ζ‖_2 > 0 and further, (70) ‖ζ‖_2Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≤ ‖ζ‖_2. Now, since ϕ_± minimizes the real part of the correlation between two oscillator directions, it follows that ϕ_+ and ϕ_− lie on opposite sides with respect to the order parameter ζ on the time frame t ≥ T . Without loss of generality, assume Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩ ≥ 0, then Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0 and Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0. To see that synchronization in fact occurs at an exponential rate, we add and subtract appropriately, and use (70), d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = kθ_+ 2λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_+ Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + kθ_− 2λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_− Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩, ≥ k 2 (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ + θ_− λ_− Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩) (71) + k 2 Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ − θ_− λ_− ) (72)

If^{θ+}_{λ+} ≥^{θ−}_{λ−} , then, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩) + θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩))

(73)

and if^{θ+}_{λ+} <^{θ−}_{λ−} , then d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩) + θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩)) (74)

In either case we have, d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) ≤ −C(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩), (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)(t) ≤ (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(T ))e^{−Ct}.

(75) for all t ≥ T. Thus concludes the proof. □

5.2. Classification of Steady States. Now let us classify the steady states of the system. From d_t ‖ζ‖_2 ≥ 0, and d_t ‖ζ‖_2 = 0 only when each ϕ_j = ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} , we see that all possible combinations of ϕ_j = ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} correspond directly to all of the steady states of the system, other than the repulsive incoherent state ζ = 0. In particular let us show that ϕ_j = +^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} for all j is the only stable equilibrium of the system.

First note that as each θ_j → 1 exponentially fast, and each λ_j is bounded, and thus ‖ζ‖_2 as well, along with ϕ_j → ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} we have for all j, λ_j (t) → λ̄_j . Thus full synchronization is represented by,

ζ_F = 1 N (_N ∑ k=1 λ̄_k ) ϕ_ζ (76) with ‖ϕ_ζ ‖ = 1, and ϕ_ζ denoting the direction of the order parameter. Then any Bipolar synchronized state can be represented,

ζ_B = 1 N ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑ k∉I λ̄_k ϕ_ζ (77)

with I = {k : ϕ_k → +^ζ_{‖ζ‖} = ϕ_ζ }, note that ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑_{k∉I} λ̄_k > 0 as d dt ‖ζ‖^2 ≥ 0. Now to see that each Bipolar state is an unstable equilibrium, we suppose that one oscillator is perturbed off of the antipole. Then this position where ϕ_1 ≠ ϕ_ζ represents the direction of the oscillator that is not synchronized, and ϕ will represent the direction of the other N − 1 oscillators, as with the perturbation it will no longer be the same as ϕ_ζ . ζ_B′ = 1 N ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑ k∉I,k≠1 λ̄_k ϕ − 1 N λ̄_1ϕ_1.

(78)

Then comparing the L^2 norm of both ζ_B and ζ_B′ ,

‖ζ_B ‖_2 = 1 N ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑ k∉I λ̄_k , (79)

‖ζ_B′ ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑ k∉I,k≠1 λ̄_k ϕ − 1 N λ̄_1ϕ_1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 , (80)

≥ | | | | | ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 N ∑ k∈I λ̄_k − ∑ k∉I,k≠1 λ̄_k ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 − ‖ 1 N λ̄_1ϕ_1‖_2 | | | | | (81)

= ‖ζ_B ‖_2.

(82)

where the inequality comes from the reverse triangle inequality and equality can only hold if ϕ_1 = ϕ. Therefore, ‖ζ_B′ ‖_2 > ‖ζ_B ‖_2, with d_t ‖ζ‖_2 > 0 for any nonsynchronized state. Implying that each Bipolar equilibrium must indeed be unstable.

5.3. Synchronization with the heavy tail kernel. A key component in achieving synchronization in the previous section was knowing a priori that each θ_j → 1 exponentially fast. This was derived from the usage of the absolute kernel in the Cucker-Smale dynamics appended to the system. If we loosen this condition to the classical Heavy Tail condition so that rather than inf_r h(r) = c > 0, we have h(r) > 0 and

(83) ∫_∞ h(r) dr = ∞, then we can still achieve synchronization, but now it depends on the initial configuration of the corresponding oscillators.

Theorem 5.3. The system (2) with kernel satisfying (83) undergoes complete synchronization for initial conditions such that all oscillators satisfy the following wedge condition

(84) Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩(0) ≥ 0, for all j, k.

Further, each θ_j → θ̄ = 1, exponentially fast, and each center of mass aggregates x_j →^1_{ρ∞} ∫ R^d x|ζ| 2 dx, analogous to system (62). Further the rate of synchronization is exponential, 1 − Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ ≲ e^{−Ct}, ∀j, k. (85)

Proof. First we note that we still have (65) and therefore ‖ζ‖_2 → ρ_∞. However, with the heavy tail kernel we do not immediately have θ_j → 1 exponentially in time, and thus do not have an a priori bound on the mass of each oscillator. Therefore, we first must show that |x_j − x_k|(t) remains bounded for all time (in fact we show |x_j − x_k | → 0).

Now just as in the N = 2 case we observe, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = kθ_+ 2λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_+ Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + kθ_− 2λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_− Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ where ϕ_± is where min_{j,k} Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ is achieved.

Now since Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0, we also have, Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≥ c > 0 and further, we have (70).

Now, since ϕ_± minimizes the real part of the correlation between two oscillator directions, it follows that ϕ_+ and ϕ_− lie on opposite sides with respect to the order parameter ζ. Without loss of generality, assume Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩ ≥ 0, then Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0 and Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0. Therefore, d_t Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0, which implies that not only is (84) preserved in time, but that coupled with Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ 1, and d_t Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ > 0 if Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≠ ±1, we have Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 1. Thus all the directions synchronize so that ϕ_j =^{ψj}_{‖ψj ‖2} →^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} for all j. To see that this in fact occurs at an exponential rate, we add and subtract appropriately, and use (70), d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = kθ_+ 2λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_+ Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + kθ_− 2λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2λ_− Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ + θ_− λ_− Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩) (86) + k 2 Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ − θ_− λ_− ) (87)

If^{θ+}_{λ+} ≥^{θ−}_{λ−} , then, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩) + θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩))

(88)

and if^{θ+}_{λ+} <^{θ−}_{λ−} , then d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩) + θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖_2(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_−⟩)) (89)

In either case we have, d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) ≤ −c(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩), (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)(t) ≤ (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(0))e^{−ct}.

(90)

With exponential synchronization comes aggregation of the centers of masses, x_j →^1_{ρ∞} ∫ R^d x|ζ| 2 dx, exponentially fast as well.

Returning to the Cucker-Smale dynamics,

θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ > 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, since the center of masses aggregate, asymptotically h(|x_j − x_k|) ∼ h(0), but in particular h(|x_j − x_k|) ≥ m > 0 for all time t > 0. Hence, we have (4).

We can now establish quantitative bounds on the growth of each oscillator. The bounds go just as in the absolute kernel, except rather than having c = inf h(r) determined by the initial conditions, we have m = min_{t,k,j} h(|x_k − x_j |).

λ_+(t) ≤ λ_+(0) exp ( k 2mμ |θ_+ − 1|(0) ) . (91)

Therefore each oscillator direction synchronizes exponentially fast to the direction of the order parameter, and

lim_{t→∞} ‖ζ‖_2 = 1 N N∑ j=1 λ̄_j < ∞. (92) □ This concludes the analysis of Model 1.

6. Model 2: A generalization of the Schrödinger-Lohe Model The second variation we consider is given by

i∂_tψ_j = Hψ_j + ik 2N N∑ l=1 (θ_j ψ_l − ⟨ψ_l, ψ_j ⟩ψ_j ) , ψ_j (x, 0) = ψ^0_j (x), j = 1, . . . , N, (93)

θ̇_j = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_j − x_k|)(θ_k − θ_j ), μ ≥ 0, x_j = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, Then for the order parameter ζ =^1_N ∑_N l=1 ψ_l, the equation becomes

i∂_tψ_j = Hψ_j + ik 2 (θ_j ζ − ⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩ψ_j ) . (94)

and further the equation for ζ itself is i∂_tζ = Hζ + ik 2 θ̄ζ − 1 N N∑ j=1 ⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩ψ_j , (95)

where θ̄ =^1_N ∑_N j=1 θ_j . The first of two important distinctions from the standard Schrodinger-Lohe model that should be made is the absence of normalization, so that d dt ‖ψ_j ‖^2 = kRe⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩(θ_j − ‖ψ_j ‖^2),

(96)

thus the mass of each oscillator is not conserved, but rather, through the synchronization process, i.e., when Re⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩ > 0, the square of the L^2 norm of ψ_j approaches the value θ_j . Indeed, this is why in Proposition 3.5, we restrict ourselves to two sets of potential initial configurations. The presence of the parameters, θ_j , are the second distinction from the usual Schrödinger-Lohe model. Each θ_j (t) > 0 represents an intrinsic desired mass for a given oscillator, and their motion will be governed by the Cucker-Smale dynamics,

θ̇_j = μ N N∑ l=1 h(|x_l − x_j |)(θ_l − θ_j ), μ ≥ 0, (97)

x_j (t) = 1 ‖ψ_j ‖^2 ∫ R^d x|ψ_j (x, t)|^2 dx, with h a radially symmetric heavy tail kernel, μ ≥ 0 a measure of coupling strength, where the case of μ = 0 represents each θ_j remaining fixed, and x_j the center of mass of an oscillator ψ_j . Note that for θ_j ≡ 1 and ‖ψ^0_j ‖_2 = 1, for all j, the system reduces to the standard Schrödinger-Lohe model for quantum synchronization.

Again, since the mass of each oscillator is no longer conserved, it is useful to break each oscillator up into a part that measures the mass, and one that measures its direction. ψ_j (x, t) = λ_j (t)ϕ_j (x, t), (98) λ_j (t) = ‖ψ_j (t)‖_2.

Then d_t ‖ϕ_j (x, t)‖_2 = 0, and ‖ϕ_j (x, t)‖_2 ≡ 1. Then the equations for ϕ_j and λ_j are given by,

(99) λ̇_j = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j ), i∂_tϕ_j = ( H + k 2 λ_j Im⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ) ϕ_j + i kθ_j 2λ_j (ζ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ϕ_j ) . Let us state the main theorem for this section:

Theorem 6.1. Global solutions to (93) in the classes and with initial configurations as defined in Proposition 3.5 undergo either exponential full synchronization (guaranteed for initial data satisfying the wedge condition (84)) or unstable synchronization to a bipolar state (only possible if ‖ψ_{j0}‖^2 = θ_j for some j).

We split the analysis of this model into two cases: first with the wedge condition (84).

6.1. Synchronization on a wedge. For Model 2, the synchronization results that we can prove are identical for both the absolute and heavy tail kernels, as it is no longer necessary that θ_j → 1 in order to control the mass of each oscillator. Indeed, the Cucker-Smale dynamics can be turned on or off in this section (μ ≥ 0).

Proposition 6.2. The system (93) with μ ≥ 0 and h(r) satisfying the heavy tail condition (83) undergoes exponential synchronization for initial conditions satisfying the wedge condition (84), 1 − Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ ≲ e^{−Ct}, ∀j, k. (100)

If μ > 0 We further have θ_j → θ̄ = 1, λ_j → 1, exponentially fast, as well as aggregation of centers of mass, x_j → 1 ρ_∞ ∫ R^d x|ζ| 2 dx.

First we note that (84) is preserved in time. Indeed, letting ϕ_+, ϕ_− denote the two oscillator directions that minimize Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ we see, utilizing Rademacher’s lemma to differentiate, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = k 2 θ_+ λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_+Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩

(101) + k 2 θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_−Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ (102)

Now, since Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k ⟩ ≥ 0 for all j, k, Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ≥ c > 0, for all j as well. Further, since ϕ_± minimizes Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩, and without loss of generality, assuming Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩ ≥ 0, then Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩, Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0.. Therefore we also have the following inequalities, ‖ζ‖_2Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≤ ‖ζ‖_2 (103)

Hence, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0, (104)

preserving (84), and further, Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ 1, (105)

Implying, Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 1 since d_t Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ > 0, unless Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = ±1.

Therefore, ϕ_j →^ζ_{‖ζ‖} for all j, which in turn implies aggregation of the centers of mass, x_j →^1_{ρ∞} ∫ R^d x|ζ| 2 dx. In particular this means that for μ > 0 the influence function h(r) in the Cucker-Smale dynamics is bounded from below, min_{t,j,k} h(|x_j − x_k|) = m > 0. Hence, exponential alignment of each θ_j occurs, as in (4).

Continuing, to see that λ_j → 1, we note that since Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 1, we have Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(t) ≥ c > 0 for all t ≥ T . Thus, d dt (θ_j − λ^2_j ) = μ N N∑ k=1 h(|x_k − x_j |)(θ_k − θ_j ) − kλ_j Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j )

(106) ≤ max_j |θ_j − θ̄|(0)e^{−μmt} − c(θ_j − λ^2_j ), (107)

and Duhamel’s Principle lets us conclude θ_j − λ^2_j → 0 exponentially fast, and hence λ^2_j → θ̄ = 1 as well.

Lastly, we can now bootstrap the rate of synchronization of oscillatory directions to an exponential rate. Indeed, as Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0 for all time, and with λ_j → 1, θ_j → 1 exponentially fast, d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) = − k θ_+ λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) − kλ_+Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ (108) − k θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) − kλ_−Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ (109) ≤ −k(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ + Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩)(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) (110) + k(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)(1 − θ_+ λ_+ ) (111) + k(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)(1 − θ_− λ_− ) (112)

Now as (1 −^{θ+}_{λ+} ) and (1 −^{θ−}_{λ−} ) both converge to zero exponentially fast, and Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≥ c > 0 for all time, we conclude by Duhamel’s principle that Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 1 also at an exponential rate.

Then for μ = 0. Let ϕ_± represent the the two oscillators such that min_{jk} Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩ is achieved. Then, (using Rademacher’s lemma) d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = k 2 θ_+ λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_+Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩

(113) + k 2 θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_−Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ (114)

Now, since Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k ⟩ ≥ 0 for all j, k, Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ≥ c > 0, for all j as well. Further, since ϕ_± minimizes Re⟨ϕ_j , ϕ_k⟩, and without loss of generality, assuming Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩ ≥ 0, then Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩, Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0. Therefore we also have the following inequalities, ‖ζ‖_2Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_±⟩ ≤ ‖ζ‖_2 (115)

Hence, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0, (116) Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≤ 1. (117)

Therefore, Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 1 and d_t Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → 0.

Now, Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ≥ c > 0 for all t > 0, and since d dt (θ_j − λ^2_j ) = −kRe⟨ζ, ψ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j ),

(118)

if θ_j > λ^2_j , d dt (θ_j − λ^2_j ) ≤ −kcλ_j (θ_j − λ^2_j ).

(119)

Thus θ_j − λ^2_j → 0 exponentially fast. Now similarly if θ_j < λ^2_j , d dt (θ_j − λ^2_j ) ≥ −kcλ_j (θ_j − λ^2_j ).

(120)

and again θ_j − λ^2_j → 0 exponentially fast.

To see that synchronization occurs at an exponential rate, we add and subtract appropriately, and using (84), d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ = kθ_+ 2λ_+ (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_+Im⟨ϕ_+, ζ⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + kθ_− 2λ_− (Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) + k 2 λ_−Im⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩Im⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ + θ_− λ_− Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩) (121) + k 2 Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(Re⟨ζ, ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ζ, ϕ_+⟩)( θ_+ λ_+ − θ_− λ_− ) (122)

If^{θ+}_{λ+} ≥^{θ−}_{λ−} , then, d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_+⟩) + θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_−⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_+⟩))

(123)

and if^{θ+}_{λ+} <^{θ−}_{λ−} , then d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_−⟩) + θ_− λ_− (Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_+⟩ − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)) ≥ k 2 ‖ζ‖(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)( θ_+ λ_+

(Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ + Re⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖ , ϕ_−⟩)) (124)

In either case we have, d dt (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩) ≤ −c(1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩), (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩)(t) ≤ (1 − Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩(0))e^{−ct}.

(125) Thus proving the proposition.

6.2. Synchronization with frozen parameters. For Model 2 and μ = 0, turning the Cucke-Smale dynamics off, the situation is different. We were restricted to only initial conditions satisfying (84) for the μ > 0 case, and while in the case where (84) holds with μ = 0, Proposition 6.2 still holds, we can also describe the synchronization dynamics for a wider class of initial conditions. An important note is that with the Cucker-Smale dynamics effectively being turned off, each θ_j remains fixed so that rather than θ_j → θ̄ and λ^2_j → θ̄, we see λ^2_j → θ_j for each individual j so that in the end each oscillator has a different mass, determined by the initial desired mass θ_j . This can be appealing as we can see synchronization occur, while being able to choose the mass of each quantum oscillator.

Proposition 6.3. The synchronization dynamics of global solutions to system (93), with μ = 0, and initial conditions such that λ^2_j (0) ≤ θ_j for all j = 1, ..., N, either complete synchronization at an exponential rate occurs, or the system converges to an unstable Bipolar state.

Proof. Now, without a condition like (84) we resort to analyzing the order parameter again. We compute, d dt ‖ζ‖^2 = k ( θ̄‖ζ‖^2 − 1 N N∑ l=1 λ^2_l Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2 ) (126)

Now since λ^2_j (0) ≤ θ_j and λ̇_j =^k_2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j ), we have λ^2_j (t) ≤ θ_j for all t > 0 as well. Further, |Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2| ≤ |⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩|^2 ≤ ‖ζ‖^2, (127) since ‖ϕ_l‖_2 = 1. Therefore, 1 N N∑ l=1 λ^2_l Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2 ≤ θ̄‖ζ‖^2

(128)

and hence d_t ‖ζ‖^2 ≥ 0. Now ‖ζ‖_2 is monotonic, and to see it is bounded,

‖ζ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 N N∑ l=1 λ_lϕ_l ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ 1 N N∑ l=1 λ_l ≤ √ θ_M , (129)

where θ_M = max_j θ_j . Therefore ‖ζ‖_2 → ρ_∞ ∈ (0, √ θ_M ].

Further, we know d_t ‖ζ‖^2 = θ̄‖ζ‖^2 −^1_N ∑_N l=1 λ^2_l Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2 → 0. Since λ^2_l ≤ θ_l and Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2 ≤ ‖ζ‖^2,

θ̄‖ζ‖^2 − 1 N N∑ l=1 λ^2_l Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2 = 1 N N∑ l=1 θ_l‖ζ‖^2 − λ^2_l Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2,

(130)

= 1 N N∑ l=1 (θ_l − λ^2_l )‖ζ‖^2 + 1 N N∑ l=1 λ^2_l (‖ζ‖^2 − Re[⟨ϕ_l, ζ⟩]^2).

(131)

Now each of these sums are nonnegative, so d_t ‖ζ‖^2 → 0 if and only if λ^2_l → θ_l and ϕ_l → ±^1_{‖ζ‖2} ζ. Therefore we have synchronization.

For the special case of λ^2_j (0) < θ_j , we can further guarantee that the oscillator avoids the antipole. Indeed, we suppose for this j that ϕ_j → −^1_{‖ζ‖2} ζ. In that case there exists a time T and constant C < 0 such that k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ≤ C < 0 for all t ≥ T . Then, d dt λ_j = k 2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩(θ_j − λ^2_j )

(132) ≤ C(θ_j − λ^2_j ), on [T, ∞), (133) ∫_t T dλ_j θ_j − λ^2_j (s) ≤ ∫_t T C dt, (134)

λ_j (t) ≤ √ θ_j ( √ θ_j + λ^T_j )e^2 √_{θj C(t−T )} − ( √ θ_j − λ^T_j ) ( √ θ_j − λ^T_j ) + ( √ θ_j + λ^T_j )e^2 √_{θj C(t−T )} , on [T, ∞). (135)

Therefore, at t^∗ =^1_2√_{θj C} ln ( √_{θj −λTj} √_{θj +λTj} ) + T > T , we have λ_j (t^∗) ≤ 0. In which case, either λ_j (t^∗) < 0, a contradiction, or

λ_j (t^∗) = 0. If λ_j (t^∗) = 0, then λ̇_j (t^∗) =^k_2 Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩θ_j ≤ Cθ_j < 0, also a contradiction.

Therefore ϕ_j → +^1_{‖ζ‖2} ζ. Hence if for every j = 1, ..., N, the mass is strictly below its corresponding desired mass, λ^2_j (0) < θ_j , then complete synchronization at an exponential rate occurs.

Indeed, λ^2_j → θ_j occurs at an exponential rate since Re⟨ζ, ϕ_j ⟩ ≥ C > 0. for all t > T from fact that complete synchronization occurs. Further, we can conclude exponential synchronization as well, since complete synchronization occurs, there is a time T such that for all t > T (84) holds, and the argument in Proposition 6.2 yields the exponential rate of synchronization. □

7. Bipolar Synchronization and Incoherence Let us now state two illustrative examples for Incoherence and Bipolar Synchronization behavior. These examples are important, as the standard Schrödinger-Lohe model, having identical oscillators, cannot possibly converge to an incoherent state due to the monotonicity (growth) of the order parameter. To construct an example for which bipolar synchronization emerges is not difficult, but it occurs in a somewhat contrived manner, as expected for an unstable equilibrium.

Example 7.1. First, Bipolar Synchronization can only occur if for some j, λ^2_j (0) = θ_j . Take any initial conditions for which λ^2_1(0) = θ_1, and ϕ_1(0) = −^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} (0), and λ^2_j (0) < θ_j for all other j. Now symmetrizing around ζ so that we have a system of 2N oscillators where the first N are the original oscillators and the oscillators corresponding to N + 1, ..., 2N satisfy, for each j = 1, ..., N, Re ⟨ ϕ_j , ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ (0) = Re ⟨ ϕ_{j+N} , ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ (0),

(136) Im ⟨ ϕ_j , ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ (0) = −Im ⟨ ϕ_{j+N} , ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ (0),

(137)

λ_j (0) = λ_{j+N} (0),

(138) θ_j = θ_{j+N} .

(139)

Then this system converges to the bipolar state.

Indeed, since λ^2_k ≤ θ_k for all k, Proposition 3.5 guarantees a global solution and Proposition 6.3 guarantees ϕ_j → ±^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} . To see that ϕ_1, ϕ_{N+1} = −^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} for all time we compute, d dt ⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_1 ⟩ |_{t=0} = k 2N 2N∑ l=1 λ^2_l [⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩_2 − Re [⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩_2]] , (140) d dt Re ⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_1 ⟩ |_{t=0} = 0,

(141) d dt Im ⟨ ζ ‖ζ‖_2 , ϕ_1 ⟩ |_{t=0} = k 2N 2N∑ l=1 λ^2_l Im [⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩_2] , (142)

= k N N∑ l=1 λ^2_l Re ⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ Im ⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ + k N 2N∑ l=N+1 λ^2_l Re ⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ Im ⟨ ϕ_l, ζ ‖ζ‖_2 ⟩ , (143)

= 0.

(144)

Therefore ϕ_1 = −^ζ_{‖ζ‖2} for all time, and the same for ϕ_{N+1}, resulting in a bipolar synchronization.

Incoherence, ‖ζ‖_2 → 0, can happen for a similar initial configuration:

Example 7.2. For the same system as the above example except where λ^2_1(0) > θ_1, we see ‖ζ‖_2 → 0.

Indeed, ϕ_1(t) = −ζ(t)/‖ζ‖_2 for all time, but since λ̇_1 = −^k_2 ‖ζ‖_2(t)(θ_1 − λ^2_1), we see that λ^2_1 grows so that we expect lim_{t→∞} ‖ζ‖_2 = 0, resulting in an incoherent state. We note however that Proposition 3.5 no longer applies, so we don’t automatically get global solutions or synchronization of the other oscillators. However, if the remaining 2N − 2 oscillators satisfy the wedge condition (84), then we still have d dt Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ ≥ 0, (145) Re⟨ϕ_±, ζ⟩ ≥ 0, (146)

where ϕ_+, ϕ_− are chosen from these remaining oscillators. Therefore, the remaining N −2 oscillators must all remain bounded.

To see that ‖ψ_1‖_2 also remains bounded so that we can extend from a local to a global solution, we look at the order parameter again. Indeed if ‖ψ_1‖_2 → ∞ as t → T < ∞, then since all the other oscillators remain bounded, ‖ζ‖_2 → ∞ as t → T as well. However, for ‖ψ_1‖_2 large, we see that d_t ‖ζ‖_2 < 0, a contradiction. Therefore this initial configuration also admits a global solution so that ‖ζ‖_2 → 0.

Although, with ‖ζ‖_2 → 0, it is possible that Re⟨ϕ_+, ϕ_−⟩ → c < 1, which would truly represent an incoherent state, different from the bipolar synchronization. Both these examples take advantage of the fact that the system is symmetry preserving with respect to the order parameter.

References

[1] J.A. Acebrón, L.L. Bonilla, C.J. Pérez Vicente, F. Ritort, R. Spigler, The Kuramoto model: a simple paradigm for synchronization phenomena, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77 (2005), 137–185.

[2] S. Albeverio, R.J. Hoegh-Krohn, S. Mazzucchi, Mathematical theory of Feynman path integrals. Springer Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 2nd Edition, 2008.

[3] P. Antonelli, P. Cannarsa, B. Shakarov, Existence and asymptotic behavior for L^2-norm preserving nonlinear heat equations,

arxiv.org/abs/2210.04603.

[4] P. Antonelli, S.-Y. Ha, D. Kim, P. Marcati, The Wigner-Lohe model for quantum synchronization and its emergent dynamics, Net. Heter.

Media 12, no. 3 (2017), 403–416.

[5] P. Antonelli, P. Marcati A model of synchronization over quantum networks, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 50 (2017) 315101. [6] R. Carles, Linear vs. nonlinear effects for nonlinear Schrödinger equations with potential, Commun. Contemp. Math. 7, no. 4 (2005), 483–508. [7] T. Cazenave, Semilinear Schrödinger Equations. Courant Lecture Notes in Mathematics vol. 10, New York University, Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, AMS, 2003.

[8] S.-H. Choi, J. Cho, S.-Y. Ha, Practical quantum synchronization for the Schrödinger-Lohe model, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 49 (2016), 205203. [9] D. Fujiwara, Rigorous time slicing approach to Feynman path integrals, Springer Mathematical Physics Studies, 2017. [10] R. Fukuizumi, L. Hahn, Stichastic Schrödinger-Lohe model, J. Funct. Anal. 281, no. 10 (2021), 109224.

[11] S.-Y. Ha, G. Hwang, D. Kim, Two-point correlation function and its applications to the Schrödinger-Lohe type models, Quart. Appl. Math.

80, no. 4 (2022), 669–699.

[12] S.-Y. Ha, D. Kim, Collective dynamics of Lohe type aggregation models, available online at https://arxiv.org/abs/2108.10473. [13] S.-Y. Ha, D. Kim, Emergence of synchronous behaviors for the Schrödinger-Lohe model with frustration, Nonlin. 32 (2019) 4609–4637. [14] S.-Y. Ha, D. Ko, S.W. Ryoo, On the relaxation dynamics of Lohe oscillators on some Riemannian manifolds, J. Stat. Phys. 172 (2018), 1427–1478.

[15] H. Huh, S.-Y. Ha, D. Kim Asymptotic behavior and stability for the Schrodinger-Lohe Model, J. Math. Phys. 59 (2018) 102701. [16] H.J. Kimble, The quantum internet, Nature 453 (2008), 1023–1030.

[17] Y. Kuramoto Self-entrainment of a population of coupled nonlinear oscillators, Int. Symp. on Mathematical Problems in Theoretical. Physics (Lecture Notes in Physics vol. 39) ed H Araki (New York: Springer) pp 420-2.

[18] D. Lear, D.N. Reynolds, R. Shvydkoy Grassmannian reduction of cucker-smale systems and dynamical opinion games, Discrete and Continuous Dynamical Systems, (2021) 41 (12) 5765-5787 .

[19] M.A. Lohe Quantum synchronization over quantum networks, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. (2010) 43 465301. [20] M.A. Lohe Non-Abelian Kuramoto model and synchronization, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. (2009) 42 395101. [21] N. Lörch, S.E. Nigg, A. Nunnenkamp, R.P. Tiwari, C. Bruder, Quantum synchronization blockade: energy quantization hinders synchronization of identical oscillators, Phys. rev. Lett. 118 (2017), 243602.

[22] V. Nguyen, R. Shvydkoy Propagation of Chaos for the Cucker-Smale Systems under heavy tail communication, (2021) arXiv:2112.04437. [23] S.E. Nigg, Observing quantum synchronization blockade in circuit quantum electrodynamics, Phys. Rev. A 97 (2018), 013811. [24] M. Reed, B. Simon, Methods of modern mathematical physics. Vol. 1. Functional analysis, Academic New York, 1980. [25] R. Shvydkoy Dynamics and Analysis of Alignment Models of Collective Behavior, Nečas Center Series. Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, [2021] ©2021.

[26] K. Yajima, Schrödinger evolution equations with magnetic fields, J. Anal. Math. 56 (1991), 29–76.

Gran Sasso Science Institute, viale Francesco Crispi, 7, 67100 L’Aquila, Italy Email address: paolo.antonelli@gssi.it

Gran Sasso Science Institute, viale Francesco Crispi, 7, 67100 L’Aquila, Italy Email address: david.reynolds@gssi.it