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Patterns of activity in networks of neurons are a prototypical complex system. Here we analyze
data on the retina to show that information shared between a single neuron and the rest of the
network is compressible, through a combination of the information bottleneck and an iteration
scheme inspired by the renormalization group. The result is that the number of parameters needed
to describe the distribution of joint activity scales with the square of the number of neurons, even
though the interactions are not well approximated as pairwise. Our results also show that the shared
information is essentially equal to the information that individual neurons carry about natural visual
inputs, which has implications for the structure of the neural code.

The last decade has seen enormous growth in our abil-
ity to monitor, simultaneously, the functional activity of
many degrees of freedom in living systems. Examples
range from the expression levels of many genes in a single
cell [1–4] to the electrical activity of many neurons in the
brain [5–10] and the movements of all the individual or-
ganisms in a flock or swarm [11]. In order to understand
these experiments we need a theoretical framework that
tames the combinatorial explosion of potential complex-
ity. In physics we are accustomed to using very simple
models to describe systems with many degrees of free-
dom, but it is not clear why or how this success can be
transferred to the more complex biological context.

We can identify several different reactions to the
increased dimensionality of the available experimental
data. One view, inspired by the success of modern AI,
embraces complex models such as deep neural networks,
emphasizing that successful predictions are possible even
when the number of parameters in our models far ex-
ceeds the number of data points [12]. The opposite view
is that high dimensional data may lie on lower dimen-
sional manifolds, so that the search for these manifolds
becomes the central problem of data analysis [13, 14].
An intermediate approach focuses on the fact that com-
plex models often have a characteristic geometry in pa-
rameter space, where some combinations of parameters
are essential for successful prediction and others are not
[15, 16]. Other approaches are more explicitly connected
to ideas from statistical physics, including the construc-
tion of maximum entropy models that are consistent with
low–order correlations [17–23] and the search for scaling
behaviors that might point toward models described by
a fixed point of the renormalization group [24–26]. Here
we explore a new approach to simplification, the com-
pressibility of interactions [27], and apply this idea to
the electrical activity of neurons in large networks.

In each small window of time we define a binary or

Ising variable σi that marks whether neuron i is active
(σi = +1) or silent (σi = 0). Although there are many
formulations, we pose the problem of understanding as
building a model for the joint probability distribution of
all these variables, P ({σi}). To focus on the interactions,
we consider the distribution for the state of one variable
σ0 given the state of the rest of the network, P (σ0|{σj}).
If we can understand this distribution for each possible
choice of σ0, we will have understood the whole network.

If there are K neurons in the set {σj}, then in principle
we need 2K different values of the “effective field”

heff ({σj}) = ln

[
P (σ0 = 1|{σj})
P (σ0 = 0|{σj})

]
. (1)

A conventional simplification is to expand heff in a series,

heff ({σj}) = h0 +
∑

j

J
(2)
0j σj +

1

2

∑
j,k

J
(3)
0jkσjσk + · · · . (2)

Stopping with the second term corresponds to allowing
only pairwise interactions in the effective Hamiltonian
H = − lnP , and gives a description of P (σ0|{σj}) with
K + 1 rather than 2K parameters.

Compressibility of interactions means that we do not
need to keep every detail of the network state {σj} in
order to make reliable predictions of the effective field.
Concretely, this means compressing {σj} → σ̃, where σ̃
takes on M states, with M � 2K . To measure the qual-
ity of the compression we ask how much of the mutual
information is captured, and optimize, so that we are
solving the problem

max
{σj}→σ̃

I (σ0; σ̃) . (3)

This maximum depends on the number of states in
σ̃, Imax(M), and can be compared with the full mu-
tual information I(σ0; {σj}). If we can achieve FI =
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FIG. 1: The effective field heff({σj}) as a function of the states
{σj}, in rank order. Mean, with error bars estimated from the
standard deviation across random halves of data (black), and
best least squares fit to Eq (2) truncated at third order (red).
Ranked states are represented in the figure below the trace,
with black indicating that a neuron is “on,” σj = 1. States at
far right are not observed in data.

Imax(M)/I(σ0; {σj}) ≈ 1 for small M even at large K,
then we have tamed the combinatorial explosion.

To solve the optimization problem in Eq (3), we start
with some random assignment {σj} → σ̃ and compute

P (σ0; σ̃) =
∑
{σj}∈σ̃

P (σ0|{σj})P ({σj}) , (4)

P (σ̃) =
∑
{σj}∈σ̃

P ({σj}) , (5)

and P (σ0|σ̃) = P (σ0; σ̃)/P (σ̃) as usual. Then for each
particular state we can compute the Kullback–Leibller
divergence

DKL ({σj}; σ̃) =
∑
σ0

P (σ0|{σj}) ln

[
P (σ0|{σj})
P (σ0|σ̃)

]
, (6)

and reassign

{σj} → arg min
σ̃
DKL ({σj}; σ̃) . (7)

Iterating, we arrive at a mapping {σj} → σ̃ that max-
imizes I (σ0; σ̃). This is the zero temperature or hard
clustering limit of the information bottleneck [28].

To see how this works in practice, we look at experi-
ments on the response of N = 160 retinal ganglion cells
to naturalistic movies [21]. In these data, σi = 1(0) cor-
responds to the presence (absence) of an action poten-
tial from neuron i in a window of duration ∆τ = 20 ms.
We choose one neuron in the population as σ0, and then
order the remaining neurons by their mutual informa-
tion I(σ0;σi). In order to be sure that we can calibrate
the fraction of information that we capture, we focus on

smaller groups of K neurons. Choosing K involves a
trade–off between statistical reliability and compression
significance: at larger K it is more significant to find a
successful compression, but it is more difficult to make
reliable statistical inferences. As we will see, K = 8 pro-
vides an effective compromise.

Consider the K = 8 neurons that share the most in-
formation with some particular σ0. Figure 1 shows the
effective field heff as function of the state S1 = {σj} for
this example. We note that 218 of the 256 possible states
are visible in the data. If we try to describe these data
through Eq (2), then even including terms up to J (3)

leaves considerable scatter.
To compare the performance of compression meth-

ods with the performance of series expansions, we re-
call that a model for the probability distribution P pro-
vides an encoding of the data, with code words of length
` = − log2 P bits [29]; the shortest mean code length Lmin

is the entropy of the true distribution, and approximate
models give longer codes. In this case we are building a
code for the binary variable σ0 conditional on the state of
the other K neurons. If we have an approximate model
for heff({σj}) ≈ ĥeff({σj}), the mean code length

Lapprox = − 1

ln 2
〈σ0ĥeff({σj})〉+

〈
log2

[
1 + eĥeff ({σj})

]〉
,

(8)
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FIG. 2: Series expansions vs compression. (a) Coding cost
[Eq (9)] as a function of the number of parameters for the
series expansion in Eq 2. Black points from analysis with all
data, error bars are standard deviation across random choices
of learning from 60% of the data and testing on the remain-
ing 40%. (b) Fraction of mutual information captured as a
function of the number of states M in the compressed repre-
sentation σ̃i. Error bars from analyses of random subsets of
the data. (c) Coding cost probability density over all possi-
ble choices of σ0. Each curve correspond to a different order

truncation, J
(i)
0j , of the series expansion [Eq.2]. (d) Proba-

bility density of the fractional information over all possible
choices of σ0. Each curve correspond to a different value of
M . We used a weighted-KDE method for the inference of the
probability densities, considering the measured error bars of
each choice of σ0.
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where 〈· · · 〉 is an average over the observed states of the
system. The most naive approximation ignores interac-
tions, assigning the same effective field to all states, and
this “independent” code has length Lind. A natural mea-
sure of coding cost is then

C = (Lapprox − Lmin)/(Lind − Lmin), (9)

which ranges between zero and one. For the case where
we do a proper compression {σj} → σ̃, then C = 1−FI,
where FI is the fraction of the mutual information that
we capture (see above), but the coding cost is defined
more generally, e.g. in the truncated series expansions of
Eq (2). In Figures 2a and b we compare the optimal com-
pressions with the series expansion, and find that com-
pression into M ∼ 10 states performs as well as including
163 parameters to describe 5th order interactions.

To check that these results do not depend on our choice
of the central neuron σ0, in Figs 2c and d we show the dis-
tribution of coding cost and fractional information across
these choices. We see in Fig 2c that even getting within
ten percent of the optimum across the majority of neu-
rons requires extending the series expansion to fifth or-
der. In contrast, Fig 2d shows that by compressing into
11 − 15 states we achieve a code that captures all but a
few percent of the available mutual information, for all
neurons in the population. To summarize, in this net-
work we can describe the influence of K = 8 neurons on
one neuron using just M = 11− 15 parameters, but this
most efficient description does not correspond to a simple
choice of pairwise or other low order interactions.

Estimates of mutual information come with errors, and
so statements about the number of states needed to cap-
ture a given fraction of the information also have un-
certainty. For each choice of σ0 and {σj} out of the
network, estimates of FI are accompanied by an error
∆FI(σ0, {σj}), and as a global measure ∆FI we take the
median of these errors. If we choose a fixed number of
states M for the compression, then across all choices of
σ0 and {σj} we will find a fraction DFI for which the es-
timate of FI is larger than 1−∆FI , i.e. the information
captured is within errors of the information available.

We can do this analysis not just for interactions
between a single cell σ0 and its K most informa-
tive partners, S1 = {σ1, . . . , σ8}, but also for inter-
actions with successively less informative groups Sl =
{σk(l−1)+1, . . . , σk(l−1)+k}, and the results are the same.
Figure 3a (blue) shows the fraction of cells and groups
for which which we can capture the available information
within errors with M states, and this fraction is com-
puted across the first eight groups of eight neurons each,
for all N = 160 choices of σ0. Note that with l = 8 we are
covering 0.4N of the cells in the entire population, and
that I(σ0;Sl) is within error bars of zero for l > 8. We
conclude that in 90% of all the relevant groups we achieve
essentially perfect compression with M∗ ∼ 11 states.

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Number of states (M)

20

40

60

80

100

D
FI
(%

)

First compression
Second compression
Third compression

1 2 3
Coarse Graining Step

20

40

M

Number of states

Coarse graining step

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Number of states (M)

20

40

60

80

100

D
FI
(%

)

First-CG step
Second-CG step
Third-CG step

1 2 3
Coarse Graining Step

20

40

M

Linear fit

a)

b)
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Number of states (M)

20

40

60

80

100

D
FI
(%

)

First-CG step
Second-CG step
Third-CG step

1 2 3
Coarse Graining Step

20

40

M

Linear fit

*

FIG. 3: (a) Fraction of cells σ0 and groups {σj} such that
compression into M states captures the available mutual in-
formation, within error bars. Successive coarse graining steps
as described in the text. We define M∗ as the minimum num-
ber of states needed to achieve complete compression in 90%
of the cases. b) Minimum number of states M∗ as a func-
tion of the coarse graining step. Dashed curves (grey) corre-
spond to different compression iterations, which vary because
of noise in our estimates, together with linear fit (orange).

The compression {σj} → σ̃ is reminiscent of the block
spin construction in the renormalization group (RG)
[30, 31]. We recall that block spins are coarse–grained
variables that replace groups of spins. In the present con-
text, it is important to remember that coarse–graining
can be thought of as data compression, and vice versa.
By analogy with the RG, then, we would like to do iter-
ative compression.

Concretely, we are focused on a variable σ0 and have
ordered the remaining variables σj by their mutual infor-
mation with σ0. Our first coarse graining step has been
to take these variables in groups of K = 8, and compress
according to the solution of the optimization problem in
Eq (3), which gives us

{σ1, σ2, · · · , σ8} → σ̃
(1)
1 (10)

{σ9, σ10, · · · , σ16} → σ̃
(1)
2

· · · ,

where each of the variables σ̃
(1)
n has M states. To iterate,

we take pairs of these variables and compress again, e.g.(
σ̃

(1)
1 , σ̃

(1)
2

)
→ σ̃

(2)
1 , (11)

where again the mapping is chosen to maximize the mu-

tual information I(σ0; σ̃
(2)
1 ). We can keep iterating,(

σ̃
(2)
1 , σ̃

(2)
2

)
→ σ̃

(3)
1 , (12)
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FIG. 4: Information shared with the network vs information
about the stimulus. Plot corresponds to the first (blue, 8 neu-
rons), second (green, 16 neurons) and third (red, 32 neurons)
coarse graining steps. Estimates and errors as in Ref [32].

always with the same principle of choosing the compres-
sion that maximizes the mutual information with σ0.

It is not surprising that successive stages of compres-
sion or coarse graining require more states to capture all
the available mutual information, as shown in Fig 3a.
What is surprising is that the minimal number of states
M∗ seems to grow linearly rather than exponentially as
we proceed through multiple stages, as seen in Fig 3b.
After three stages, we are describing the interactions of
σ0 with 32 other cells using only M∗3 = 32 states. The lin-
ear growth of M∗ with the number of neurons is explicit
evidence that we have tamed the combinatorial explo-
sion, combining the compressibility of interactions with
an RG–inspired iteration scheme.

The scaling of M∗ is what we might expect in a model
with pairwise interactions, or if single neurons coupled
only to the total activity of other neurons, but neither of
these simplifications is correct. Rather than digging into
the details of the compressed states, which will be differ-
ent for every group of cells, we can ask about the amount
of information that we identify as shared between single
neurons and their most informative partners, I(σ0; σ̃).
Since the neurons we are analyzing are the output neu-
rons of the retina, a natural comparison is between this
information and the information that individual neurons
carry about the visual stimulus, I(σ0; s). The experi-
ments in Ref [21] include repeated presentations of the
same movie, so we can estimate I(σ0; s) directly with-
out any assumptions about which features of the visual
stimulus are being encoded, following [32].

Figure 4 shows that as we consider larger groups of
neurons, the information that single neurons share with
the network, I(σ0; σ̃), approaches the information that
these neurons carry about the visual stimulus, I(σ0; s),
reaching equality within (small) error bars. This has a
surprising consequence for our understanding of neural
coding. The K neurons that go into defining σ̃ carry
some information about the visual stimulus, I({σj}; s),
and adding the extra neuron σ0 provides additional in-

formation

∆I(σ0; s) = I({σj}, σ0; s)− I({σj}; s). (13)

Following Ref [33] we have

∆I(σ0; s) = I(σ0; s) + I(σ0; {σj}|s)− I(σ0; {σj}), (14)

where I(σ0; {σj}|s) is the (average) mutual information
between σ0 and the network given that visual stimulus
is known. The fact that we achieve lossless compression
means we can replace I(σ0; {σj}) by I(σ0; σ̃), and Fig 4
tells us that I(σ0; σ̃) = I(σ0; s), so that

∆I(σ0; s) = I(σ0; {σj}|s). (15)

If neurons respond independently to the visual inputs,
so that all correlations are inherited from the stimulus,
then this term would be zero and the neuron at the center
of our analysis would be completely redundant with the
other K neurons, ∆I(σ0; s) = 0. Stated in a more pos-
itive way, the global correlation structure of the retinal
population is such that the extra information carried by
individual neurons depends entirely on their departure
from conditional independence. Although there is ample
experimental evidence for these correlations [34], condi-
tional independence remains a widely held intuition; our
analysis indicates that the retina is far from this regime.

As a further test of these ideas we have looked at ex-
periments on a very different network of neurons, in the
mouse hippocampus [22, 25]. The results, to be described
elsewhere, are very much the same, but perhaps less sur-
prising since maximum entropy models with only pair-
wise interactions already provide an excellent descrip-
tion of these data, matching the higher order correlations
within experimental error [22]. In contrast, as empha-
sized in Ref [21], for the population of cells in the retina
the pairwise models show small but significant deviations
from the data, and this has led to the exploration of sev-
eral alternatives [21, 35, 36]. The point of our discussion
is not to identify the correct model, but to understand
why any simple model can succeed. Previous work has
focused on simple forms of the interactions, taking in-
tuition both from physics and from neurobiology. The
arguments given here suggest, strongly, that what is es-
sential for a simplified description is the compressibility
of interactions [27].
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Tank for sharing the data of Refs [21, 22, 25], and we ac-
knowledge helpful discussions with M Bauer, R Dickman,
SE Palmer, and DJ Schwab. Work supported in part by
the National Science Foundation through the Center for
the Physics of Biological Function (PHY–1734030), the
Center for the Science of Information (CCF–0939370),
and PHY–1607612; and by the National Institutes of
Health, through the BRAIN initiative (1R01EB026943).
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