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Biological networks exhibit complex, coordinated patterns of activity. Can these patterns be
captured precisely in simple models? Here we use measurements of simultaneous activity in 1000+
neurons in the mouse brain to test the validity of models grounded in statistical physics. When cells
are dense samples from a small region, we find extremely detailed quantitative agreement between
theory and experiment; sparse samples from larger regions lead to model failures. These results
show we can aspire to more than qualitative agreement between simplifying theoretical ideas and
the detailed behavior of a complex biological system.

Introduction. In statistical physics we routinely cap-
ture the behavior of complex systems, quantitatively,
with models that are much simpler than the underly-
ing microscopic mechanisms. Can we expect the same
level of success in describing biological systems? Maxi-
mum entropy methods [1, 2] provide a direct path from
data to simplified statistical physics models, and this has
been used in systems ranging from protein families to
flocks of birds [3–16]. In particular, these models accu-
rately describe the activity distribution across popula-
tions of N ∼ 100 cells in the dorsal hippocampus of mice
[17]. But it is unclear whether these successes are sig-
nificant: some authors claim these models describe only
weak correlations [18, 19], while others worry that they
are complex enough to make their success uninformative.

Recent progress in experimental methods creates new
opportunities to test these theoretical ideas. Experi-
ments now monitor 1000+ neurons in the hippocampus,
which means we can choose groups of N = 100 cells in
many different ways. We find that maximum entropy
models which match pairwise correlations accurately pre-
dict higher order structure in the activity of spatially
contiguous local subgroups, but not in distant subgroups
where we draw the cells at random from a larger area.
This aligns with evidence for spatial organization of neu-
ral activity in dorsal hippocampus [20–22]. Importantly,
in the most successful examples all of the higher order
statistical features of network activity that we test are
predicted within experimental error. This sets a high
standard for what we mean when we say that a model
“works.”

Strategy. Experiments analyzed here monitor the ac-
tivity of many neurons in the CA1 region of the mouse
hippocampus [23, 24]. Briefly, mice have been genetically
engineered to express GCaMP3, a calcium–sensitive flu-
orescent protein, and the resulting fluorescence is mea-
sured using a scanning two–photon microscope. The
mouse runs on a floating ball while its head is fixed, and

rotation of ball is fed back to a visual stimulus to create
the virtual experience of running along a 4 m track (Fig
1a). We focus on a data set with Ntotal = 1485 neu-
rons (Fig 1b). Each experiment generates a T ∼ 40 min
time series of the fluorescence signal from each neuron
(Fig 1c), with frames of duration ∆τ = 1/30 s. After de-
noising we binarize each neuron’s activity in each frame,
based on whether it was active or silent, σi ≡ {0, 1} [17].

Neurons in the hippocampus include “place cells” that
are active only when the animal visits a particular loca-
tion [25–27]. The network of place cells is thought to form
a “cognitive map,” contributing to the animal’s naviga-
tion ability. In rodent CA1, 30−50% of neurons are place
cells in any single experimental environment [17, 23, 27].

Assembling subgroups. To begin we choose a cell at
random and draw a circle of radius r = 0.07 mm. This
circle contains N ∼ 100 cells, simulating previous gen-
eration of experiments with a more limited field of view
[17], and we refer to these cells as a “local” subgroup of
neurons. With the same cell at the center we draw larger
circles—r ∼ 0.11, 0.14, 0.18, 0.22 mm, increasing 2× in
area at each step—and then choose cells at random from
these regions. For different groups to be comparable we
want to keep the fraction of place cells fixed; this keeps
the distribution of mean activities 〈σi〉 across the group
roughly constant as well. Because the models we study
are built by matching pairwise covariances,

Cij = 〈(σi − 〈σi〉) (σj − 〈σj〉)〉, (1)

we would also like to fix the distribution of these cor-
relations. At radius rk the distribution of matrix el-
ements is Pk(C); to expand rk → rk+1 we swap cells
in the smaller radius for those in the larger radius, and
at every swap we minimize the Kullback–Leibler diver-
gence between Pk(C) and Pk+1(C), until half of the cells
have been swapped. This generates a nested collection
of groups from progressively larger regions of the same
brain area, matched in their basic statistical properties;
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FIG. 1: Experimental background. (a) Schematic. A two–photon microscope is used to image large neuronal populations
in a head-fixed mouse. Feedback from the animal running on the ball advances the virtual corridor projected on the toroidal
screen. (b) Fluorescence image of 1485 neurons expressing calcium-sensitive fluorescent protein (averaged). (c) Sample trace
of fluorescence from a single CA1 neuron, showing the high SNR. Raw data were motion corrected, normalized, and binarized
[17]. (d) Probability distribution of correlation coefficients, cij = Cij/

√
CiiCjj, across all pairs of neurons in (b).

Fig 2a shows an example of the smallest (“local”) and
largest (“distant”) groups. These subgroups also simu-
late experiments that randomly sample a fraction of the
cells in a region, down to ∼ 10% at r = 0.22 mm.

Maximum entropy models for subgroups. In each of the
subgroups we are faced with a population of N = 100
neurons, and in each small window of time (∆τ = 33 ms)
every cell either is active (σi = 1) or silent (σi = 0).
The state of the entire network then is an N–bit binary
vector {σi} = {σ1, σ2, · · · , σN}. A theory of the network
should predict the probability that we find the system in
any one of these states, P ({σi}), telling us how surprised
we should be by any pattern of activity in the network.

The maximum entropy method constructs approxima-
tions to the distribution P ({σi}) that have as little struc-
ture as possible, or equivalently generate network states
that are as random as possible, while matching some ob-
served properties of the system [1, 2]. It is a theorem that
the only way to make “as random as possible” mathemat-
ically precise is to maximize the entropy [28],

S = −
∑
{σi}

P ({σi}) log [P ({σi})] . (2)

There is no unique choice for which properties of the
system we should match. For a network of neurons, it
makes sense to match the mean activity of every neuron,

〈σj〉 ≡
∑
{σi}

P ({σi})σj = 〈σj〉expt, (3)

where 〈· · · 〉expt is the average across the experiment. As
a first step toward capturing the interactions among neu-
rons in the network, we match the correlations between
the activity in all pairs of cells jk,

〈σjσk〉 ≡
∑
{σi}

P ({σi})σjσk = Cexpt
jk + 〈σj〉expt〈σk〉expt.

(4)
The probability distribution that maximizes the en-

tropy in Eq (2) while obeying the constraints in Eqs (3)

and (4) has the form

P ({σi}) =
1

Z
exp[−E({σi})] (5)

E({σi}) = −
N∑

i=1

hiσi −
1

2

N∑
i,j=1

Jijσiσj. (6)

Z =
∑
{σi}

exp[−E({σi})]. (7)

This is the statistical mechanics of Ising spins in mag-
netic fields hi with couplings Jij [29]. To complete the
construction we have to find the {hi, Jij}. We use Monte
Carlo to draw samples out of the distribution in Eqs (5–
7), compute the expectation values 〈σj〉 and 〈σjσk〉, and
adjust {hi, Jij} until Eqs (3) and (4) are satisfied [17].

A crucial feature of the maximum entropy method is
that once we have matched the measured mean activi-
ties and pairwise correlations, there are no free param-
eters. Thus we make parameter–free predictions for all
the higher order statistical structure in the network. We
have examples where these predictions have been success-
ful [3, 11, 17], but this success is not guaranteed [30, 31].

Scope. For each dataset we have chosen ten different
neurons as the center for the construction of subgroups
described above, then built maximum entropy models for
local and distant subgroups of N = 100 cells. We focus
on one typical example; populations at intermediate radii
interpolate between the extremes described here, and re-
sults are consistent across all examples from three differ-
ent mice. We look at six different predictions, contrasting
the levels of success in local and distant subgroups.

Simultaneous activity. The maximum entropy model
aims to capture the collective nature of population ac-
tivity. A first test is to ask for the probability that K
out of the N neurons are active in the same small win-
dow of time, P (K). Figure 2e shows this distribution for
the local subgroup, and Fig 2f shows the same distribu-
tion for the distant one. The local subgroup predictions
stay within experimental error bars throughout the entire
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FIG. 2: Theory and experiment for “local” (left: a, c,
e, g) and “distant” (right: b, d, f, h) subgroups. (a,
b) Fluorescence image of the entire field of view, as in Fig 1b.
Red marks are the cells included in example local (a) and
distant (b) subgroups. (c, d) Probability distributions of co-
variances Cij for the subgroups in (a) and (b), respectively.
(e, f) The probability that K out of the N = 100 neurons
in the subgroup population are active simultaneously. (g, h)
The distribution of effective energies, P (E), across all net-
work states. In (e–h), predictions in red, mean and standard
deviations over random halves of the data in black.

range, even down to probabilities 10−4−10−5 at K > 10.
In contrast, the distant subgroup predictions are out of
measurement error bounds for all K > 3.

Density of states. The fundamental object of our mod-
els is the effective energy E({σi}) assigned to every net-
work state. We can look at the distribution P (E) across
the experimentally observed states, as well as the distri-
bution predicted from the theory itself. Predictions are

in excellent quantitative agreement with experiment for
the local subgroup (Fig 2g), including details that one
might be tempted to dismiss as noise but in fact are sig-
nificant. Agreement extends to E > 30, corresponding
to individual network states with relative probabilities of
∼ 10−13. In contrast, predictions in the distant subgroup
fail already at E ∼ 7 (Fig 2h).

Triplet correlations. We have constructed models that
match correlations between pairs of neurons, so a natural
test of the theory is to predict correlations among triplets,

Cijk ≡ 〈(σi − 〈σi〉)(σj − 〈σj〉)(σk − 〈σk〉)〉. (8)

For N = 100 cells there are ∼ 1.6× 105 distinct triplets.
In Figs 3a and b we group these into bins, showing the
mean and standard deviation in each bin, plotting mea-
sured vs predicted values. For the local subgroup, pre-
dictions are within experimental error across the full dy-
namic range of the data (Fig 3a). For the distant sub-
group, in contrast, there is a dramatic mismatch between
theory and experiment (Fig 3b).

Individual triplets. As a more stringent test we scru-
tinize each of the ∼ 1.6× 105 triplets individually. Con-
cretely, we compute the root-mean-square (rms) differ-
ence between each predicted and measured correlation
(inside small bins) as well as the rms error in our measure-
ments. For the local subgroup, prediction errors track
measurement errors (Fig 3c); it is almost impossible to
do better without over–fitting. Errors in the distant sub-
group are much larger, including for the smallest and
most frequent values of Cijk (Fig 3d).

Effective fields. As usual with Ising models we can
define an effective field heff

i ,

heff
i = E(σ1, · · · , σi = 0, · · · , σN )

−E(σ1, · · · , σi = 1, · · · , σN ) (9)

= hi +
∑
j6=i

Jijσj, (10)

which predicts how the network state influences proba-
bility that a single neuron is active,

q ≡ P (σi = 1|heff
i ) =

1

1 + exp(−heff
i )

. (11)

In Figs 3e and f we test these predictions: we obtain an
effective field value for each neuron at every moment in
time given the state of the rest of the population, and
then pool all of these values together. Each panel de-
picts the probability of a neuron to be active against the
effective field of the same neuron, on top of the predic-
tion from Eq (11). Again the agreement between theory
and observations is very good for the local subgroup (Fig
3e), even for very large effective fields, while prediction
quality drops in the distant subgroup (Fig 3f).

Inferring the field. Does a neuron being active (silent)
predict a high (low) value of the effective field? This is
related to Eq (11) via Bayes rule:

P (heff
i |σi) =

P (σi|heff
i )P (heff

i )

P (σi)
. (12)
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FIG. 3: Triplets and effective fields in local (left: a,
c, e, g) and distant (right: b, d, f, h) subgroups. (a,
b) Comparison of the maximum entropy model predictions
for triplet correlations, Cijk, with experiment. All N3/3 ∼
105 values are binned, adaptively, along the x–axis, showing
mean (red line) and standard deviation (shading). (c, d)
Root–mean–square errors of individual predictions (red) and
measurements (black). (e, f) Probability of neuron to be
active σi = 1 vs effective field heff

i . Data in red, parameter–
free prediction from Eq (10) shown as dashed black line. (g,
h) Conditional probability of effective field, expressed as q
from Eq (11), given the state of the neuron, P (heff

i |σi), with
σi = 1 in purple and σi = 0 in yellow.

There is no “correct” distribution of heff , but it would
be attractive if neurons being active predicted that the

whole network is in a state that favors this activity [large
q in Eq (11)]; conversely silent neurons should predict
small q. Figures 3g and h show the distributions P (q|σ),
assembled by sampling all moments in time when a neu-
ron was active or silent. A clear separation between the
two distributions indicates that our model really does dis-
tinguish network states that drive activity or silence of
individual cells. This works for the local subgroup (Fig
3g) but not for the distant subgroup (Fig 3h).

Discussion. It has never been clear whether relatively
simple statistical physics models for networks of neu-
rons should be taken seriously as quantitative theories.
The class of models we have considered is based on the
idea that all structure in neural activity is encoded in
the matrix of pairwise correlations; all subsequent pre-
dictions (as in Figs 2 and 3) are parameter–free. We
draw three main conclusions. First, parameter–free pre-
dictions of simple theories can agree with real biologi-
cal data in surprising quantitative detail: for local sub-
groups, all predictions we test agree with experiment
within measurement errors. Second, this is not guaran-
teed: we can choose different groups of N = 100 neurons
from the same area of the brain, with similar patterns
of mean activity and pairwise correlations in response to
the same behaviors, and predictions of the simple model
fail. These results are reproduced in thirty different lo-
cal/distant subgroup pairs across three different mice.

A corollary is that we need to be careful in saying
that we have agreement or disagreement between theory
and experiment. Looking only at distant subgroups one
might be tempted to say that we capture trends in the
data, and that the lack of quantitative agreement is the
result of over–simplification. But this is not the case,
since we achieve detailed quantitative agreement using
the same theory to describe a different group of cells in
the same area under the same conditions. This leads to a
third conclusion, that success or failure of our predictions
reflects properties of the underlying network. Success is
found when we describe a densely sampled collection of
cells from a contiguous region, suggesting that effective
interactions are local; drawing a tight circle around N =
100 cells we come closer to capturing a complete network.
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