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The neural dynamics generating sensory, motor, and cognitive functions are commonly understood
through field theories for neural population activity. Classic neural field theories are derived from
highly simplified, discrete state models of individual neurons. This calls into question their ability
to describe the population dynamics of biophysical neural models. Here, we develop a general
framework for studying mean field dynamics and fluctuation effects in integrate-and-fire networks.
We construct the joint density functional for membrane potentials and spike trains in networks
of integrate-and-fire neurons with stochastic spike emission. This reveals exact and approximate
mean field theories for the activity in these networks. These mean field theories are simple neural
activity equations with a new nonlinearity: a rate-dependent leak, which approximates the spike-
driven resets of neurons’ membrane potentials. We study the impact of spike resets on population
dynamics, finding bistability between quiescent and active states in homogenous and excitatory-
inhibitory pulse-coupled networks. In both cases, we compute the phase diagram for quiescent,
active and bistable regimes in the coupling strengths and external input strength. We also find that
fluctuations suppress activity in the active states. We then examine the relative roles of spike resets
and recurrent inhibition in stabilizing network activity. A paradoxical reduction of inhibitory firing
rates after stimulation is commonly understood to be a signature of an inhibitory-stabilized regime.
Such paradoxical responses occur in wide regions of parameter space. Spike resets dynamically
stabilize even excitatory-only networks, however, so that recurrent inhibition is not necessary to
stabilize activity. Finally, we discuss perturbative and exact methods for examining fluctuations in
these networks.

I. INTRODUCTION

The activity of neuronal populations underlies sensory,
motor, and cognitive functions. Mathematical theories
for predicting the macroscopic activity of neural popula-
tions are a core tool of computational neuroscience, psy-
chology, and psychiatry [1–4]. These theories typically
rely on neural mass equations, also called rate equations,
activity equations or, if placed on a spatial domain, neu-
ral field equations:

v̇i = −vi +
∑
j

Jij ∗ φ(vj) + Ei, (1)

where ∗ denotes a temporal convolution. These and
similar equations are commonly understood as a coarse-
grained model for the proportion of active neurons in a
large population [5–9]. They are a mean field theory for
populations of Markovian neurons that switch between
active and quiescent states [10–13] or of generalized lin-
ear Poisson neurons (Eq. 7).

The true biophysics of neurons are, however, highly
complex [14]. Neural field equations have been supple-
mented with some biophysical detail in an ad hoc fash-
ion [3]. A principled mean field theory of more biophys-
ical neuron models would expose how single-neuron bio-
physics shape macroscopic population activity [15].
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Integrate-and-fire models, which replace the nonlin-
ear dynamics of spike generation by a simple fire-and-
reset rule, are fruitful tools for investigating how net-
work structure and synaptic and neuronal biophysics
shape macroscopic activity [16, 17]. The classic mean
field theory of integrate-and-fire networks focuses on the
density of membrane potentials across a population [18].
If the net recurrent synaptic input current to each neu-
ron is a white Gaussian process, the membrane potential
density obeys a Fokker-Planck partial differential equa-
tion [19]. This allows the prediction of steady-state and
weakly non-equilibrium population firing rates and pair-
wise statistics [20–24].

The assumption of white Gaussian input currents is,
however, inconsistent with the resulting spike train statis-
tics [25]. In some cases, the Fokker-Planck approach for
the population voltage density can be extended to tem-
porally structured fluctuations [26–28]. Alternatively,
for generalized integrate-and-fire neurons with stochas-
tic spike emission, population firing rates and pairwise
statistics can be predicted from the density of inter-
spike times rather than the density of membrane po-
tentials [29–34]. Population density approaches expose
approximate low-dimensional dynamics through eigen-
functions of the density evolution operator [35, 36]. The
dimensionality of these approximations depends on the
timescales present in the population density dynamics.

Here, we study the integrate-and-fire model with
stochastic spike emission [29]. We construct the full joint
probability density functional of a neuronal network’s
spike trains and membrane potentials using the response
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variable path integral formalism [37–40]. This formalism
is commonly applied to non-spiking models, e.g., [41–51].
It has also been applied to spiking models without non-
linear spike resets or in phase formulations that obscure
them [52–56].

This construction exposes a new simple, determin-
istic mean field theory for stochastic integrate-and-fire
networks: activity equations with an additional rate-
dependent leak. This novel nonlinearity qualitatively
shapes networks’ macroscopic dynamics. We study net-
works in an increasing order of complexity, progressing
from uncoupled neurons to single-population recurrent
networks and then networks with multiple cell types.
We demonstrate bistable regimes in homogenous and
excitatory-inhibitory networks. Comparing the deter-
ministic mean field theory with an exact firing rate from
renewal theory, we find that fluctuations suppress firing
rates in the active state.

We then examine the relative roles of synaptic inhi-
bition and spike resetting in stabilizing network dynam-
ics. In the classic neural activity equations, inhibitory
feedback is necessary to stabilize strong recurrent exci-
tation [8, 57, 58]. In spiking neurons, however, the spike
reset is sufficient to stabilize even strongly coupled exci-
tatory networks. A paradoxical reduction of inhibitory
activity after stimulation has been viewed as a signature
of an inhibitory-stabilized regime [59–62]. We find para-
doxical responses in wide regions of parameter space.

The path-integral construction also permits the dia-
grammatic calculation of arbitrary spike train statistics
and exposes the coupling between different spike train
statistics. For simple choices of the neurons’ voltage-rate
function, these can be calculated fully analytically. This
construction also exposes exact solutions for the equilib-
rium population firing rates and power spectra in large

networks via renewal theory [63]. We compare these with
the result of perturbative expansions around equilibria of
the mean field theory.

II. STOCHASTIC INTEGRATE-AND-FIRE
MODEL

We introduce the stochastic leaky integrate-and-fire
(LIF) model in discrete time first, before taking a
continuous-time limit. At each small time step t ∈ [T ],
neuron i ∈ [N ] generates dnit ∈ {0, 1} spikes. (nit is the
cumulative spike count of neuron i at time t.) Neuron i
receives inputs dn through weighted synaptic filters J .
It also has a resting potential Ei, which may also de-
pend on external applied currents. We take dnit to be
generated as a Bernoulli random variable ηit, with spike
probability f(vit)dt, for some function 0 ≤ f(v) ≤ dt−1.
If f(v) = θ(v − b)/dt where θ(x) is the Heaviside step
function, the deterministic LIF neuron with threshold b
is recovered [64]. In the continuous-time limit,

v̇ =
1

τ
(−v +E + J ∗ ṅ)− ṅ (v − r) . (2)

Bold terms denote a vector or matrix-valued function.
The last term models the spike reset. Rather than a spike
decreasing the membrane potential by a fixed amount,
we reset the membrane potential to within a negligible
distance of the reset voltage r. This nonlinear coupling
between the neuron’s spike train and membrane potential
is the key feature of this model compared to classic gener-
alized linear models [65]. We will non-dimensionalize the
model, measuring time relative to τ and the membrane
potential relative to r (τ → 1, r → 0).

The joint density functional of the membrane poten-
tials and spike trains, in the response variable path inte-
gral formalism, is (appendix A):

p[v,n] =

∫
Dṽ
∫
Dñ exp−S[v(t),n(t), ṽ(t), ñ(t)],

S[v,n, ṽ, ñ] =− ṽT (v̇ + v −E − J ∗ ṅ+ ṅv) + ñT ṅ− (exp(ñ)− 1)
T
f .

(3)

Here, xTy =
∑
i

∫
dt xi(t)yi(t) is the functional inner

product, ∗ a matrix convolution, and fi(t) = f(vi(t)).
The negative exponent, S, is the action functional. In
the action, collecting terms first order in the response
variables ñ, ṽ exposes the N -dimensional deterministic
mean field theory

v̇ = −v(1 + f) +E + J ∗ f . (4)

Here, the mean field value of ṅi is f(vi). To study fluc-
tuations, we can expand around that mean field theory
(appendix B). Compared to the classic activity equations,
these dynamics differ in two ways. The first is the pres-
ence of the term −vif(vi). The second is the presence

of the non-saturating hazard function f , rather than the
saturating sigmoid typically used in the classic activity
equations, e.g., φ in Eq. 1 [5–8]. In the microscopic
binary switching model, the sigmoid φ determines the
single-neuron transition rates between active and quies-
cent states [11]. Here, f is the hazard function of the
spiking neuron. It determines the instantaneous spike
emission probability as a function of the membrane po-
tential and should be a non-saturating function. In both
cases, the nonlinearity is a property of individual neu-
rons.

Can we map the new mean field theory, Eq. 4, onto the
classic activity equations, Eq. 1, with an effective nonlin-
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earity φ that includes the effect of this rate-dependent
leak? Requiring −vIf + Jf = Jφ, we find that if the
coupling J has a left inverse,

φ(v) =
(
I − J−1vI

)
f (5)

So to map the mean field theory of Eq. 4 onto the classic
activity equations, the effective nonlinearity φ depends
explicitly on the coupling J ; it is no longer a single-
neuron nonlinearity.

The other classic form of rate equation is τ v̇i = −vi +
φ(
∑
j Jij ∗ vi+E). This is also a mean field theory of bi-

nary switching neurons [10, 12]. To map Eq. 4 onto this
would require φ((J ∗v)i+Ei) = −vi− vif(vi) +

∑
j Jij ∗

f(vj) +Ei. For particular choices of the coupling J and
nonlinearity f , such a function φ might exist. In general,
mapping Eq. 4 onto this would require the nonlinearity
to be φ(J ,v,E)—a function of the coupling operator, ac-
tivity variable, and baseline drive separately, rather than
of just their sum. Mapping Eq. 4 onto the classic activity
equations would thus introduce nonlinearities tailored to
a specific LIF network, rather than specified as a mod-
eling choice. This mapping is, however, not necessary;
the mean field dynamics of Eq. 4 are amenable to direct

analysis.

III. IMPACT OF SPIKE RESET ON
SINGLE-NEURON FIRING RATE

We first examine the input-rate transfer of a single
neuron or, equivalently, an uncoupled population. The
mean field firing rate, f̄ , is given by steady-state solu-
tions of Eq. 4 with J = 0. We first consider neurons
with threshold-power law spike probability functions,
f(x) = bx − 1ca+, which match the effective nonlinear-
ity of mechanistic spiking models and biological neurons
in fluctuation-driven regimes [66–70]. For a threshold-
linear neuron with f(v) = bv − 1c+,

f̄ = b
√
E − 1c+. (6)

The mean field theory for the stochastic LIF neuron pre-
dicts its equilibrium firing rate as a function of its mem-
brane potential (Fig. 1b, dashed black line vs dots).

For comparison, consider a stochastic LIF model with
a linear reset: each spike causes a decrease in the mem-
brane potential of size r [29, 30, 71]. The action for that
model is

S[v,n, ṽ, ñ] = −ṽT (v̇ + v −E − J ∗ ṅ+ ṅr) + ñT ṅ− (exp(ñ)− 1)
T
f . (7)

with the N -dimensional mean field theory

v̇ = −v − fr +E + J ∗ f (8)

This has a similar form to the classic activity equation,
Eq. 1, and can be directly mapped onto it with the sub-
stitution Jii(s)→ Jii(s)− rδ(s). For this reason, we say
that Eq. 1 is a mean field theory for a stochastic LIF
neuron with linear resets, also called a generalized linear
model or 0th order spike response model [65]. The ex-
pansion around the deterministic mean field theory for
the linear-reset model has the same form as that of the
Poisson generalized linear model [53].

Without coupling, the mean field firing rate of the
linear-reset model, with r = vth = 1, is

f̄L = b(E − 1) /2c+ (9)

For a peri-threshold stimulus, E = ε in Eq. 6, f̄ = (ε −
1)/2 + O(ε2) and the two mean field theories match for
infinitesimal firing rates. At finite rates, however, the
linear-reset mean field theory provides a poor prediction
for the stochastic LIF neuron (Fig. 1b, blue line vs dots).

At higher rates, Eq. 6 overpredicts the true firing rates
(Fig. 1b, dashed black line vs dots). The expansion of
the probability density functional around that mean field
theory exposes systematic corrections to it (Appendix B).
We can also calculate the rate exactly without recourse

to the fluctuation expansion. Due to the nonlinear reset
mechanism, the spike train is a renewal process. With a
constant drive E, the membrane potential evolves after
a spike at time t as v(t + s) = E (1− exp(−s)), with
v(t) = 0. The time-averaged firing rate is the inverse of
the mean interspike interval. For threshold-linear f , the
mean interspike interval is

〈s〉 = ln

(
E

E − 1

)
+

(
E

e

)1−E

γ(E − 1, E − 1). (10)

γ(x, y) is the lower incomplete gamma function. The

term ln
(

E
E−1

)
is the time for v(t) to reach the threshold

value of 1; the second term is the mean first spike time
after that [63]. Comparing this to the approximate deter-
ministic mean field rate, Eq. 6, we see that fluctuations
suppress firing (Fig. 1b).

IV. MEAN FIELD THEORY OF HOMOGENOUS
NETWORKS

Biological neural networks are coupled. We here study
the simplest case: networks where the connectivity be-
tween neurons is homogenous. We take the synaptic
weights between neurons from a distribution with negli-
gible second- and higher-order cumulants. Furthermore,
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FIG. 1. a) Membrane potential traces of the stochastic LIF
neuron (top, black) and a neuron with linear resets (bottom,
blue). For comparison in this panel, the two neurons are
forced to have the same spike times. b) Firing rate vs reversal
potential, E, for the stochastic LIF neuron. Dots: simulation.
Dashed black: mean field theory, b

√
E − 1c+. Solid black:

exact rate from Eq. 10. Solid blue: the mean field firing rate
of the linear-reset model, b(E − 1) /2c+.

we assume that the mean synaptic weight is O(1/N) so
the total synaptic weight onto a neuron is O(1). An
exemplar of this case is a network with weak (Jij ∼
O(1/N)) but potentially dense (connection probability
∼ O(1)) connections [11]. To examine the interaction
between synaptic connectivity, subthreshold dynamics,
and stochastic spike emission in shaping network activ-
ity, we will average the partition function for the activity
(equivalently, average the moment generating functional)
over the synaptic connectivity (appendix C). In the limit
of large N , this yields

Z∗ =

∫
Dv
∫
Dṽ
∫
Dn
∫
Dñ exp

(
ṽT (v̇ + v − E − J ∗ 〈ṅ〉+ ṅv)− ñT ṅ+

(
eñ − 1

)T
f

)
.

(11)
The result is a single stochastic LIF neuron, receiving a
self-consistent mean field input J∗〈ṅ〉. Robert & Touboul
proved convergence to these mean field dynamics [72]. If
the network is in an asynchronous state so 〈ṅ〉 is constant
in time, after a spike at time t the membrane potential
obeys

v(t+ s) = (E + J〈ṅ〉) (1− exp(−s)) (12)

and the spike train is a renewal process. (We write J
for the integral of the coupling kernel J(s).) With a
threshold-linear hazard function, the mean interspike in-
terval is

〈s〉 = ln

(
C

C − 1

)
+

(
C

e

)1−C

γ(C − 1, C − 1). (13)

where C = E + J〈ṅ〉.
To obtain a simple, fully deterministic approximation

to this mean field theory, we can truncate the action of

the microscopic model, Eq. 3, at first order in ñ before
averaging over the connectivity:

v̇ = −v − vf(v) + E + J ∗ f(v). (14)

This neglects all fluctuations, so we expect that it will not
be quantitatively correct. Since the spike trains are con-
ditionally Poisson, those fluctuations are driven by the
expected intensity. We thus expect that Eq. 14 should
be a good approximation when the true firing rate is low.
As we will see below, it can provide a good qualitative
description of the population dynamics, including bifur-
cations from quiescence.

V. BISTABLE ACTIVITY IN HOMOGENOUS
NETWORKS

With a threshold-linear f , f(v) = bv − 1c+, and pulse
coupling, J(s) = Jδ(s), there are three possible steady
states of Eq. 14. The first is v∗ = E, which exists if
E < 1. There are two other possible steady states at
v > 1,

v∗± =
J ±

√
J2 + 4(E − J)

2
(15)

which both exist if

E < 1 and J > 2
√

1− E + 2. (16)

If E > 1, only v∗+ exists. If it exists, v∗− (v∗+) is unstable

(stable). With J > 2 and J(4−J)
4 ≤ E < 1, both steady

states exist and the firing rates are thus bistable, with
v∗− providing a separatrix between the attractors v →
E and v → v∗+. The mean field theory has two saddle
node bifurcation curves, where the unstable fixed point
v∗− meets either v∗ = E or v∗+ (Fig. 2a).

These bifurcations also appear in the underlying
stochastic spiking model. We simulated a network of 100
stochastic LIF neurons (Eq. 2) with Erdős-Rényi con-
nectivity (p = 0.5) with different values of the baseline
drive E and coupling strength J (marked in Fig. 2a).
At times 5 and 15, we applied pulse perturbations to the
baseline drive and observed monostable or bistable be-
havior matching the prediction of the first-order mean
field phase diagram (Fig. 2b–d).

The first-order mean field theory neglects all fluctua-
tions in the spiking activity. Due to the nonlinear spike-
voltage coupling imparted by the reset mechanism, those
fluctuations can impact the firing rate. That coupling is
described by loop corrections to the mean field firing rate.
To determine the magnitude of all loop corrections, we
computed bifurcation diagrams of the exact firing rate
(Eq. 13; Fig. 2e, f). The first-order mean field theory
systematically overestimates the true firing rates. This
implies that fluctuations in the activity suppress firing.

In the model with linear resets and a threshold-linear
hazard function, the mean field theory is linear in both
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FIG. 2. Bistable activity in homogenous networks. a) Phase portrait of the first-order mean field theory, Eq. 14, in the input
(E) vs coupling (J) plane. There are three possible states: low activity (L), high activity (H), and bistability (B). b-d) Raster
plots of a homogenous networks activity at the parameter locations marked in panel a. At t = 5 and t = 15, perturbations of
amplitude 2 and duration 2 are applied to the drive E (top). e) Bifurcation curve in J with E = 1/2. f) Bifurcation plot in
E with J = 4. Grey circles: simulation. Black dashed: the first-order mean field theory of Eq. 14. Black solid: the exact rate
of the disorder-averaged system, using a numerical self-consistent solution of Eq. 13.

the sub and suprathreshold regimes: v̇L = −v − rf(v) +
E+J ∗f(v). It thus cannot exhibit bistable activity. The
bistability is due to the nonlinear coupling between the
spiking and membrane potential.

The stochastic spiking network may not exhibit true
bistability in the bistable regime of its deterministic mean
field theory. Rather, the quiescent stable should be truly
stable, while the active state is metastable. Fluctuations
in the spiking activity may drive the network into the qui-
escent state. In the quiescent state, there are no fluctu-
ations since all n-point correlation functions are sourced
by the intensity f(v), which we took to be 0 for v < 1.
If the nonlinearity f(v) were small but finite for v < 0,
then fluctuations could be maintained in the quiescent
state and both would be metastable. The slope of the
hazard function at threshold can also play a key role in

metastability of the population activity [72].

VI. NETWORKS COMPOSED OF MULTIPLE
CELL TYPES

Biological neural networks are composed of diverse
types of neuron with cell type-specific connectivity,
e.g., [73–80]. Motivated by this, we consider a network
with M populations, which impose a block structure on
the connectivity matrix J . The average over the connec-
tivity proceeds as for the single population, with an or-
der parameter for each population’s mean activity. This
yields a M -dimensional mean field theory. The partition
function is

Z∗ =

∫
Dv
∫
Dṽ
∫
Dn

∫
Dñ exp

M∑
α=1

(
ṽTα

v̇α + vα − Eα −
M∑
β=1

Jαβ ∗ 〈ṅβ〉+ ṅαvα


− ñTα ṅα +

(
eñα − 1

)T
f(vα)

)
.

(17)

The disorder-averaged spike train of population α (α ∈
[M ]) is an inhomogenous Poisson process. If the

population-averaged activities 〈ṅβ〉 are constant in time,
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the self-consistent mean first passage times are

〈sα〉 = ln

(
Cα

Cα − 1

)
+

(
Cα
e

)1−Cα
γ(Cα − 1, Cα − 1),

(18)

where Cα = E +
∑M
β=1 Jαβ〈ṅβ〉. The first-order mean

field approximation of the membrane potentials is

v̇α = −vα − vαf(vα) + Eα +
∑
β

Jαβ ∗ f(vβ). (19)

VII. BISTABLE ACTIVITY IN
EXCITATORY-INHIBITORY NETWORKS

Here, we consider the classic excitatory-inhibitory net-
work with pulse coupling and mean connection strengths(

JEE JEI
JIE JII

)
=

(
J −gJ
J −gJ

)
(20)

as in [20, 21] (Fig. 3a). With input E to both popu-
lations, the mean rates of the excitatory and inhibitory
populations are equal since they receive the same exter-
nal and recurrent inputs. The self-consistent fixed points,
with positive rates, of Eq. 19 are at

v∗± =
J(1− g)±

√
4E + J(g − 1)(J(g − 1) + 4)

2
(21)

(Since the input and projections to each population are
symmetric, their fixed point voltages are equal.) Both
these fixed points exist if

E < 1 and

J > 2
(

1 +
√

1− E
)

and

g ≤ 1− 2

(
1 +
√

1− E
J

)
.

(22)

If E > 1, only v∗+ exists. The Jacobian eigenvalue J(1−
g)− 2v is positive for the − root and negative for the +
root. So if these fixed points exist, the one at higher v
is stable and the other a saddle. With both population
voltages under threshold, there is the stable fixed point
v∗ = E, if E ≤ 1.

As for the single-population network, the existence
conditions for these fixed points define saddle node bifur-
cation curves for the first-order mean field theory (Fig.
3b, c). If the inhibitory coupling strength is sufficiently
low, we have the same bifurcation curves as in the single-
population network (Fig. 3b). If the inhibitory coupling
g is too strong, the only stable equilibrium is the low-rate
state (Fig. 3c). For large J , the maximal g for bistabil-
ity approaches 1 from below. If g > 1, the network with
the same inputs to E and I populations cannot exhibit
bistability.

These bifurcations also appear in the stochastic spik-
ing network with block-Erdős-Rényi connectivity, pE =

FIG. 3. Bistable activity in excitatory-inhibitory net-
works. a) Network diagram. b) Phase portrait of the two-
dimensional first-order mean field theory, Eq. 19, in the in-
put (E) vs coupling (J) plane. c) Phase portrait of the
two-dimensional first-order mean field theory, Eq. 19, in
the input(E) vs relative inhibitory strength (g) plane with
J = 6. d, e) Example simulations with (J, g) = (6, 0.3), with
E = −0.5 (d) or E = 0.5 (e).

0.5, pI = 0.8, and mean connection strengths as in Eq. 20
(Fig. 3d, e). Similarly to the single-population network,
the first-order mean field theory over-predicts the true
firing rates so fluctuations suppress activity (Fig. 4).

VIII. INHIBITORY VS REFRACTORY
STABILIZATION

In recent years, a body of work has emerged suggesting
that mammalian cortex resides in an inhibitory-stabilized
regime [8, 57, 59–62]. There are two requirements for an
excitatory-inhibitory network to be inhibitory-stabilized:
the network must occupy a stable fixed point for the ac-
tivity, and the excitatory population would be unstable
on its own. These are difficult to test experimentally.
Fortunately, the inhibitory-stabilized regime has another
signature: paradoxical responses to inhibitory neuron
stimulation, which can take two forms. In an excitatory-
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FIG. 4. Bifurcation diagrams of the excitatory-inhibitory net-
work. a) Bifurcation diagram for the inhibitory strength g,
with (J,E) = (6, 0.5). Dots: simulation of a network with
200 b) Bifurcation diagram for the input strength E, with
(J, g) = (6, 0.25).

inhibitory network, stimulation of the inhibitory neurons
leads to a reduction of their firing rates [58]. If there
are multiple inhibitory subtypes, the net inhibitory input
to pyramidal neurons decreases upon inhibitory neuron
stimulation [81].

The inhibitory-stabilized regime, and paradoxical re-
sponses as its signature, are predictions of the classic ac-
tivity equations of Eq. 1, which do not account for spike
resetting of the membrane potential. Does an inhibitory-
stabilized regime exist in the first-order mean field theory
of Eq. 4? If so, in which parameter regions? Does it ex-
hibit paradoxical responses to inhibitory stimulation?

These stability requirements are determined from the
Jacobian matrix,(
−1− f∗e + (J − v∗e)f ′e −gJf ′i

Jf ′e −1− fi − (gJ + v∗i )f ′i

)
(23)

where f∗α = f(v∗α) and f ′ = f ′α = f ′(v∗α). Inhibitory sta-
bilization requires that the first element of the Jacobian
be positive (the excitatory-only subnetwork is unstable),
but the maximum real part of its eigenvalues negative
(the full network is stable). In the classic activity equa-
tions, the instability of exploding v is hidden by requiring
the voltage-rate function φ to saturate [8, 58]. Saturated
firing rates can thus be interpreted as a signature of the
underlying instability in those networks, where φ is a
modeling choice.

In the stochastic LIF model, saturation of f would
imply that even for arbitrarily high membrane potentials,
the spike probability in a finite time bin is bounded and
the neuron cannot be guaranteed to spike. It is thus
natural to take an unsaturated voltage-rate function f .
For the threshold-linear hazard function, f ′(v∗α) = θ(v∗α−
1), where θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. This leads
to the requirement that for the excitatory network to be
linearly unstable with a positive firing rate, 1 < v∗E <
J/2. This is the same as the requirement that v∗e be on
the middle branch of the excitatory nullcline (Eq. 24).

The excitatory subnetwork is, however, guaranteed to
have a stable fixed point (Eq. 15; Fig. 2). For any hazard
function f that is smooth and increasing above thresh-
old, we can easily rule out the simple instability of an ex-
ploding v in the excitatory subnetwork. Assuming that
v(t)� 1, we expand f in its Taylor series around v(t). If
p is the leading exponent of that expansion, the leading-
order term in v̇(t) is −vp+1 < 0. The mean field mem-
brane potential dynamics are intrinsically stable due to
the nonlinear spike reset dynamics. In contrast to the
classic activity equations, this stability is not due to a
modeling choice (φ) but is a consequence of the dynam-
ics. Spike resets could thus be viewed as obviating the
first requirement of an inhibitory-stabilized regime for
networks of stochastic LIF neurons. While the excita-
tory subnetwork would be unstable at the fixed point of
the full system, it does have a stable fixed point due to
the intrinsic nonlinear dynamics of spike resetting.

When do paradoxical responses to inhibitory stimula-
tion occur in the stochastic LIF network? To investigate
this, we return to the tractable threshold-linear hazard
function. We allow the external input to vary between
the two populations, E = (E, hE) (Fig. 5a). h con-
trols the relative strength of the input to the inhibitory
population. When both population voltages are above
threshold, the inhibitory and excitatory nullclines are at

v∗i =
−gJ +

√
g2J2 + 4(J(ve − 1 + g) + hE)

2

vi =
(
−(v∗e)2 + Jv∗e + gJ − J + E

)
/gJ

(24)

h does not affect the excitatory nullcline but shifts the
inhibitory nullcline. An increase in h will lead to a para-
doxical reduction in firing rates if it shifts a stable fixed
point to lower v∗i . For example, consider the case when
there is a single fixed point on the increasing side of the
excitatory nullcline, to the left of its peak (Fig. 5b). In-
creasing h shifts the inhibitory nullcline up and to the
left, moving that fixed point to a lower (v∗e , v

∗
i ). Depend-

ing on the magnitude of the shift, it may also take the
dynamics through a bifurcation into a bistable regime. A
sufficiently large increase in h can shift the network into
a regime with no excitatory activity, which can also lead
to a net decrease in inhibitory rates (Fig. 5b, c).

When does the system have a single fixed point with
positive rates? The inhibitory nullcline is an increasing
function of ve. The excitatory nullcline increases for ve
close to 1 and decreases for sufficiently large ve. So, at
threshold (ve = 1) the inhibitory nullcline must be below
the excitatory nullcline:√

(gJ)2 + 4gJ + 4hE <
2

gJ
(E + gJ − 1) + gJ. (25)

If h = 1, this requirement imposes that E > 1; at E = 1
the two sides are equal, and the difference of the two sides
grows as

√
E.

When is that fixed point on the increasing branch of
the excitatory nullcline? The peak of the excitatory null-
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FIG. 5. Paradoxical responses to inhibitory stimulation. a)
Excitatory-inhibitory network with asymmetric drive. b)
Phase portrait and nullclines of the excitatory (blue) and
inhibitory (orange) firing rates for the excitatory-inhibitory
network with threshold-linear rate functions. c) Simula-
tion of a block-Erdős-Rényi network with pee = pie = 0.5,
pei = pii = 0.8. At time 0, Ei = Ee = 2. At times 50 and 100,
Ei increases by 1.5. Orange: inhibitory population-averaged
spike train, smoothed with a Gaussian kernel of width 2 for
visualization. Parameters for b, c: (J, g, Ee) = (6, 1/2, 2).

cline is at ve = J/2. At the peak of the excitatory null-
cline, vi =

(
−J2/4 + J(1 + g) + E

)
/gJ . At ve = J/2,

the inhibitory nullcline should be above the excitatory
nullcline: √

(gJ)2 + 4gJ + 4hE + 2J(J − 2)

>
2

gJ

(
−J

2

4
+ J(1 + g) + E

)
+ gJ.

(26)

Together, Eqs. 25 and 26 provide sufficient conditions for
a paradoxical response to inhibitory stimulation in the
first-order mean field theory. They predict a paradoxical
response for sufficiently large J or g (Fig. 6a, c).

A paradoxical response could also occur from other
dynamical regimes than the single fixed point on the de-
creasing branch of the excitatory nullcline, such as from
a bistable regime. The first-order mean field theory also
can quantitatively misestimate the average firing rates
(figs. 2e, f; Fig. 4). To test whether the underlying
spiking model exhibits paradoxical responses, we simu-
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FIG. 6. Paradoxical responses to inhibitory stimulation. a)
Boundaries of the single fixed-point paradoxical response re-
gion in the first-order mean field theory. Solid line: (J, h) =
(4, 1). Dashed: boundary for Eq. 26 with (J, h) = (2, 1).
The horizontal line at E = 1 arises from Eq. 25. b) Equi-
librium response of the inhibitory population firing rate, in
the stochastic spiking network (network as in Fig. 5c). Each
simulation lasts for 200 time units; at time 100, the inhibitory
drive switches from Ei = Ee to Ei = Ee + 0.1. c, d) Similar
to a, b but with g = 2.

lated excitatory-inhibitory networks while varying J and
g. For each network, we applied a perturbation of am-
plitude 0.1 to the inhibitory population and computed
the population-averaged firing rates before and after the
perturbation. With J fixed and varying g, we observed
paradoxical responses for sufficiently large g (Fig. 6b).
Similarly, with g fixed and varying J , we observed para-
doxical responses for sufficiently large J (Fig. 6d).

IX. FLUCTUATIONS

The deterministic mean field theory of Eq. 14 makes
two major assumptions. First, it follows a saddle point
approximation, accurate in the limit N → ∞. That ap-
proximation admits a Gaussian finite-size correction by
expanding the integrand to second order around the sad-
dle point. We saw, however, that the mean field theory
predicts the qualitative dynamics of relatively small pop-
ulations. Second, Eq. 14 completely neglects fluctuations
in the population activity due to spiking. The stochastic
spike emission endows the population activity with cu-
mulants of all orders, generated by the Poisson term of
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Eq. 11. We saw earlier that these fluctuations suppress
firing (Fig. 1b, Fig. 2e, f, Fig. 4). Spiking fluctuations can
also play important roles in neural population codes [82]
and models of long-term synaptic plasticity, e.g., [83–88].

The exact mean field theory, Eq. 11, is of an inhomo-
geneous Poisson process receiving a self-consistent mean
input, J〈ṅ〉, where 〈ṅ〉 is the population-averaged spike

train. After a spike, the membrane potential obeys
Eq. 12, which defines the intensity f(v(t)). According to
time-dependent renewal theory [89], the full interspike in-
terval distribution is p(s) = f(v(s)) exp−

∫ s
0
dt f(v(t)).

For a threshold-linear hazard function f(v) = bv − 1c+,
the interspike interval distribution is

p(s) =

{
0, s < ln E+J〈ṅ〉

E+J〈ṅ〉−1

((E + J〈ṅ〉) (1− e−s)− 1) exp−
(

(E + J〈ṅ〉) e−s + (E + J〈ṅ〉 − 1)
(
s− 1− ln E+J〈ṅ〉

E+J〈ṅ〉−1

)) (27)

This provides an exact prediction for the interspike inter-
val density, accurate even for populations of only a few
hundred neurons (Fig. 7a). The interspike interval dis-
tribution defines the spike train power spectrum C(ω) of
a renewal process [89]:

C(ω) = 〈ṅ〉1− |p(ω)|2

|1− p(ω)|2
. (28)

Together, Eqs. 27 and 28 provide an exact prediction for
the typical power spectrum in a large (N → ∞) net-
work. Computing the Fourier transform p(ω) numeri-
cally, we see that these predictions are quantitatively ac-
curate even in simulations of a few hundred neurons (Fig.
7b, dots vs solid).

These renewal predictions rely on the Fourier trans-
form of the interspike interval density, which may not be
analytically tractable. Renewal theory also does not pro-
vide predictions for higher-order cumulants of the spike
trains. As an alternative to the renewal theory, we con-
struct a perturbative expansion for predicting arbitrary-
order fluctuations by expanding v, ṅ around the deter-
ministic mean field theory:

v(t) = v̄ + δv(t), ṅ(t) = f̄ + δn(t) (29)

where f̄ = f(v̄), and v̄ is a solution of

v̇ = −v − vf(v) + E + J〈ṅ〉 (30)

This yields the free and interacting actions, S0 and SV
respectively:

S0 =− ṽT
(
δt + 1 + f̄

)
δv − ṽT v̄ δn+ ñT δn− ñT f (1) δv,

SV =− ṽT δn δv −
∞∑
p=2

ñp

p!
f̄ −

∞∑
p,q=1
p+q>2

ñp

p!

f (q)

q!
(δv)q.

(31)
We now take v̄ to be an equilibrium of Eq. 30 with
threshold-linear f ,

v̄ =
√
J〈ṅ〉+ E (32)
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FIG. 7. Fluctuations in an excitatory-inhibitory network with
symmetric external inputs, Ee = Ei = E. a) Interspike in-
terval density with (J, g, E) = (6, 0.3, 1.2). Dots: simula-
tion of a network with 200 excitatory and 50 inhibitory neu-
rons. Solid: the renewal prediction of Eq. 27. b) Power
spectrum, parameters as in a. Solid: the renewal predic-
tion of Eq. 28. Dashed: the tree-level approximation of
Eq. 37. c) Bifurcation diagram for the inhibitory strength
g, with (J,E) = (6, 0.5). d) Bifurcation diagram for the in-
put strength E, with (J, g) = (6, 0.25).
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Expanding around this,(
∆̄δn,ñ ∆̄δv,ñ

∆̄δn,ṽ ∆̄δv,ṽ

)
(ω)

=

(
1 −f (1)
−v̄ −iω − 1− f̄

)−1
=
(

1 + f̄ + f (1)v̄ + iω
)−1(1 + f̄ + iω −f (1)

−v̄ −1

)
= (2v̄ + iω)

−1
(

1 + f̄ + iω −f (1)
−v̄ −1

)
.

(33)

We used the threshold-linear hazard function f in the
last line. Note that with a unit slope for f at v̄, f ′ = 1
and the responses of v to spike and voltage perturbations
are equal, ∆̄v,ñ = ∆̄v,ṽ. We define the source vertex

f̄ = (34)

and the (tree level/bare) propagators:

∆̄δn,ñ =

∆̄δv,ñ =

∆̄δn,ṽ =

∆̄δv,ṽ =

(35)

For example, the connected two-point function of the
spike trains is then given by

〈δn2〉 = + + · · · (36)

The expansion may contain terms sourced by n-point
functions of all orders and diagrams with up to infinitely

many loops. The same is true for any cumulant of the ac-
tivity. The tree-level approximation to 〈δn2〉(ω) is given
by the first diagram in Eq. 36. For a single-population
network,

〈δn2〉(ω) ≈f(v̄)∆̄δn,ñ(ω)∆̄δn,ñ(−ω)

=
(√

J〈ṅ〉+ E − 1
) J〈ṅ〉+ E + ω2

4 (J〈ṅ〉+ E) + ω2

(37)

For the E-I network with symmetric drives, Ee = Ei,
this result holds with the replacement J ← J(1− g). At
ω = 0, this yields 〈δn2〉(ω) ≈ f(v̄)/4. In general, for
a multi-population network the same type of approxima-
tion is given by its propagators ∆̄δn,ñ. Since we expanded
around an equilibrium, we expect that if this tree-level
approximation provides any good prediction, it should
be at low frequencies; this is indeed the case (Fig. 7b,
dashed vs dots). The ω → ∞ limit for the spectrum
of a renewal process is its intensity. This perturbative
expansion was around a stationary process with inten-
sity f(v̄) =

√
J + E〈ṅ〉 − 1, which is a deterministic ap-

proximation to the mean field population rate 〈ṅ〉, so we
expect a mismatch between Eq. 37 and Eq. 28 at high
frequencies.

The tree-level approximation of Eq. 37 neglects many
contributions to the two-point correlation, such as the
one-loop diagram in Eq. 36. This is one potential source
of the quantitative error of Eq. 37 (Fig. 7b, dashed vs
dots). Many of the diagrams contributing to the expan-
sion of a connected correlation function, like Eq. 36, arise
from the expansions of the propagators. Re-summing the
expansions of the propagators would simplify that expan-
sion considerably. That re-summing yields four coupled
nonlinear integral equations. In the Fourier time domain,
for linear f at v̄,

∆δn,ñ(ω) =∆̄δn,ñ(ω) +
f (1)

(2π)2
∆̄δn,ṽ(ω) ∆δv,ñ(ω)

∫
dω′ ∆δn,ñ(ω′) ∆δv,ñ(ω − ω′),

∆δv,ñ(ω) =∆̄δv,ñ(ω) +
f (1)

(2π)2
∆̄δv,ṽ(ω) ∆δv,ñ(ω)

∫
dω′ ∆δn,ñ(ω′) ∆δv,ñ(ω − ω′),

∆δn,ṽ(ω) =∆̄δn,ṽ(ω) +
f (1)

(2π)2
∆̄δn,ṽ(ω) ∆δv,ṽ(ω)

∫
dω′ ∆δn,ñ(ω′) ∆δv,ñ(ω − ω′),

∆δv,ṽ(ω) =∆̄δv,ṽ(ω) +
f (1)

(2π)2
∆̄δv,ṽ(ω) ∆δv,ṽ(ω)

∫
dω′ ∆δn,ñ(ω′) ∆δv,ñ(ω − ω′).

(38)

The dressed propagators ∆δn,ñ, ∆δv,ñ are closed in each
other and the bare propagators. Solving their two equa-
tions for the convolution term and setting the others
equal reveals that ∆δn,ñ and ∆δv,ñ are linearly related

to each other at each ω:

∆δv,ñ =
∆̄δv,ṽ

∆̄δn,ṽ

(
∆δn,ñ − ∆̄δn,ñ

)
+ ∆̄δv,ñ (39)

This provides a nonlinear integral equation for ∆δn,ñ:
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∆δn,ñ(ω) =∆̄δn,ñ(ω) +
f (1)

(2π)2
∆̄δn,ṽ(ω)

(
∆̄δv,ṽ

∆̄δn,ṽ

(
∆δn,ñ − ∆̄δn,ñ

)
+ ∆̄δv,ñ

)
(ω)

×
∫
dω′ ∆δn,ñ(ω′)

(
∆̄δv,ṽ

∆̄δn,ṽ

(
∆δn,ñ − ∆̄δn,ñ

)
+ ∆̄δv,ñ

)
(ω − ω′)

(40)

We solve this by fixed-point iteration from the initial con-
dition ∆̄δn,ñ. The solution for ∆δn,ñ yields ∆δv,ñ from
Eq. 39. We can then solve for ∆δv,ṽ by fixed-point iter-
ation. Those three yield the remaining full propagator,
∆δn,ṽ (Fig. 8a). For the expansion around a steady state
of the mean field theory, this re-summing has little effect
on the propagators (Fig. 8b, c). We thus expect that the
main source of error in the approximation of Eq. 37 arises
from our expansion around an equilibrium of the mean
field theory, rather than considering the nonequilibrium
propagators [90].

DISCUSSION

We constructed a path integral representation for the
joint probability density functional of the membrane po-
tential and spike trains of a network of stochastic LIF
neurons. This exposed a simple deterministic mean field
theory for spiking networks: activity equations with an
additional rate-dependent leak arising from the spike
reseting (Eq. 4). Expanding p[v, ṅ] around that N -
dimensional mean field theory (appendix B) allows the
study of fluctuations of and between identified neurons
in a network of known connectivity. Large-scale elec-
tron microscopy (EM) is revealing such wiring diagrams,
e.g., [91–103].

Here, we used the path integral representation to de-
rive a population-averaged stochastic mean field theory
for large networks with homogenous coupling, including
multi-population systems like excitatory-inhibitory net-
works. We demonstrated bistability of the determinis-
tic mean field theory and its extension to the stochastic
system and studied the contributions of recurrent inhi-
bition and spike resetting to stabilizing network activ-
ity. Excitatory-inhibitory networks of deterministic LIF
neurons can also exhibit bistable equilibrium rates if the
inhibition is not too strong [21]. The path integral ap-
proach exposes a purely deterministic mean field theory,
similar in spirit to the classic neural activity equations [5–
9]. This mean field theory exposed bistability through an
elementary analysis of its equilibria. Robert & Touboul
studied the homogenous stochastic LIF network rigor-
ously [72]. They proved that the mean field process,
Eq. 11, can have one or several invariant densities de-
pending on the form of the firing function.

There are two complementary approaches to our focus
on the density functional of sample paths, p[v(t), ṅ(t)],
for the stochastic LIF model. These complementary ap-
proaches focus on the time-dependent probability den-
sity function of the membrane potentials, p(v, t), across
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FIG. 8. Re-summed propagators. a) Re-summed propaga-
tors around the mean field equilibrium for a single-population
network. Similarly to the tree-level propagators (Eq. 33), the
voltage response is similar to a perturbation of the spikes or
the voltage. b) Difference between the re-summed and tree-
level propagators around the mean field equilibrium. In a and
b, (J,E) = (6, 0.5. c) Difference between the re-summed and
tree-level propagators around the mean field equilibrium, at
0 frequency.

a population of neurons [18]. In the N → ∞ limit and
with Jij ∼ 1/N , the population density of membrane
potentials in a stochastic LIF network obeys a Volterra
integral equation [29, 30]. That integral equation can also
be written as a partial differential equation, e.g., [104].
A finite-size correction introduces a stochastic term to
the population density equations [34, 105]. These formu-
lations rigorously expose the stochastic stability of the
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population densities in a mean field limit [106–108].

The path integral approach is practical and flexible.
It allows calculations of any joint cumulant of the spike
trains and/or membrane potentials via diagrammatic
methods [53], is amenable to finite-size corrections [52],
and applies readily to other models, such as those
with temporal synaptic interactions, spatially depen-
dent connectivity, conductance-based or strong O(1/

√
N

synapses, and additional nonlinearities in the single-
neuron dynamics.
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Appendix A: Joint probability density functional

We will construct the joint probability density of
the membrane potentials and spike trains using the
response variable path integral formalism [37–40], re-
viewed in [109–111]. We will use boldface lowercase vari-
ables for vectors and boldface capital letters for matri-
ces/operators. Given the membrane potentials vit, we
will require that the spikes generated in the network are
conditionally conditionally independent across neurons i
and time points t. The joint probability density of the
membrane potentials v and the spikes n, conditioned on
the stochastic spike generation, is

p(v,n|η) =

N∏
i=1

T−1∏
t=1

δ

dvit
dt
− Eit −

∑
j,s

Jijs dnj,t−s +
dnit
dt

vit


× δ (dnit − ηit) .

(A1)
Here, ηit ∼ Bernoulli (f(vit) dt). Introducing the Fourier
representation of the delta functions and marginalizing
over η yields the joint density

p(v,n) =

∫
Dṽ

∫
Dñ exp

(∑
i,t

ṽit

dvit
dt
− Eit −

∑
j,s

Jijs dnj,t−s +
dnit
dt

vit


− ñitdnit + ln

(
1 + f(vit) dt (exp(ñit)− 1)

))
.

(A2)

The measures are Dñ =
∏
i,t

dñit
2πi and Dṽ =

∏
i,t

dṽit
2πi .

The integrals over the response variables, ñ and ṽ,
are along the imaginary axis. The logarithmic term
in the exponent is the cumulant generating function of
the Bernoulli spikes. We next take a continuous time
limit, dt → 0, T → ∞ with their product fixed. With
dt � 1, we expand the natural logarithm in its Tay-
lor series around 1: ln

(
1 + f(vit) dt (exp(ñit)− 1)

)
=

f(vit) dt (exp(ñit)− 1) +O
(
(dt)2

)
. This yields Eq. 3.

Appendix B: Microscopic fluctuations in the
N-dimensional network

To study fluctuations, we can expand around that
mean field theory. We shift v and ṅ by their mean field
values,

v = v̄ + δv, ṅ = f(v̄) + δn, (B1)

where v̄ is a solution to Eq. 4. We insert this decom-
position into the action S[δv, δn, ṽ, ñ], Eq. 3, expand
(exp ñi−1), and collect bilinear terms in the response and
configuration variables into a free action S0[δv, δn, ṽ, ñ]
so that

S =S0[δv, δn, ṽ, ñ] + SV [δv, δn, ṽ, ñ]

S0 =
∑
i

∫
dt − ṽi(t) (δt + 1 + f(v̄i(t))) δvi(t)− ṽi(t)

∑
j

∫
ds (δijδ(s)v̄j(t)− Jij(s)) δnj(t− s)

+ ñi(t)δni(t)− ñi(t)f (1)i δvi(t)

SV =
∑
i

∫
dt − ṽi(t)δni(t)δvi(t)−

∞∑
p,q=1
p+q>2

ñpi
p!

f
(q)
i

q!
(δvi)

q − f(v̄i)(t)

∞∑
p=2

ñpi
p!
.

(B2)
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S0 is the free action; its terms comprise the inverse propa-
gator K. SV contains the interacting terms that give rise
to vertices in the Feynman diagrams. The model has the
same vertices as the Poisson generalized linear model [53],
as well as the trilinear coupling ṽi(t)δni(t)δvi(t). Note
that at each term in SV , each of the p factors of ñi and
the q factors of δv have their own time variable, each of
which is integrated over; we have suppressed these de-
pendencies and integrals for brevity. The trilinear vertex
exposes even a neuron with linear hazard function f to
loop corrections.

This expansion around the N -dimensional mean field

theory allows the systematic study of finite-size networks
with a particular connectivity J , without the require-
ment of any assumptions on the distribution of connec-
tion strengths except that the mean field theory v̄ is sta-
ble [85, 112, 113].

1. Microscopic fluctuations in the linear-reset
model

Expanding around the mean field theory of Eq. 8 in the
action, Eq. 7, we obtain the free and interacting actions:

S =S0[δv, δn, ṽ, ñ] + SV [δv, δn, ṽ, ñ],

S0 =
∑
i

∫
dt − ṽi(t) (δt + 1)) δvi(t)− ṽi(t)

∑
j

∫
ds (δijδ(s)r(s)− Jij(s)) δnj(t− s)

+ ñi(t)δni(t)− ñi(t)f (1)i δvi(t),

SV =
∑
i

∫
dt −

∞∑
p,q=1
p+q>2

ñpi
p!

f
(q)
i

q!
(δvi)

q − f(v̄i)(t)

∞∑
p=2

ñpi
p!
.

(B3)

This model has the same vertices as the Poisson general-
ized linear model [53]; the linear hyperpolarization after
a spike only affects the mean field theory and the prop-
agator.

2. Feynman rules for the N-dimensional network

Expanding exp−SV in its functional Taylor series, any
cumulant or moment of (δṅ,v) can be calculated as a
series of moments with respect to the free distribution,
exp−S0 via Wick’s theorem. These calculations can be
summarized in Feynman diagrams. The Feynman rules
for the stochastic LIF model are similar to those of the
model without spike resets [53], except that 1) there can
be propagators linking the response and configuration
variables of the spikes and membrane potential and 2) the
action of Eq. B2 has the additional trilinear vertex arising
from the spike resets. The bare propagators around a
fixed point are, in the Fourier domain,(

∆̄δn,ñ ∆̄δv,ñ

∆̄δn,ṽ ∆̄δv,ṽ

)
(ω) =

(
Kδn,ñ Kδv,ñ

Kδn,ṽ Kδv,ṽ

)−1
(ω)

=

(
I −f ′I

−Iv̄ + J(ω) −iω − 1− I f̄

)−1
(B4)

The interacting action SV defines the source vertex,
f̄ = , as well as the two types of internal vertex. The
vertex corresponding to ṽiδniδvi carries a vertex factor

of 1. The vertex corresponding to
ñpi
p!

f
(q)
i

q! (δvi)
q carries

a vertex factor of
f
(q)
i

q! [53]. To calculate a joint cumulant

density function 〈〈
∏a
i=1 ṅi(ti),

∏b
j=1 vj(sj)〉〉, we can draw

all possible connected graphs with a leaf for each of the
a factors of ṅ and b factors of v. For each diagram, each
internal vertex has a unique associated neuron index and
time variable. We multiply together the vertex factors
of the internal vertices and the propagator edges con-
necting them, sum over all internal neuron indices and
integrate over all internal time variables. Finally, we add
the contributions of each diagram.

If the mean field rate is at a fixed point, the calcula-
tions are simpler in the Fourier domain. Each propagator
edge has its own frequency. Each internal vertex is scaled
by (2π)−q, where q is its number of incoming edges. At
each internal vertex, momentum is conserved: the sum
of all incoming frequencies equals the sum of all outgoing
frequencies. Additionally, the frequencies of the external
edges sum to 0. To calculate a cumulant, we again draw
all connected diagrams. For each diagram, we multiply
its vertex factors together, sum over all internal neuron
indices, and integrate over the frequencies of each internal
edge. Finally, we add the contributions of each diagram.

Appendix C: Mean field theory of homogenous
networks

To examine the interaction between synaptic connec-
tivity, subthreshold dynamics and stochastic spike emis-
sion in shaping network activity, we will average the par-
tition function for the activity (equivalently, average the
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moment generating functional) over the synaptic connec-
tivity. This is a standard exercise in statistical field the-
ory [111]. Let 〈Jij(s)〉J = J(s)/N . The average over the
connectivity yields:

Z =

∫
Dv
∫
Dṽ
∫
Dn

∫
Dñ exp

∑
i

(
ṽTi

v̇i + vi + ṅivi − Ei −
1

N
J ∗

∑
j

ṅj


− ñTi ṅi +

(
eñi − 1

)T
f(vi)

)
(C1)

Let R = 1
N

∑
j J ∗ ṅj ; we will enforce this by integrating

against δ
(
NR− J ∗

∑
j ṅj

)
. With the Fourier repre-

sentation of that delta function, we have a generating
functional for the auxiliary fields R, R̃:

Z[k, k̃] =

∫
DR

∫
DR̃ exp

(
−NR̃TR+

∑
i

lnZi[R, R̃] + kTR+ k̃T R̃

)
,

Zi[R, R̃] =

∫
Dvi

∫
Dṽi

∫
Dni

∫
Dñi exp

(
ṽTi (v̇i + vi − E −R+ ṅivi) + R̃T (J ∗ ṅi)

− ñTi ṅi +
(
eñi − 1

)T
f(vi)

)
.

(C2)

Note that the generating function for the neural dynam-
ics factorizes over the neurons; Zi[R, R̃] does not contain
any other indices. So, we will drop the neuron indices and
write N lnZ[R, R̃] instead of

∑
i lnZi[R, R̃]. For large N ,

we evaluate the integrals over the auxiliary fields R, R̃ by
a saddle point approximation. The saddle point equa-

tions are

0 = −NR∗ +N
∂ lnZ[R, R̃]

∂R̃
|∗R ↔ R∗ = J ∗ 〈ṅ〉,

0 =−NR̃∗ +N
∂ lnZ[R, R̃]

∂R
|∗R ↔ R̃∗ = −〈ṽ〉 = 0.

(C3)

Here, 〈ṅ〉(t) is the population-averaged firing rate. In-
serting these saddle-point solutions yields the partition
function, Eq. 11.
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de Bézieux, S. Somasundaram, K. Street, V. Svensson,
E. D. Vaishnav, K. Van den Berge, J. D. Welch, X. An,
H. S. Bateup, I. Bowman, R. K. Chance, N. N. Foster,
W. Galbavy, H. Gong, L. Gou, J. T. Hatfield, H. Hin-
tiryan, K. E. Hirokawa, G. Kim, D. J. Kramer, A. Li,
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