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Abstract

We consider the information transmission problem in neurons and its possible implications for
learning in neural networks. Our approach is based on recent developments in statistical physics
and complexity science. We also develop a method to try and select significant neural responses
from the background activity and consider its wider applications. This would support temporal
coding theory as a model for neural coding.

The aggregate activity of neurons

In order to understand the transfer of information in the nervous system, we need to understand
the relationship between a stimulus and the response it evokes in a single or network of neurons.
In addition, we also need to understand how that stimulus is represented or coded in the neuron
and how that representation relates to observed behavior. Neural coding is concerned with the
study of these two aspects of information flow. I want to use our current knowledge of neural
coding and information theory to study how the brain perceives the statistical features of the
input and encodes them to form representations of our world. Also, I want to study how the brain
stores this information in the longer term i.e., how it learns from probabilistic stimuli. Ultimately,
we want to contribute toward a unified understanding of perception and learning. This will
require the combined efforts of electrophysiologists, molecular biologists, and cognitive
scientists and we want to contribute to this problem from a computational/theoretical standpoint.

While much progress has been made in mapping neural correlates of sensory or motor variables,
we still have a very limited understanding of how the microarchitecture of brain circuitry
supports cognitive processes underlying thinking, memory, and decision-making. A particularly
important challenge is to clarify the operating principles governing how information processing
is coordinated over time across large spatial scales. The human brain is far “smarter” than a
current generation supercomputer yet consumes 100,000-fold less space and energy (Sterling &
Laughlin, 2015). Neural dynamics have been observed to show a temporal mode of emergence.
There are long periods of quiescence followed by sudden bursts of activity (Tagliazucchi et al.,
2012). This pattern of activity may be associated with consciousness (Paradisi et al., 2013).
Principles from statistical physics and information theory may provide powerful tools for
revealing these operating principles.



In recent years, the statistical physics of avalanches — as observed in earthquakes, sandpiles, and
forest fires — has been used to explain the dynamics of bursts of neuronal activity observed
spontaneously in brain tissue in culture and in vivo (Beggs & Plenz, 2003; Hahn et al., 2010;
Petermann et al., 2009). It is well known that brain dynamics at the neuronal level usually
involve intermittent bursts of activity in the form of avalanche-like phenomena spanning a wide
range of spatiotemporal scales. However, there is an important knowledge gap in establishing
how this intermittent phenomenon underpins higher brain function. Aligning with the theory of
critical branching processes, the propagation of these bursts follows a power law with an
exponent of -3/2 for event sizes, with a branching parameter close to the critical value of 1
(Christensen & Moloney, 2005; Jensen, 1998, 2022). This has been suggested to optimize
information transmission in networks, while preventing runaway network excitation, with such
avalanches providing a signature of a multiscale self-organizing process. The precise operating
point, near to criticality, used by neural circuits remains a matter of debate. Slice physiology
indicates the balance of excitation and inhibition found in vivo seems to favor self-organized
criticality (Shew et al., 2011). It has also been conjectured that it may be advantageous for brain
networks to operate just below criticality (Beggs, 2022; Williams-Garcia et al., 2014).

However, a crucial unanswered question is how neuronal avalanches affect behavior, and in
particular cognitive phenomena such as memory and decision-making which we might expect to
be driven by internal processes. Altered avalanche dynamics have been implicated in cognitive
dysfunction caused by schizophrenia (Seshadri et al., 2018). The emergence of technology for
simultaneously monitoring up to tens of thousands of neurons across the brain (Demas et al.,
2021; Stringer et al., 2021) makes it timely, and crucially important, to develop theoretical
approaches to make sense of the brain-scale coordination of information processing critical to
understanding cognitive function.

Practitioners in the finance industry, where the log-normal distribution occurs frequently, have
been working on using Monte Carlo simulations to predict rare events (Taleb, 2005). There is
experimental evidence for the log-normal distribution of neural responses (Buzsaki & Mizuseki,
2014; Koulakov et al., 2009). Topological vector fields have also been used to model neural
activity (Curto, 2017).

We wrote a MATLAB function that selects neurons responding to specific stimuli using paired
t-tests between the firing rates before and after the stimulus event. A modified Bonferroni
correction with the alpha equal to the square root of the number of terms works best. It implies
that neurons encode information as aggregates. This would support temporal coding theory as a
model for neural coding, as it is the fluctuations in the firing rate from the baseline that encode
information about the stimulus.



Information theory and neural coding

Information theory provides mathematically rigorous tools to quantify the precision of
information transmission, setting theoretical limits on maximum information capacity (Borst &
Theunissen, 1999). The three central questions in the field of neural coding are to find out:

1. What is being encoded? For example, whether the information is encoded in the
amplitude of spikes or the change in amplitude?

2. How is it being encoded? The question of rate vs temporal coding has seen conflicting
reports, with conventional studies supporting rate coding as standard (Adrian &
Zotterman, 1926), but more recent studies reporting examples of temporal coding (Stein
et al., 2005).

3. With what precision is it being encoded? What is the degree of variability in the
responses?

Neuroscientists have traditionally addressed the first two questions by studying
stimulus-response curves and changing the stimulus ensembles and response measures. Error
bars were used to assess the variability. Information theory, on the other hand, provides
mathematically rigorous tools to quantify the precision of information transmission, setting
theoretical limits on maximum information capacity. The theory can be applied to study neural
coding in the following ways:

1. Estimating the maximum information capacity (channel capacity) of a neuron and the
actual information transmitted, to quantify efficiency.

2. Compare the upper bound of information transmitted with that of an optimal linear
model, to test for non-linearities and find out how a neuron transforms our data.

3. Determining the limiting temporal precision of code i.e., the minimal timescale in which
information is contained, to find out if there is any information in the precise timings of
the spikes.

To calculate maximal information transfer, a new quantity was introduced, called entropy.
Entropy characterizes how many free states a variable can assume and the probability of each
i.e., the variability. Entropy is the information needed to eliminate all uncertainty about a
variable. In fact, information can be considered as a reduction in entropy. There are three
common approaches used for estimating the mutual information between the stimulus and
response, the direct method, which calculates the exact value of information, and the upper and
lower bound methods. Factors such as the experimental parameters and quality of stimulus
ensembles determine our choice of method. Generally, a combination of all three is used as an
optimal linear model.



Another area of application of information theory is population coding. Population coding is
defined as a method to represent stimuli from multiple neurons. The response of each neuron has
a probabilistic distribution over a set of stimuli, which is considered together with other neurons
to characterize certain features of the input. Population analysis is reported to have several
advantages over single-neuron recordings in reducing uncertainty due to neuronal variability and
the ability to represent different attributes of the stimulus simultaneously.

Studies have suggested using linear decoding algorithms for population recordings in
conjunction with information-theoretic tools as mutual information gives a more comprehensive
quantification of the information contained in a neuronal population, by evaluating the reduction
of uncertainty about the stimuli that can be obtained from the neuronal responses (Quian Quiroga
& Panzeri, 2009). Representing uncertainty is important for decisions involving risks and may be
fundamental for neuronal computations that take place in the presence of both sensory and neural
noise.

The information bottleneck method

The information bottleneck method (Tishby et al., 2000) tries to answer how much relevant
information survives a communication. Suppose there is an input variable X with a hidden
characteristic Y. In order to transfer relevant information about Y from X to the output state T,
we try to maximize the mutual information between Y and T, which is bounded above by the
mutual information between X and T (by the data processing theorem), which we are trying to
minimize. What this means is that we are trying to preserve the maximum amount of relevant
information about Y, while letting go of the unnecessary parts of X. This creates the “information
bottleneck™ in the T-X-Y Markov chain.

Experiments on the H1 motion-sensitive neuron of the fly visual system tried to characterize the
neural “dictionary” containing the relevant stimuli and their respective responses, using the
information bottleneck (Schneidman et al., 2001). They tried to quantify the compressibility of
said dictionary i.e., they tried to find out which features of the stimuli are relevant. They found
that the stimulus code was highly compressible meaning the neuron was sensitive to only a few
significant features. This feature of compressibility was preserved in different flies.

The information bottleneck method also has applications in understanding deep learning. Each
layer of a deep neural network can be treated as input and output points for the surrounding
layers, requiring analysis of information compression by the bottleneck method (Schwartz-Ziv &
Tishby, 2017; Tishby & Zaslavsky, 2015). However, recent studies have argued against this
method being used to explain deep learning saying that the results of Schwartz-Ziv and Tishby
are particular to their setup and do not hold true in the general case (Saxe et al., 2019). Thus, this
is an area of intense interest in both neuroscience and machine learning communities.



Information bottleneck and the renormalization group

In the context of neuroscience, both the information bottleneck and the renormalization group are
coarse-graining methods used to analyze the flow of information between the layers of a neural
network (Meshulam et al., 2019). In another paper published the same year, they presented the
renormalization group and the information bottleneck in a unified framework (Tan et al., 2019).
Their renormalization procedure achieves a coarse-graining where they can choose which
relevant features they want to keep, for example, by keeping information about long-range
interactions while removing local information. Other studies have drawn parallels between the
coarse-graining performed by neural networks and renormalization group procedures (Iso et al.,
2018), found similarities in the notion of “relevance” in renormalization and the information
bottleneck (Gordon et al., 2021), and have devised a self-supervised learning method based on
combining the renormalization group and the information bottleneck (Ngampruetikorn et al.,
2020).

If aggregates of neurons are the functional units of information storage, then I believe that there
is an inherent limit of resolution to our attempts to model it. So, when we use coarse-graining
methods to zoom in or zoom out, there is an inherent component of uncertainty or noise. As
these methods are approximating a very noisy process, they may belong to the same universality
class.

Future directions

Speculating further, we would want to study how these ideas relate to Alfred North Whitehead’s
process philosophy (Lowe, 2020; Sherburne, 1966; Whitehead, 2010) and quantum computation
in the brain (Penrose & Mermin, 1998). It may be that neurons encode information as aggregates
of bits. Then, measurement is the unit process of a bit being defined in either of the two states +1
or -1 in unit time. The limit of resolution that is imposed on the system seems to be like the
measurement problem in quantum mechanics. This would mean that a qubit is just two bits
entangled by gravity, which is the simplest form of interaction between them. “Spooky action at
a distance” could be just gravity.

If successful, then maybe this work can be extended to other complex systems, with the
connecting link being the statistics of rare events. These could include studying prime numbers
through the Erdos-Kac theorem, and Fermat’s last theorem through integrability and maybe even
information encoding in black holes through the holographic principle. A couple of (simpler?)
situations are considered here as examples.

It seems to us that the trains on the London tube network are grouped together in clusters (like
bursts of neural activity). When we arrive on the platform, and there is a train already there, for



example, if [ just miss it, then the next one is only 1 minute away (mostly, sometimes it is 2
minutes). But, if there is no train on the platform when I arrive, then we must wait for 3/4/5
minutes. An exception to this may be when the train on the platform is the last train of a cluster
and so the next one arrives a bit later. We could also explore applications of ideas from criticality
to game theoretic situations where information is encoded in aggregates, such as opinion
formation.

We are essentially studying an information transmission problem in neurons. The function we
wrote, sigSort, can be viewed as preventing false alarms i.e. preventing the neurons from
responding to noise / false stimuli. If this can be developed further along the lines of correlation
measures and correlated systems, it may be applied to design or improve technology like
correlated or clustered detonation systems, which may even have nuclear applications. Such
technology may also be used for long-distance space travel.
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