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ABSTRACT

The neural mechanisms underlying the comprehension of
meaningful sounds are yet to be fully understood. While
previous research has shown that the auditory cortex can
classify auditory stimuli into distinct semantic categories, the
specific contributions of the primary (A1) and the secondary
auditory cortex (A2) to this process are not well understood.
We used songbirds as a model species, and analyzed their
neural responses as they listened to their entire vocal reper-
toire (∼10 types of vocalizations). We first demonstrate that
the distances between the call types in the neural representa-
tion spaces of A1 and A2 are correlated with their respective
distances in the acoustic feature space. Then, we show that
while the neural activity in both A1 and A2 is equally in-
formative of the acoustic category of the vocalizations, A2
is significantly more informative of the semantic category of
those vocalizations. Additionally, we show that the semantic
categories are more separated in A2. These findings suggest
that as the incoming signal moves downstream within the au-
ditory cortex, its acoustic information is preserved, whereas
its semantic information is enhanced.

Index Terms— Neural mechanism, auditory cortex, se-
mantic classification

1. INTRODUCTION

For vocal communication to be successful, it is essential for
the brain to convert auditory input into meaningful percepts
making it possible to decode meaning from neural firing
patterns[1, 2]. Such neural semantic categorization is a com-
plex task because it requires neural representations that can
identify invariant features across different speakers and ren-
ditions [3]. Previous work has shown that the auditory cortex
can categorize vocal stimuli into distinct groups based on the
meaning of those vocalizations [1]. However, the specific
computational contributions of the two sub-regions, the pri-
mary (A1) and the secondary auditory cortex (A2), are poorly
understood [1].

Zebra finches, a species of songbird, are used as a model
organism in the study of the neural basis of vocal commu-
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Fig. 1. Overview: Calls incoming to the cortex land on A1
and are then passed to A2. Calls can be represented as acous-
tic feature vectors. The spike-raster plot shows timings of
spikes fired by 3 neurons in response to a call. Spike count
vectors are formed by summing the spikes for each neuron.
The sub-figures to the right represent LDA projections of neu-
ral responses to calls. Each marker represents one audio file
containing one call recording. Markers are labeled by the se-
mantic category of the calls. Notice that the semantic cate-
gories are more separated in A2.

nication because they possess brain regions analogous to A1
and A2 in humans [4]. These birds are known to use 10 dis-
tinct types of vocalizations, each with a specific behavioral
meaning, such as begging for food or alerting others to danger
[5]. Because zebra finches have a relatively simple and well-
defined vocal communication system, they provide a valuable
model for investigating the neural mechanisms of auditory
perception in a controlled and accessible manner.

We hypothesize that A2 (which lies downstream of A1)
contains more information about the perceived meaning of
vocalizations compared to A1 (Fig. 1). This is based on pre-
vious findings which indicate that increasingly more abstract
categories of information are encoded as one moves along the
ventral auditory pathway from A1 to A2 to the pre-frontal
cortex (pFC) [6]. Robotka et al (2023) [1] reported no sig-
nificant difference in semantic classification accuracy using
either A1 or A2 activity in anesthetized birds. In awake birds,
they report a higher accuracy using A1 activity. Their anal-
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yses are based on considerably smaller neural ensembles of
20 neurons. Since this result is unexpected based on what we
already know about A1 and A2, we hypothesized that these
findings may be a result of small ensemble size.

2. METHODS

2.1. Dataset and Pre-processing

An open dataset of extracellular electrophysiological record-
ings of anesthetized zebra finches (N=5) listening to conspe-
cific (i.e., belonging to the same species) vocalizations was
used for this study [7]. Details about the dataset can be found
in the original paper [7] but briefly, each bird was presented
with 114 ± 22 (mean ± SEM) stimuli. Each stimulus was
repeated 10 times. Spike-sorting yielded 169.40 ± 84.36
(mean ± SEM) single units for each bird. Discrete spikes
were smoothed using a 50 ms boxcar window to obtain fir-
ing rates. Time-varying population response of a given area
(A1/A2) to a stimulus was represented as a matrix, with the
trial-averaged firing rates of neurons in the area stacked in
columns. Static population response was represented as a
vector of trial-averaged spike counts.

In all the comparative analyses, equal-sized neural popu-
lations from A1 and A2 in the same hemisphere in the same
bird were compared. E.g., to compare classification accuracy
in A1 and A2 for populations of unequal sizes (say, 20 neu-
rons in A1 but 60 neurons in A2), we take 100 random sam-
ple populations of size 20 from A2, and then average their
classification accuracy. This gives us an estimate of the clas-
sification performance of a similarly-sized population in A2.
Data and code are available at https://github.com/mandalab/
BirdSongNeuralRep.

2.2. Distance matrix comparison

Here, we aimed to determine whether neuronal spiking pat-
terns in A1 and A2 represent acoustic features. To do this,
we tested whether the distances between semantic categories
in the acoustic feature space were correlated with the corre-
sponding distances in the neural representation spaces of A1
and A2. For a neural population that only encodes acoustic
features, we can expect the two distance matrices to be corre-
lated [8]. Here, we represented stimulus audio files as feature
vectors. We used a set of 20 features that fall broadly into
3 categories: pitch features, amplitude features, and spectral
features [5]. To enable a comparison between acoustic feature
vectors and neuronal firing, we represented the corresponding
neural responses in A1 and A2 as spike-count vectors.

Distances between any given pair of vectors in a given
space (acoustic/A1/A2) was given by the Euclidean metric.
The distance between a pair of semantic categories in a given
space was given as the Hausdorff distance between the two
corresponding sets of vectors. Hausdorff distance between
any two sets is given by the maximum of minimum distances

from points in one set to those in the other set (Eq. 1). Haus-
dorff distance is a commonly used method to find distances
between two sets of points in high dimensional spaces [9]. In
contrast to the average of pairwise distances, the Hausdorff
distance is sensitive to positions of individual points in the
two sets [9]. In addition, the Hausdorff has the useful mathe-
matical property that the distance from a set to itself is 0 (also
not satisfied by the average of pairwise distances). Finally, the
correlation between distance matrices was evaluated using the
Mantel Test.

H(A,B) = max
a∈A

min
b∈B

||a− b|| (1)

We created synthetic spike trains that were designed to be
a good representation of the acoustic features in order to val-
idate the distance matrix comparison method and show that
the distance matrices obtained are indeed correlated. We took
a sample of 24 audio clips from the dataset and created a pop-
ulation of synthetic neurons such that each synthetic neuron
responded to a particular acoustic feature of an audio clip.
Specifically, the spike train emitted by a given neuron in re-
sponse to a given stimulus was generated based on a Pois-
son distribution that describes its probability of firing at any
given timestep (Eq. 2). The Poisson distribution itself was
parametrized by the value of the corresponding acoustic fea-
ture, by setting the µ parameter equal to the value of the acous-
tic feature (with 50% Gaussian noise). Note that the acoustic
features were scaled so that the resulting spiking rates match
those observed in the dataset. We applied our distance matrix
comparison method as described here, and the matrices turned
out to be correlated (Mantel’s test r = 0.70, p = 0.001) (Fig.
2) as expected, thus validating that the distance matrix com-
parison method outlined above successfully identifies acous-
tic representations in the neural data.

P (x = k) = e−µµ
k

k!
(2)

where µ is the expected number of spikes per time step (mean
spiking rate), P(x = k) denotes the probability of firing k
spikes on any given time step.

Mantel Test To test for correlation between a pair of dis-
tance matrices, we use the Mantel Test. It is a permutation test
specifically designed to test the correlation between distance
matrices [10]. We cannot use a standard correlation coeffi-
cient as distance values are not independent of each other.

2.3. Classification using acoustic vs. semantic labels

In this analysis, we wanted to compare the amount of seman-
tic and acoustic information available in A1 and A2. Here,
we represent the neural population response to a given stim-
ulus as a T x N (where T denotes timesteps and N denotes
neurons) matrix that describes the time-varying firing rates of
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Fig. 2. Results of the method validation experiment. Dis-
tances between semantic categories in the (A) acoustic feature
space and (B) synthetic neural space are highly correlated.
(C) Histogram of correlation coefficients obtained in Mantel
test permutations. Dotted line indicates observed value.

neurons comprising the population. We used dynamic rep-
resentations of neural activity here as it has been shown to
contain significantly more discriminatory information [1].

The stimuli were labeled in two ways. The first approach
(acoustic labels) involved hierarchically clustering the stimu-
lus waveforms based on their mel-frequency cepstral coeffi-
cients (MFCCs) and using the cluster assignments as labels
[1]. The second approach (semantic labels) used the provided
human-annotated labels that took into account the behavioral
context in which the calls were emitted.

Classification performance was measured for A1 and A2
separately for both the label assignments. A time-series Sup-
port Vector Machine (SVM) classifier with a linear kernel was
used to classify neural representations. Linear Discriminant
Analysis (LDA) was used to reduce the dimensionality of the
population response matrices before being passed on to the
SVM classifier. Classification performance was defined as ac-
curacy score (percentage correct classifications, or PCC) and
was estimated using 3-fold cross validation.

2.4. Dimensionality of representation spaces

We hypothesized that the representation space of A2 should
be higher-dimensional as compared to A1, in order to support
greater separation of semantic categories. Here, we use spike-
count vectors to represent the neural population response. We
define the embedding dimensionality of the representation
space of a neural population as the number of linear dimen-
sions required to capture 80% variance of the S x N matrix,
where S denotes stimuli and N denotes neurons [11, 12]. The
entries of the matrix contain spike-counts of neuron n in re-
sponse to stimulus s. Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
was used to estimate the embedding dimensionality.

2.5. Separation of semantic categories in A1 vs. A2

We hypothesized that semantic categories will be more sepa-
rated in A2 as compared to A1. Here, we use spike-count vec-
tors to represent the neural population response. For a given
semantic category, we define separation as the difference in
means of across-categories distances and within-category dis-

Fig. 3. The distances between semantic categories in the (A)
acoustic feature space is correlated with the corresponding
distances in either (B) the A1 representation space or (C) the
A2 representation space. (D) Observed correlation values vi-
sualized on the histogram obtained from the permutations of
the Mantel Test. (Top) Correlation between (A) and (B). (Bot-
tom) Correlation between (A) and (C).

tances, normalized by the standard deviation of the within-
category distances (Eq. 3) [13]. Here, we used the cosine
distance so that the distance between two population response
vectors is invariant to the magnitude of the responses (i.e., the
number of spikes emitted).

scategory =
µacross categories − µwithin category

σwithin category
(3)

3. RESULTS

3.1. Distance matrix comparison

We found that the distances between semantic categories in
the acoustic feature space are correlated with the correspond-
ing distances in either the A1 or the A2 representation space
(Mantel’s test r(A1) = 0.319, p(A1) = 0.008, r(A2) =
0.401, p(A2) = 0.001) (Fig. 3). This indicates that acoustic
features are encoded in the responses of both A1 and A2.

3.2. Classification using acoustic vs. semantic labels

We compute semantic decoding accuracy (as given by PCC)
for A1 and A2 in all hemispheres. We find that consistently
across hemispheres, A2 activity is more informative of the
semantic category of vocalizations (z = 1.717, p = 0.043,
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test) (Fig. 4A). Notice that larger
population sizes correspond to higher gains for A2. Ruling
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Fig. 4. Acoustic and semantic classification in A1 vs A2.
Each marker represents a given hemisphere from a given bird.
Marker size indicates the neural population size. (A) Classi-
fication accuracy (PCC) for decoding (A) semantic category
of calls and (B) acoustic category of calls using A1 and A2
activity. Markers on the diagonal indicate that for the given
hemisphere, A1 and A2 are equally informative.

out the possibility that the observed differences are a result
of better acoustic representations in A2, we report that A1
and A2 are equally informative of the acoustic category of
the stimuli (z = 0.113, p = 0.910, Wilcoxon Signed-Rank
Test) (Fig. 4B).

3.3. Dimensionality of representation spaces

We calculated the embedding dimensionality for A1 and A2
in each hemisphere. We find that A2 consistently uses a
higher-dimensional representation space as compared to A1
(z = 1.787, p = 0.037, Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test) (Fig.
5A). Higher-dimensional spaces have the potential to achieve
greater separation of categories [14].

3.4. Separation of semantic categories in A1 and A2

Fig. 5. (A) Embedding dimensionality of representation
spaces of A1 and A2, given by number of linear dimensions
required to capture 80% variance. Each marker represents
one hemisphere. (B) Separation of semantic categories in the
representation spaces of A1 vs A2.

We calculated separation for each semantic category in

A1 and A2. We found that semantic categories are more sep-
arated in A2 as compared to A1 (z = 2.652, p = 0.004,
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test) (Fig. 5B). This further demon-
strates that A2 is extracting semantic information from the
input signal.

4. DISCUSSION

In this study, we hypothesized that more semantic information
exists in A2 as compared to A1. We first demonstrated that
acoustic features are encoded in the responses of both A1 and
A2 by showing that the distance matrix of calls in the acous-
tic feature space is correlated with that in the representation
spaces of A1 and A2. We then demonstrated that the meaning
of vocalizations can be decoded with greater accuracy from
the activity of A2. To rule out the possibility that the observed
gain in accuracy is simply a result of a better acoustic repre-
sentation, we established that both A1 and A2 are comparable
in terms of their acoustic classification performance. Finally,
we showed that A2 has a higher-dimensional representation
space and that semantic categories are more separated in A2.

Note that we have used Euclidean distance to describe
distances between vectors for the distance matrix comparison
and cosine distance for the separation comparison. This is be-
cause in the distance matrix comparison, Hausdorff distance
was used to describe the distances between semantic cate-
gories, and it can only be used with a true distance measure
(i.e., one that satisfies the triangle inequality). However, there
are no such restrictions in the separation analysis. Therefore,
we opted for cosine distance as it is invariant to the magnitude
of responses.

Previously reported results [1] are inconsistent with what
we already know about A1 and A2. From lesion studies, we
know that while unilateral lesions of the A1 lead to slight
hearing loss, unilateral lesions of the A2 can lead to a loss
in auditory language comprehension ability [15]. Therefore,
we attribute the findings of Robotka et al (2023) [1] to the
small neural ensemble sizes used in their analysis. In our own
study, we found that the difference of A2 accuracy scores and
A1 accuracy scores when decoding semantic labels is signif-
icantly correlated with the neural population size (Pearson’s
r = 0.637, p = 0.032). Therefore, we believe that our work,
using much larger populations, paints a more accurate picture
of the roles of A1 and A2.

In their work, Robotka et al (2023) [1] conclude that their
findings are consistent with two models of information pro-
cessing in the auditory system: first, that downstream regions
combine information from both regions (which they deem un-
likely), and second, that either of the two regions could be the
source of downstream information flow. Based on our find-
ings, we propose that A2 is the likely source of downstream
information flow in tasks that require semantic understanding.
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