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Abstract

Real neurons connect to each other non-randomly. These connectivity graphs can potentially
impact the ability of networks to synchronize, along with the dynamics of neurons and the dynamics
of their connections. How the connectivity of networks of conductance-based neuron models like
the classical Hodgkin-Huxley model, or the Morris-Lecar model, impacts synchronizability remains
unknown. One powerful tool to resolve the synchronizability of these networks is the Master Sta-
bility Function (MSF). Here, we apply and extend the MSF approach to networks of Morris-Lecar
neurons with conductance-based coupling to determine under which parameters and graphs syn-
chronous solutions are stable. We consider connectivity graphs with a constant row-sum, where the
MSF approach can be readily extended to conductance-based synapses rather than the more well
studied diffusive connectivity case, which primarily applies to gap junction connectivity. In this
formulation, the synchronous solution is a single, self-coupled or ’autaptic’ neuron. We find that the
primary determining parameter for the stability of the synchronous solution is, unsurprisingly, the
reversal potential, as it largely dictates the excitatory/inhibitory potential of a synaptic connection.
However, the change between an “excitatory” and “inhibitory” synapses is rapid, with only a few
millivolts separating stability and instability of the synchronous state for most graphs. We also
find that for specific coupling strengths (as measured by the global synaptic conductance), islands
of synchronizability in the MSF can emerge for inhibitory connectivity. We verified the stability
of these islands by direct simulation of pairs of neurons coupled with eigenvalues in the matching
spectrum. These results were robust for different transitions to spiking (Hodgkin Class I vs Class
II), which displayed very similar synchronizability characteristics.

1 Introduction

Brain cells, like other complex interacting systems can readily synchronize and fire their action po-
tentials or spikes simultaneously, under the right conditions. Sometimes, this synchronizability is a
normal part of brain function. For example, pyramidal neurons in the hippocampus collectively fire
during the 100-150 millisecond hippocampal sharp-wave ripples, a so-called cognitive biomarker for
memory consolidation and memory replay [1–3]. This synchronization is strong enough to be observed
even in the hippocampal local field potential, a macroscopic observable of collective neuronal activity.
However, neurons can also pathologically synchronize [1]. In fact, the same hippocampal neurons that
synchronize in sharp-wave ripples in the hippocampus often synchronize excessively leading to epileptic
seizures [1]. The myriad of conditions that can lead to synchronization or de-synchronization remains
an active area of research.

One hypothesis is that the specific characteristics of the connectivity between neurons can pro-
mote or obstruct the ability of neurons to otherwise synchronize. Thus, with a network that is only
constrained by a fixed number of connections, or with a fixed global connection strength, different
connectivity profiles can lead to synchronization or any number of asynchronous states.
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Fortunately, there is a tool to analyze how different networks of neuronal models can synchro-
nize: the master stability function (MSF) [4–8]. The MSF allows one to determine the stability of a
synchronous solution across any connectivity graph through a three-step process. First, the master
stability function is computed in the complex plane. Next, the eigenvalues are computed for any par-
ticular connectivity graph. Finally, the sign of the MSF evaluated at the eigenvalues of the graph on
the complex plane dictates the local asymptotic stability of the synchronous solution. If all eigenvalues
fall in regions where the MSF is negative, the synchronous solution is locally asymptotically stable
while a single eigenvalue falling into a region where the MSF is positive destabilizes the synchronous
solution [4, 5].

However, the application of the MSF in networks of spiking neurons with conductance-based cou-
pling or chemical synapses has remained under studied for a few reasons. The first reason is that many
neuron models or synaptic models are non-smooth. For example, all integrate-and-fire neurons utilize
a discontinuity to reset the membrane potential of a neuron after a “spike”, and possibly change other
state variables [9–13]. While there have been considerable advances in extending the MSF approach to
non-smooth spiking networks and non-smooth differential equations in general [6–8, 14], real neurons
do not have the types of membrane discontinuities exhibited by integrate-and-fire neurons. The second
reason is that the connections that real neurons form are not entirely “excitatory” or “inhibitory” [15].
The net effect of a chemical synapse depends on the driving force, which is influenced by ionic reversal
potentials and the voltage and spike-shape of a neuron itself. Thus, a connection can switch between
excitatory to inhibitory during a single spike depending on the voltage of the neuron at any moment.
Finally, the master stability function is primarily limited to cases where the row-sum of the connectivity
matrix is 0, which forces both positive and negative connection weights [4, 5]. This constraint, which
is termed “diffusive connectivity” is mathematically convenient as it implies that the synchronous so-
lution in the network is also simultaneously a solution to a single uncoupled neuron. Unfortunately,
this constraint is incompatible with chemical synapses where the unitary synaptic conductances, being
physical quantities, are non-negative. This is however compatible with gap-junction based connectivity
or electrical synapses. Indeed, this latter case has been extensively studied [16–22].

Here, we apply the MSF approach to networks of smooth conductance-based neurons with smooth
conductance-based or chemical synaptic coupling. By utilizing a constant row-sum, rather than 0 row-
sum constraint we successfully applied the MSF approach to analyzing the synchronizability of networks
of Morris-Lecar neurons with chemical synapses [23,24]. This constant row-sum corresponds to a global
conductance strength, but not necessarily a measure of inhibition or excitation strength. We found that
independent of the uncoupled neurons’ bifurcation to spiking (Hodgkin Class I or Hodgkin Class II),
the reversal potential of the synapse would most strongly dictate the stability of synchronous solutions.
We also found that the MSF would rapidly change sign as a function of the reversal potential over the
complex plane. Only a few millivolts separated large-scale stability or instability of the synchronous
solution. The global portrait of synchronizability looked similar for both Hodgkin Class I and Class II
parameter regimes. However, the MSF deviated from this result in two ways. First, the synchronous
solution could lose stability depending on the value of the global unitary synaptic conductance and
the reversal potential for excitatory coupling parameter ranges. This loss of stability was readily
observed with sufficiently large ring structures. Second, we found that for both classes of firing, islands
of stability would emerge for the synchronous solution for inhibitory synapses. We tested this finding
directly with simulations of networks with constrained connectivity matrices that forced the eigenvalues
of the matrices into the synchronizability islands. The synchronizability of any particular graph exhibits
regimes that are highly parameter dependent in conductance-based neurons with chemical synapses.
Stable configurations can emerge with increasing inhibition and unstable configurations can emerge
with increasing excitation.
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2 Results

2.1 The Master Stability Function for Conductance Models with Conductance-Based
Coupling

To investigate the synchronization of spiking networks with conductance-based synapses, we used the
general form for a conductance-based neuron with conductance-based coupling. The network equations
are given by:

C
dVi

dt
= F (V,xi)−

N∑
j=1

gijrj(t)(Vi − E) (1)

dxi

dt
= G(Vi,xi) (2)

dri
dt

= arT (Vi)(1− ri)− adri, (3)

where V corresponds to the voltage of the neuron, and x consists of a vector of gating variables. Al-
though our derivation was for a general conductance-based neuron, we restricted our numerical analysis
primarily to the Morris-Lecar neuron model [23,24] which we describe below. These neurons are coupled
with a smooth synaptic gating variable equation (3) which was first introduced in [15]. The synaptic
connection between neuron j to neuron i is given by ḡijrj(t)(Vi − E), where the inhibitory/excitatory
nature of the synapse is determined by the reversal potential E. The function T (Vj) models the amount
of neurotransmitter released in the synaptic cleft by neuron j, and is given by:

T (V ) =
T̄max

1 + exp (−(V − VT )/Kp)

Finally, the conductance matrices g is an N ×N matrix with the following constraints:

gij ≥ 0,∀i, j = 1, 2, . . . N,
N∑
j=1

ḡij = G, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . N (4)

Thus, all the unitary conductances must be positive. The constraints 4 are critical for the application
of a modified Master Stability Function (MSF) analysis of the synchronized solutions.

With the constraint (4) in hand, then the synchronous solution corresponds to the dynamics of a
self-coupled or autaptic neuron:

C
dVS

dt
= F (VS ,xS)− ḡrS(t)(VS − EE)

dxS

dt
= G(VS ,xS)

drS
dt

= arT (VS)(1− rS)− adrS

where (VS(t),xS(t), rS(t)) is the solution to the synchronous differential equations (5)-(5).
Next, we perturbed around the synchronous solution with:

Vi = ϵVi + VS(t),xi = ϵxi + xS(t), r
E
i = ϵr

E

i + rS(t)

which yielded the following linearization

C
dϵV

dt
=

(
∂F

∂V
− ḡrS

)
ϵV +

m∑
j=1

∂F

∂xj
ϵxj − (VS − E)gϵr (5)

dϵxi

dt
=

∂G

∂V
ϵV +

m∑
j=1

∂Gi

∂xj
ϵxj (6)

dϵr
E

dt
= arT

′(Vs)(1− rs)ϵ
V − (arT (VS) + ad)ϵ

r (7)
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Note that all of the partial derivative terms (e.g. ∂F
∂V , ∂G

∂xj
) are evaluated with respect to the synchronized

solution (VS(t),xS(t), rS(t)).
Next, we will make the standard assumption in MSF-applications that the matrix g is diagonalizable

g = PDP−1

Then consider the substitution:

ηV = P−1ϵV , ηxi = P−1ϵxi , ηr = P−1ϵr. (8)

Substituting (8) into equations (5)-(7) yields:

C
dηV

dt
=

(
∂F

∂V
− ḡrS

)
ηV +

m∑
j=1

∂F

∂xj
ηxj − (VS − E)Dηr

dηxi

dt
=

∂G

∂V
ηV +

m∑
j=1

∂Gi

∂xj
ηxj

dηrE

dt
= T ′(VS)(1− rS)η

V − (arT (VS) + ad)η
r.

The key insight drawn from the MSF approach is that equation (9) is now effectively uncoupled as the
system has been block diagonalized (see Appendix 1 for further details). This implies that to determine
the stability of the synchronized solution, we can determine Lyapunov exponents of the system

C
dηV

dt
=

(
∂F

∂V
− ḡrS

)
ηV +

m∑
j=1

∂F

∂xj
ηxj − λi(VS − E)ηr (9)

dηxi

dt
=

∂G

∂V
ηV +

m∑
j=1

∂Gi

∂xj
ηxj (10)

dηr

dt
= arT

′(VS)(1− rS)η
V − (arT (VS) + ad)η

r. (11)

over a mesh in λ. The system (9)-(11) is numerically integrated along with the synchronous solution
(5)-(5), in conjunction with a numerical estimation of the Lyapunov exponents (see Supplementary
Information for Details). Then, the stability the synchronized solution can be determined readily by
first computing eigenvalues of the connectivity matrix, and then “looking up” the values on the mesh
produced by the MSF .

2.2 The Morris-Lecar Neuron Model

To test the predictions of the MSF function, we primarily considered the Morris-Lecar neuron model
[23,24] :

C
dV

dt
= I − gL(V − EL)− gKn(V − EK)− gCam∞(V )(V − ECa)

dn

dt
= ϕ

(
n∞(V )− n

τn(V )

)
m∞(V ) =

1

2
(1 + tanh(V − V1)/V2)

n∞(V ) =
1

2
(1 + tanh(V − V3)/V4)

τn(V ) =
1

cosh(V − V3)/(2V4)

The parameters for this model are given in Table 1 and correspond to two classical regimes, the
Hodgkin Class I regime which corresponds to a Saddle Node on an Invariance Cycle (SNIC) bifurcation
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from quiescence to spiking, and the Hodgkin Class II regime which corresponds to a subcritical Hopf
bifurcation followed by a saddle-node of limit cycles from quiescence to spiking [24]. The network
equations are given by

C
dVi

dt
= I − gL(Vi − EL)− gKni(Vi − EK)− gCam∞(Vi)(Vi − ECa)−

N∑
j=1

gijrj(t)(Vi − E)

dni

dt
= ϕ

(
n∞(Vi)− ni

τn(Vi)

)
dri
dt

= arT (Vi)(1− ri)− riad

N∑
j=1

gij = ḡ,∀i, gij ≥ 0

while the synchronized solution corresponds to the autaptic Morris-Lecar neuron:

C
dVS

dt
= I − gL(VS − EL)− gKnS(VS − EK)− gCam∞(VS)(VS − ECa)− ḡrS(t)(VS − E) (12)

dnS

dt
= ϕ

(
n∞(VS)− nS

τn(VS)

)
(13)

drS
dt

= arT (VS)(1− rS)− rSad (14)

Prior to computing the MSF, we investigated which regions of ḡ lead to stable spiking solutions as
a function of the driving current I, and the reversal of the synapses E for the synchronous solution in
equations (12)-(14). First, we found that excitatory self-coupling (E = 0 mV) did not change the overall
bifurcation types for Hodgkin Class I or Hodgkin Class II parameter regimes (Figure 1). However, we
did find changes to the overall bifurcation structure with inhibitory self-coupling would either shift the
spiking regimes to non-physical negative ḡ, or reduce these regimes to narrow parameter ranges in ḡ
depending on how close the driving current was to the bifurcation point of the non-autaptic neuron.
Thus, we primarily focused on parameter regimes with higher driving currents for both excitatory
(E = 0 mV) and inhibitory (E = −70 mV) reversal potentials. Furthermore, we found that for these
regimes, we could systematically vary ḡ over the interval (0, 3] across both Class I and Class II parameter
regimes, albeit with different applied currents (I = 50 pA for Class I, I = 115 pA for Class II). For
the currents we considered, the local bifurcation structure appears largely identical for both classes of
firing (Figure 1), with both parameter regimes stopping spiking via a supercritical Hopf (E = −70 mV)
bifurcation for ḡ > 3 or subcritical Hopf (E = 0 mV) regimes.

2.3 Computing and Validating the Master Stability Function for the Morris-Lecar Model

The block linearization for the MSF function of the Morris-Lecar network is given by

C
dηV

dt
=

(
−gL − gCam

∞(VS)− gCa(VS − ECa)
dm∞

dV
gKnS − ḡrS

)
ηV

− gK(Vs − Ek)η
n − ḡλ(VS − E)ηr (15)

dηn

dt
= ϕ

(
1

τn(VS)

dn∞(VS)

dV
− dτn

dVS

n∞(VS)− nS

τn(VS)2

)
ηV − ϕ

τn(VS)
ηn (16)

dηr

dt
= ar

dT (VS)

dV
(1− rs)η

V − (ar(T (VS)) + ad)η
r (17)

where (VS , ηS , rS) correspond to the synchronized solution for the self-coupled node:
To compute the master stability function, we simulated the system of equations (12)-(14) while

computing the Lyapunov exponents in parallel for each of the blocks in (15)-(17). The eigenvalues λ
were selected over a 101× 101 mesh over the unit cube [a, b] ∈ [0, 1]2 with λ = a+ bi.
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Figure 1: The bifurcation diagrams for self-coupled Morris-Lecar neuron models. The left column
corresponds to the Hodgkin Class I parameter regime, while the right column corresponds to the
Hodgkin Class II parameter regime. The parameters correspond to excitatory self-coupling near the
onset to spiking (low I), excitatory self-coupling far from the onset to spiking (high I), and inhibitory
self-coupling far from the onset to spiking (high I). The inhibitory self-coupling regime near the onset
to spiking was not considered as it typically leads to narrower parameter regions in ḡ, or can sometimes
lead to spiking in non-physical regimes (e.g. ḡ < 0). The master stability functions were computed for
Hodgkin Class I and Hodgkin Class II parameters in the large I regimes for similar ranges in ḡ.
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A single computation for the MSF for ḡ = 2.1 nS and E = 30 mV is shown in Figure 2. For these
particular parameter regimes, the reversal potential indicates a predominantly excitatory synaptic
coupling. This excitatory connectivity leads to large regions in the eigenvalue space where the MSF
is negative, (Figure 2A-B). For eigenvalues with larger magnitudes, and positive real components, the
MSF exhibits a sign change indicating a loss of stability in the synchronous solution. To test this
loss of stability, we used ring networks of different sizes as the eigenvalues of a ring of N neurons lie
on the unit circle as the Nth roots of unity. A ring with 5-neurons has all eigenvalues laying in the
negative MSF area indicating all negative Lyapunov exponents while a ring with 7 neurons has a pair of
complex conjugate eigenvalues in the positive MSF area. This indicates that the synchronous solution
is stable for a ring of N = 5 neurons but unstable for N = 7 neurons. The ring of N = 6 neurons has
eigenvalues that are extremely close to the sign change of the MSF, and thus was not considered. The
N = 5 Morris-Lecar ring and the N = 7 Morris-Lecar ring were both simulated with initial conditions
near the synchronous solution to test its local asymptotic stability (Figure 2C-D). After the initial
transient, the N = 5 ring converges to the synchronous solution (Figure 2E) while the N = 7 ring
diverges (Figure 2F).

2.4 The Master Stability Function over the (E, ḡ) parameter space for Class I and Class
II Neurons

Next, we determined how the inhibitory/excitatory valence of the conductance-based synapse would
impact synchronizability. For a sufficiently large positive reversal potential, the current induced by
presynaptic spikes primarily serves to depolarize the cell, and therefore initiates subsequent spikes.
For a sufficiently large negative reversal potential, the cell becomes hyperpolarized by presynaptic
spikes. The conventional wisdom would be that increasing the reversal potential would lead to more
synchronization as all the synapses transitioned from inhibitory to excitatory. To test this hypothesis,
we computed the MSF over a discrete mesh in (ḡ, E) space for the Morris-Lecar network under both
Class I (Figure 3) and Class II parameters (Figure 4).

We found that the conventional wisdom largely prevails here, with increasing reversal potentials
leading to synchronizability (Figure 3-4). However, there are some important caveats and unexpected
deviations that occur. First, we noticed that predominantly inhibitory connectivity (E ≤ −50mV )
can lead to islands of synchronizability when the global conductance strength ḡ is sufficiently high.
This is a common feature of MSFs where one can find localized and compact region(s) of stability [25].
These islands are “born” and die through a process we describe below. Second, the transition from
a predominantly inhibitory synapse to an excitatory synapse appears quite suddenly, somewhere in
between E ∈ [−10, 10] mV. For the most part, there does not appear to be a gradual change in
synchronizability, but an abrupt one. Finally, even for “excitatory” synapses, increasing the global
conductance strength can decrease the area where the MSF is negative. This occurs for example in
the E = 10 mV reversal potential, where a higher ḡ progressively erodes the synchronizability regime.
Interestingly, the loss of stability with increasing ḡ can also be reversed for a sufficiently high reversal
potential. Finally, we note that in the weak coupling regime (ḡ ≪ O(1)), there is a vertical slice
of synchronizability where neurons can synchronize provided that they connect primarily with strong
autaptic connections and weak cross connections to each other

2.5 Abrupt Changes to the MSF in the (E, ḡ) parameter space.

For both Hodgkin Class I and Hodgkin Class II parameter sets, there was a near global change in the sign
of the MSF. For Class I excitability, the MSF evolved from predominantly positive Lyapunov exponents
for E = −10 mV, to predominantly negative Lyapunov exponents for E = 10 mV. We investigated
how abrupt this transition was by considering the Hodgkin Class I parameters on a finer mesh. We
computed the MSF and plotted its sign from the interval E = −4 mV to E = 5 mV with increments of
1 mV, with ḡ fixed as in Figures 3-4 (Figure 5). We found that the MSF was predominantly positive,
aside from the small ḡ region. As E is increased however from E = 0 to E = 5 mV the MSF rapidly
changes sign over a large area of the admissible eigenvalue space |λ| ≤ 1. For every millivolt of increase
in the reversal potential, the region of stability for the synchronous solution grows rapidly from the left
side of the admissible eigenvalue domain. For non-weak coupling (ḡ ≫ O(10−1)nS, most admissible
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Figure 2: Testing the master stability function in simulated ring networks (A) The MSF for the Morris-
Lecar neuron under Hodgkin Class I Excitability. The MSF was computed over a 101 × 101 evenly
distributed mesh over the complex plane for ḡ = 2.1 nS and E = 30 mV (excitatory synapses) (B)
The sign of the MSF function. Black denotes negative values, indicating a stable Lyapunov exponent
associated with the eigenvalue, while white denotes positive Lyapunov exponents associated with the
eigenvalue. The MSF was tested with two rings, a 5-neuron ring and a 7 neuron ring. The 6-neuron
ring lay close to the sign change transition point. (C) The 5-neurons in the ring are simulated near
the basin of attraction of the synchronous solution. The voltage of the neurons is initialized with a
normally distributed random variable with mean -60 mV, and a standard deviation of 5 mV. The n and
r variables are all set to 0.5. (D) Identical as in (A), only with the 7 neuron ring. (E) The asymptotic
behaviour of the 5-neuron ring is a synchronous solution. (F) The 7 neuron ring desynchronizes after
a suitably long period of time.
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Figure 3: The sign of the master stability function (MSF) as the network parameters ḡ, E are varied The
Morris-Lecar parameters were taken to be in the Hodgkin Class I parameter regime. The sign of the
MSF function was computed over a mesh in the (ḡ, E) parameter space. The mesh points correspond
to E = −70+20j mV, for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . 5 andg = 0.1+0.5k nS for k = 0, 1, 2 . . . 7. In between E = −30
and E = −10 mV, there is a large-scale transition from predominantly unstable synchronized solutions
and predominantly stable synchronized solutions.
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Figure 4: The sign of the master stability function (MSF) as the network parameters ḡ, E are varied.
The Morris-Lecar parameters were taken to be in the Hodgkin Class II parameter regime. The sign of
the MSF function was computed over a mesh in the (ḡ, E) parameter space. The mesh points correspond
to E = −70+20j mV, for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . 5 andg = 0.1+0.5k nS for k = 0, 1, 2 . . . 7. In between E = −10
and E = 10 mV, there is a large-scale transition from predominantly unstable synchronized solutions
and predominantly stable synchronized solutions. Note the similarities to Figure 3
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Figure 5: The sign of the master stability function (MSF) as the network parameters ḡ, E are varied.
The Morris-Lecar parameters were taken to be in the Hodgkin Class II parameter regime. The sign
of the MSF function was computed over a mesh in the (ḡ, E) parameter space. The mesh points
correspond to E = −4+ j mV, for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . 9 andg = 0.1+0.5k nS for k = 0, 1, 2 . . . 7. In between
E = −4 and E = 5 mV, there is a large-scale transition from predominantly unstable synchronize
solutions and predominantly stable synchronized solutions.
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weight matrices go from unstable synchronous solutions to stable synchronous solutions with the change
of just a few millivolt’s in the reversal potential of the synapse.

Next, we tested these abrupt changes in synchronizability by using randomly coupled networks of
Morris-Lecar neurons (Figure 6). The network was simulated at two parameter values, with ḡ = 2.1 nS
and E = 0 mV, and ḡ = 2.1 nS and E = 4 mV. The former was predicted to yield unstable synchronized
solutions while the latter had a large region of stability. The network consisted of 50 neurons, with
85% sparse random coupling, and all gating variables initialized to 0.5, while the voltage variable was
drawn from a normal random variable with a mean of -60 mV and a standard deviation of 3 mV (Figure
6A-B). The eigenvalues of the matrix were verified to lie in the positive sign MSF (E = 0 mV) and
the negative sign MSF (E = 4 mV), respectively (Figure 6A-B). The network simulated with the lower
reversal potential desynchronized after 1.5 seconds while the network at the slightly higher reversal
potential synchronized (Figure 6C-D). These results demonstrate how a change of only a few millivolts
in the reversal potential changes the stability of the synchronous solution for many types of network
coupling.

Figure 6: A change of a few mV in the reversal potential changes the stability of the synchronous
solution. (A) The sign of the MSF function for ḡ = 2.1, E = 0 mV. The eigenvalues (red dots) of
a randomly generated N = 50 node Erdős–Rényi model network that is 85% sparse is generated are
also plotted. (B) The sign of the MSF function for ḡ = 2.1, E = 4 mV. The eigenvalues (red dots)
are identical as in (A). (C) A simulation of a network Morris-Lecar neurons with ḡ and E identical as
in (A), coupled with the weight matrix from (A). Every neuron is generated with nj = 0.5, rj = 0.5,
and a random initial voltage drawn from a normal distribution with a mean of -60 mV, and standard
deviation of 3 mV. (D) An identical simulation as in (C), only with ḡ = 2.1 and E = 4 mV. The initial
conditions are identical as in (C). The synchronous solution is now locally asymptotically stable. The
network parameters were in the Hodgkin Class I regime.
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2.6 Islands of Synchronizability in the (E, ḡ) parameter space.

To witness the evolution of an island of synchronizability, we first computed the MSF function over a
finer mesh in the ḡ space with E fixed to −70 mV (Figure 7). In these islands, the MSF has a local
minimum which can emerge from the left-hand side of the eigenvalue domain (Figure 7). The island
transitions to the right-hand side of the eigenvalue domain while expanding in size. Eventually, the
island is “absorbed” by the neutral stability eigenvalue at λ = 1 (Figure 7). Multiple islands (negative
minima of the MSF function) can co-exist (Figure 7).

Next, we investigated if these islands of synchronizability could be directly tested with a network
simulation (Figure 8). As the islands bound small areas in the complex plane, we tested if networks
of pairs N = 2 of oscillators would synchronize (Figure 82A, 2D). We constrained the connection
strengths of these matrices to have a constant row sum of 1, which forces the maximum eigenvalue of
λ = 1. It is then trivial to constrain the connections such that the second eigenvalue lies in an arbitrary
position on the real line (Figure 8 2B, E). For each parameter regime considered, two networks were
tested. One network was selected with an eigenvalue inside the island, and another with an eigenvalue
outside of the island. As predicted by the MSF function, we found that the connectivity matrices with
eigenvalues within the islands of synchronizability lead to local asymptotic stability of the synchronous
solution. Given the small size of these islands, our results suggest that for conductance-based synapses,
the connectivity graphs in which inhibition can induce synchronization may be highly constrained and
strongly parameter dependent.

3 Discussion

We have found that the synchronizability of conductance-based neurons is a complex affair. By applying
a modified MSF approach, we analyzed how networks of chemically coupled Morris-Lecar neurons
synchronize in Class I and Class II regimes. We found remarkable consistency in the stability regimes
across these two parameter regimes. As a general rule of thumb, higher reversal potentials tend to
lead to the (local) stability of synchronous autaptic solutions, and lower reversal potentials tend to
lead to the (local) instability of synchronous autaptic solutions. However, this rule of thumb is often
deviated from as islands of stability under inhibition, and wedge-shaped regions of instability under
excitation were both observed. The actual change between predominantly stable or predominantly
unstable synchronized solutions occurs very rapidly as a function of the reversal potential (a few mVs).
Evidently, the stability of synchronous solutions is strongly parameter dependent with small changes
to the global conductance or small changes to the reversal potential stabilizing or destabilizing the
synchronizability of different connectivity graphs.

We note that we are not the only authors to consider applying the MSF function to neurons with
chemical synapses [26,27]. In [26] the authors consider networks of Hindmarsh-Rose neuron models with
both electrical and chemical coupling, thereby making a direct comparison to the work here difficult.
In [27], the authors consider networks of Izhikevich neuron models with chemical synapses and utilize
non-smooth analysis to determine the MSF. This was performed for electrical only, chemical only, and
simultaneous electrical/chemical synapses. For chemical synapses, the estimated MSF appears positive
(Figure 5 in [27]). The modification to the MSF to allow for non-diffusive coupling appears in multiple
sources in the literature [27–31].

The islands of stability observed here occurred for primarily inhibitory (low E) connection strengths.
Interestingly, work with classical integrate-and-fire neurons with current based synapses has also demon-
strated that inhibition can induce synchronization [32]. In particular, the authors consider leaky
integrate-and-fire neurons with alpha-function like synaptic connectivity, where every spike at time
t∗ increases the current arriving to a neuron by Es(t) = Es(t − t∗) where Es = gα2t exp(−αt). The
authors find that for inhibitory synapses (g < 0), the synchronous solution is always stable, although at
a critical value of α (faster synapses), a pitchfork bifurcation occurs that stabilizes for the asynchronous
solution. As the synapses become faster, the basin of attraction for the synchronous solution shrinks.
We primarily considered synapses with a rise time of 1 (ar = 1.1) ms and a decay time of 5 ms
(ad = 0.19). For conductance-based synapses, it appears that the synchronous solution is stable under
inhibition dominated regimes only for very specific connectivity graphs, in contrast with the behaviour
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Figure 7: The “birth” and “death” of an island of synchronizability as ḡ is increased. The MSF was
computed for the Morris-Lecar neuron model under Hodgkin Class I excitability. The island of stability
emerges from the negative real part of the eigenvalue mesh (1st row). Then, the island undergoes a
period of expansion and lateral movement to larger real components (2nd to 4th rows). The island
subsequently collides with neutral stability eigenvalue λ = 1 and begins to be “absorbed” by it (5th
row). A second, very small island of synchronizability has emerged in the last column. The reversal
potential was -70 mV.
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Figure 8: Testing the islands of stability with simulated pairs of coupled oscillators. (A) Two connec-
tivity matrices for a network of two coupled Morris-Lecar neurons with Hodgkin Class I excitability.
The two matrices yield eigenvalues that lie in the island of synchronizability (top), or are outside and
adjacent to it (bottom). Note that these matrices satisfy both the unity row-sum constraint, and all
positive elements constraint of a conductance matrix. (B) The computed master stability function for
ḡ = 2.25 nS (left), E = −70 mV, and the sign of the MSF (right). Both matrices have eigenvalues of
1 (neutral stability) and a second eigenvalue less than 1. The matrix on the top of (A) has a second
eigenvalue within the island of stability (red), while the matrix on the bottom has an eigenvalue outside
of the island of stability (blue). (C) Simulation of the Morris-Lecar neurons coupled as in (A), with
only the voltage plotted. The matrix with an eigenvalue inside of the island has a locally asymptotically
stable synchronous solution. The matrix on the bottom of (A) has an eigenvalue outside of the island,
and has an unstable synchronous solution. (D) Identical as in (A), only with a larger conductance
value ḡ = 2.75 nAS. (E) Identical as in (B), with the connectivity matrices determined by (D) (F)
Identical as in (C), with the connectivity matrices determined by (D).
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of an inhibitory coupled integrate-and-fire network. We leave the general analysis of the impacts of
synaptic timing for future work, however we do remark that the findings in [32] were supported and
extended by subsequent modelling work [33] and even experimental findings [34,35].

By thoroughly exploring parameter space, we were able to shed insight into the impacts of having
conductance-based synaptic coupling on synchronizability. Chemical synapses are not strictly excitatory
or inhibitory as the flow of current is dictated by the driving force, which leads to complex behaviours
and synchronizability regimes, where excitation can lead to desynchronization or inhibition can lead to
synchronization.
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Appendix A

The Master Stability Function

The Master Stability Function (MSF) approach to resolving the stability of synchronous solutions was
originally proposed in [4], with subsequent advances to the analysis of clustered systems in [5]. Briefly,
the approach considers coupled non-linear systems of the following form:

dxi

dt
= Q(xi) +

N∑
j=1

gijH(xj), i = 1, 2, . . . N, xi ∈ Rk,

with the constraint that

N∑
j=1

gij = 0,∀i

and that the coupling matrix g be diagonalizable. This is sometimes referred to as “diffusive connec-
tivity”

One can express the system in (18) with the direct product ⊗ or tensor operator as

dx

dt
= Q(x) +G⊗H(x)

where
Q(x) = [Q(x1), Q(x2), . . . Q(xN )], H(x) = [H(x1), H(x2) . . . H(xN )].

Under these constraints, the synchronous solution xs(t) is a solution to the differential equation

dxs

dt
= Q(xs) (18)

Then, perturbations off of the synchronous solution are considered

xi(t) = xs(t) + ϵi(t).

which yields the following block diagonal system

dϵ

dt
=

[
IN ⊗ ∂Q

∂x
+G⊗ ∂H

∂x

]
ϵ (19)

The coupled non-autonomous system in (19) determines the linear stability of the system (18) via
computation of the Lyapunov exponents of the system. In a master-stability function approach, the
problem of computing these Lyapunov is simplified greatly by assuming that G is diagonalizable:

G = PDP−1

By applying the substitution η = P−1η, the system simplifies into a diagonalized block-system:

dηi

dt
=

[
∂Q

∂x
+ λi

∂H

∂x

]
ηi, i = 1, 2, . . . N (20)

where λi is an eigenvalue of the matrix G. The next step in a MSF function approach is to compute
the Lyapunov exponents of equation 20 over a mesh in the complex eigenvalue space of λ = a + bi.
Thus, one computes the mesh of lyapunov exponents, µ as a function of the eigenvalues λ:

dη

dt
=

[
∂Q

∂x
+ λ

∂H

∂x

]
η,→ µ(λ) (21)

The Lyapunov exponents µ(λ) can be computed with established methods for their approximation
(e.g. [37]).

The maximum Lyapunov exponent of the block 20 as function of λ is the Master Stability Function
(MSF). With the mesh computed, one can use any diagonalizable connection matrix and simply ”look
up” the value of the maximum Lyapunov exponent as a function of λ with µ(λ), the MSF. In this work,
we refer to the final diagonalized block structure in (21) as the MSF equations, as they are necessary
for the numerical approximation of µ(λ).
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Supplementary Material

The parameters for the Morris-Lecar neuron model under Hodgkin Class I and Hodgkin Class 2 regimes
are shown in Table 1, along with the synaptic parameters.

Parameter Value Units

C 20 pF

gL 2 nS

EL 60 mV

gK 8 nS

EK -84 mV

gCa 4 nS

ECa 120 mV

V1 -1.2 mV

V2 18 mV

V3 12 (Class I), 2 (Class II) mV

V4 17.4 (Class I), 30 (Class II) mV

ϕ 0.067 (Class I), 0.04 (Class II) mV

I 50 (Class I), 115 (Class II) pA

ar 1.1 ms−1

ad 0.19 ms−1

Tmax 1 unitless

Kp 5 mV

Vt 2 mV

Table 1: Parameter values used for the Morris-Lecar neuron model, unless otherwise specified in a
figure

Numerical Integration and Computation of the Lyapunov Exponents

All ODEs for the Morris-Lecar system(s) under consideration were integrated with the MATLAB2023a
function ode45. The ’RelTol’ (relative error tolerance) and ’AbsTol’ absolute error tolerance parametes
were set to 10−14 for all direct integration of the Morris-Lecar network equations. The Lypaunov
exponents were computed with the algorithm in [37] with code modified from [30,31].
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