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Abstract

Macroscopic oscillations in the brain are involved in various cognitive and phys-
iological processes, yet their precise function is not not completely understood.
Communication Through Coherence (CTC) theory proposes that these rhythmic
electrical patterns might serve to regulate the information flow between neural pop-
ulations. Thus, to communicate effectively, neural populations must synchronize
their oscillatory activity, ensuring that input volleys from the presynaptic popula-
tion reach the postsynaptic one at its maximum phase of excitability. We consider
an Excitatory-Inhibitory (E-I) network whose macroscopic activity is described by
an exact mean-field model. The E-I network receives periodic inputs from either
one or two external sources, for which effective communication will not be achieved
in the absence of control. We explore strategies based on optimal control theory
for phase-amplitude dynamics to design a control that sets the target population in
the optimal phase to synchronize its activity with a specific presynaptic input signal
and establish communication. The control mechanism resembles the role of a higher
cortical area in the context of selective attention. To design the control, we use
the phase-amplitude reduction of a limit cycle and leverage recent developments in
this field in order to find the most effective control strategy regarding a defined cost
function. Furthermore, we present results that guarantee the local controllability of
the system close to the limit cycle.
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1 Introduction
Macroscopic oscillations, spanning a frequency range from a few to a hundred hertz,
are frequently observed in the brain [3], but their role is not completely understood.
Communication Through Coherence (CTC) theory [15, 16], suggests a functional
role for oscillations in the context of information transmission. This theory postu-
lates that synchronization plays a pivotal role in enhancing communication between
neuronal groups.

According to CTC theory, communication between two neuronal groups is estab-
lished when the oscillatory input from the presynaptic group (the sender) reaches the
postsynaptic group (the receiver) at its maximum phase of excitability. This mech-
anism can effectively implement selective attention [17, 18, 40, 2]. The primary
goal of selective attention is to transmit the information related to the stimulus
that an individual is consciously attending to. To achieve this, the oscillatory ac-
tivity of the postsynaptic group needs to be synchronized with the input from the
presynaptic group that codes for the attended stimulus. Simultaneously, selective
attention involves the suppression of irrelevant or distracting inputs. In the con-
text of CTC theory, this means that the coordination between pre and postsynaptic
groups should be such that oscillatory inputs from other, non-attended, presynaptic
groups are effectively suppressed.

Communication between populations of neurons involved in selective attention is
believed to be regulated by a top-down mechanism [11, 27], that is, a feedback signal
from higher-level brain regions that modulates the processing of signals in lower-level
areas. These feedback signals carry information related to an individual’s attentional
focus. In the prospect of the article, the top-down mechanism will be represented
by a control term, which corresponds to a signal that regulates the information flow
when several presynaptic inputs converge to a common postsynaptic neural group.
In particular, the control ensures that the oscillatory behavior of the postsynaptic
group aligns appropriately with the input signal from the presynaptic group which
encodes the attended stimulus.

In this paper, we present a theoretical study based on optimal-control theory and
phase dynamics to explore whether an top-down input signal can set the receiving
population in the optimal phase for communication with the sender.

We consider a spiking network of excitatory and inhibitory cells (E-I network),
whose macroscopic activity, characterized by average firing rates and membrane
potentials, can be exactly captured using the low-dimensional mean-field models
introduced in [30, 10]. The E-I network, modeling the postsynaptic group, shows
macroscopic oscillations in the gamma range. We perturb it with periodic inputs
from different presynaptic neuronal groups encoding different stimuli. In a previous
study [38], we observed that presynpatic inputs with a higher frequency than the
intrinsic network gamma cycle have an advantage to entrain the target network and
communicate effectively. In this new study, we develop an optimal-control strategy
to set the oscillatory activity of the postsynaptic E-I network in the proper phase for
communication with a particular presynaptic group. The interesting result is that
our strategy applies to those cases in which the target neuronal group is oscillating
in a regime that is not suitable for communication [38].

In order to establish the communication paradigm we use the phase-amplitude
reduction [5] and apply optimal-control techniques to this framework [28]. To this
end, we first present novel results that guarantee the controllability of systems close
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to a limit cycle (Proposition 1), which provides a solid basis for addressing the con-
trol problem. We adopt a Hamiltonian formulation for the optimal-control problem
based on Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle [1], in contrast to the Lagrangian formu-
lation [29] or the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman approach [32]. When incorporating the
phase-amplitude reduction to the optimal-control problem [28], we discuss different
strategies and formulate an accurate description of the dynamics along the dominant
contracting direction by taking advantage of the application of the parameterization
method [4, 23, 34]. Finally, we apply the latter one to solve the control problem for
the CTC setting.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we set the mathematical formalism
for the control problem. In Section 3 we discuss general results on the controllability
of systems close to a limit cycle. In Section 4 we discuss the mathematical formalism
for the phase-amplitude reduction in the context of control theory and in Section 5
we discuss the numerical implementation details. Finally, in Section 6 we present
the main results in which we apply the control techniques discussed in the previous
sections to the CTC problem. We end with a discussion in Section 7. The Appendix
illustrates the application of our results on local controllability to other models in
neuroscience beyond the mean-field models used in the main text.

2 Control theory for control-affine systems
In this section we set the background on control theory that will be used along this
manuscript.

Let f : Rn ˆ U Ñ Rn be a smooth function where U Ă Rm is the control set.
The control system writes as

$

’

&

’

%

9x “ fpx, uq,

xp0q “ x0,

xptf q “ xf .

(1)

where u P L8pr0, tf s, Uq is the control. We denote by xupt, x0q the flow of fp¨, uq at
time t from x0.
Definition 1. The reachable set for (1) from x0 at time t is defined by

Apx0, tq “ tx1 P Rn | Du P L8pr0, tf s, Uq with xupt; x0q “ x1u; (2)

the reachable set for (1) from x0 is

Apx0q “
ď

tě0
Apx0, tq. (3)

We say that (1) is controllable from x0 if Apx0q “ Rn, and controllable if the
latter is true for every x0 P Rn. On the other hand, local controllability around x0
means that x0 belongs to the interior of Apx0q.

When dealing with local controllability of nonlinear systems, we will use the
following classical result (see, for instance, [8]):
Theorem 1. Let px̄, ūq be a solution of the control system (1). If the linearized
system along px̄, ūq is controllable, then the nonlinear system is locally controllable
along the trajectory x with any control u close to ū. That is, for all ε ą 0 there
exists η ą 0 such that for all a, b P Rn, with |x̄p0q ´ a| ` |x̄ptf q ´ b| ă η, there is a
solution px, uq with }u ´ ū}8 ă ε satisfying xp0q “ a, xptf q “ b.
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We will also use the following theorem by Chang (see [7]) that establishes a
criterion of controllability for time-dependent linear systems.

Theorem 2. Let A : r0, tf s ÞÑ MnpRq and B : r0, tf s ÞÑ Mn,mpRq be smooth
matrices. Let us define Biptq recursively by B0 “ B and Bi “ 9Bi´1 ´ ABi´1, where
9B indicates the derivative with respect to time. Then, if

spantBiptq ũ, ũ P Rmuiě0 “ Rn (4)

holds for any t P r0, tf s, the linear system 9x “ Ax ` Bu is controllable on r0, tf s.

Most examples in nature, as well as the ones encountered in this paper, are
control-affine systems, that is, fpx, uq “ F0pxq`

řm
i“1 uiFipxq in (1), with pFiqi“0,...,m

being a family of vector fields on Rn and u “ pu1, . . . , umq, with ui P L8pr0, tf s, Uq

for i “ 1 . . . m,
$

’

&

’

%

9x “ F0pxq `
řm

i“1 uiFipxq,

xp0q “ x0,

xptf q “ xf ,

(5)

with x0, xf P Rn.
Let φ : Rn ˆ U Ñ R be a smooth function and consider system (5), with the

extra condition of minimizing a cost function Cpx, uq “
ştf

0 φpxptq, uptqqdt along the
trajectory. Therefore, the control system writes as

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

9x “ F0pxq `
řm

i“1 uiFipxq,

xp0q “ x0,

xptf q “ xf ,
ştf

0 φpxptq, uptqqdt Ñ min .

(6)

If xptq is a solution of (6), and uptq is the associated control, we call px, uq an optimal
pair. We recall that x is uniquely defined thanks to Carathéodory’s theorem (see
for instance, [24]). To solve such problem we recall the classical necessary condition
for the optimality of a couple px, uq given by the Pontrjagin’s Maximum Principle
(PMP) [1]. Define the Hamiltonian of (6) as

Hpx, λ, λ0, uq “ H0px, λq `

m
ÿ

i“1
uiHipx, λq ` λ0φpx, uq,

with Hipx, λq “ xλ, Fipxqy, where x , y denotes the dot product in Rn, i “ 0, . . . , m,
and pλ, λ0q P Rn ˆ R. The problem reduces to finding solutions of a Hamiltonian
system in Rn ˆ Rn, a consequence of the Pontrjagin Maximum Principle (PMP):

Theorem 3 (PMP). If px, uq is an optimal pair, then there exists a Lipschitz curve
λ : r0, tf s Ñ Rn and a constant λ0 ď 0, such that pλ, λ0q ‰ p0, 0q and

(i) px, λq is a solution of
#

9x “ BH
Bλ px, λ, λ0, uq,

9λ “ ´ BH
Bx px, λ, λ0, uq.

(7)

(ii) Hpxptq, λptq, uptqq “ maxũPU Hpxptq, λptq, ũq (without loss of generality, we
stop writing the dependence on λ0).
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(iii) Hpxptf q, λptf q, uptf qq “ 0.

Thus, provided that

Hmaxpx, λq “ max
ũPU

Hpx, λ, ũq (8)

is C2-smooth, optimal solutions are just projections on Rn of the solutions of the
Hamiltonian system defined by Hmax given by the canonical projection π : px, λq P

Rn ˆ Rn ÞÑ x P Rn. Such pair px, λq is called an extremal, and its projection on Rn

is an extremal trajectory.
In order to solve the two-boundary problem (6), we need to find the initial

condition λ0 “ λp0q. To that end, we use a shooting method on the Hamiltonian
Hmax.

Let us denote zpt, z0q P Rn ˆ Rn the flow of the Hamiltonian system associated
with Hmax. We will need the following definition.
Definition 2. The map

expt
x0

: λ0 P Rn ÞÑ πpzpt, z0qq P Rn,

where z0 “ px0, λ0q P Rn ˆRn and π is the projection of the variable x, is called the
exponential map.

We also define the shooting function as

Shootpλ0q “ exptf
x0 pλ0q ´ xf . (9)

We will use nonlinear Newton-type methods to find zeros of Shoot (see Section 5).
Finally, we remark that when λ0 “ 0 (abnormal extremal) the Hamiltonian of

the optimal solutions does not depend on the cost of the problem. For the normal
case, λ0 ‰ 0, the pair pλ, λ0q can be normalized as desired without loss of generality
due to linearity in λ (see, for instance [1]), so, in what follows, we will set λ0 “ ´1{2.

3 Controllability of systems with a limit cycle
Models in neuroscience, either of single cells or neural populations, exhibit, in gen-
eral, oscillatory behavior, at least for some values of the parameters. It is often a
challenging task to achieve global controllability for high-dimensional systems (di-
mension higher than 3) with nonlinear dynamics, particularly when the control is
scalar. However, attaining local controllability around the periodic orbit turns out
to be a more feasible objective. Next, we present a novel result that provides suffi-
cient conditions for local controllability around a limit cycle. In the statement, we
use the classical notation adF pGq “ rF, Gs, where F and G are vector fields and
rF, Gs is the Lie bracket.
Proposition 1. Let Γ be a periodic orbit of period T of the system defined by a
vector field F0 on Rn. Assume that

(i) 0 is in the interior of the convex hull of U , where U is the control set;
(ii) D x P Γ such that rankptadk

F0
Fipxqu1ďiďm,kě0q “ n.

Then, system (5) is controllable in a neighborhood of Γ, in time t ě T . In particular,
Γ Ă intApxq for every x P Γ.

5



Proof. It comes as a consequence of Theorems 2 and 1. We need to check that
p4q holds for the linearized system of (5) along Γ. Let γptq be a trajectory of F0
corresponding to the periodic orbit Γ. The linearized system around γptq writes as

9x “ DF0pγptqq
loooomoooon

Aptq

x ` pF1pγptq, . . . , Fmpγptqqq
loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon

Bptq

u, (10)

where DF denotes the differential of the vector field F . Then,

B1ptq “ 9Bptq ´ AptqBptq

“ pDF1pγptqq 9γptq, . . . , DFmpγptqq 9γptqq ´ DF0pγptqqpF1pγptqq, . . . , Fmpγptqqq

“ prF0, F1s, . . . , rF0, Fmsqpγptqq.

By induction, we get Biptq “ padi
F0

F1, . . . , adi
F0

Fmqqpγptqq. The condition of
Theorem 2 is checked and the linearized system is controllable. By Theorem 1,
this implies the local controllability around Γ in one period. Furthermore, one can
note that Apxq “ Apyq “

Ť

zPΓ Apzq for all x, y P Γ. Therefore, the proposition is
proven.

We investigate local controllability for two mean-field models that exhibit oscil-
latory behavior, to which we will later apply the control in the context of a problem
of neuronal communication. Despite not being a property much explored in neuro-
science models, local controllability holds in several classical models in Neuroscience;
we provide some examples of it in the Appendix.

Exact mean-field models for neuronal populations. We consider an
exact mean-field model [30, 9] describing the macroscopic dynamics of a population
of inhibitory neurons in terms of the mean membrane potential V , the firing rate r,
and the mean synaptic activation S, to which we add a control term to the mean
voltage V equation. Namely,

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

τm 9r “
∆

πτm
` 2V r,

τm
9V “ V 2 ´ pτmπrq2 ´ τmJS ` Iptq ` τm uptq,

τd
9S “ ´S ` r,

(11)

where τm and τd are time constants modeling neural interactions, J is the synaptic
strength and ∆ is a parameter controlling the heterogeneity of the cells in the net-
work, associated to the width of a Lorentzian distribution (see [30] for more details).
The term Iptq refers to the external current; for the computations of this section we
considered it to be constant Iptq ” Ī. We will use the following set of parameter
values for this system:

PI “ t∆ “ 0.3, τm “ 10, τd “ 10, J “ 21, Ī “ 4u. (12)

Following the notation of system (5), we define

F0pr, V, Sq “

¨

˝

p∆{pπτmq ` 2V rq {τm
`

V 2 ´ pτmπrq2 ´ τmJS ` I
˘

{τm

p´S ` rq {τd

˛

‚ and F1 “

¨

˝

0
1
0

˛

‚.

6



Corollary 1. If system (11) has a periodic orbit Γ for a specific set of parameters
and u ” 0, then it is controllable around Γ.

Proof. We have

F1 “

¨

˝

0
1
0

˛

‚, rF0, F1s “
´1
τm

¨

˝

2r
2V
0

˛

‚,

and

rF0, rF0, F1ss “
2

τ2
m

¨

˝

2V r ´ ∆{pπτmq

V 2 ´ pτmπrq2 ` JτmS ´ I
rτm{p2τdq

˛

‚.

Thus, along a non-trivial periodic orbit, the above vector fields (F1, adF0F1 and
ad2

F0
F1) generate the whole tangent space unless r ” 0 on the whole orbit. This

would imply ∆ “ 0, which excludes the possibility of having oscillations, and so
Proposition 1 applies.

We also study an exact mean-field model describing the macroscopic dynamics
of two populations of neurons, one excitatory (E) and one inhibitory (I) [10], which
follows the formalism developed in [30]. The controlled model consists of a set of
differential equations for the E-population,

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

τe 9re “ ∆e{pπτeq ` 2reVe,

τe
9Ve “ V 2

e ` ηe ´ pτeπreq2 ` τeSee ´ τeSei ` Ieptq ` τeuptq,

τsi
9Sei “ ´Sei ` Jeiri,

τse
9See “ ´See ` Jeere,

(13)

and another identical set for the I-population,
$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

τi 9ri “ ∆i{pπτiq ` 2riVi,

τi
9Vi “ V 2

i ` ηi ´ pτiπriq
2 ` τiSie ´ τiSii ` Iiptq ` τiuptq,

τse
9Sie “ ´Sie ` Jiere,

τsi
9Sii “ ´Sii ` Jiiri.

(14)

Similar to system (11), rk and Vk (k P te, iu) represent the firing rate and the mean
voltage for each population k. The variable Sab models the synaptic interaction
from population b to population a. The terms Ikptq (k P te, iu) refer to the external
current applied to population k. Here, we consider

Ikptq ” Īk,

where Īk is a tonic current. In Section 6 the external current will be periodic.
In what follows we will set the parameters Jee “ Jii “ 0. Thus, the dynamics

reduces to a 6 dimensional system where See “ Sii “ 0. Along the paper, the values
of the other parameters will be

PEI “ t∆e “ 1, ∆i “ ∆e, ηe “ ´5, ηi “ ηe, τe “ 10, τi “ τe, τsi “ 1, τse “ 1,
Jei “ 15, Jie “ Jei, Īe “ 10, Īi “ 0u.

(15)

7



(a) (b)

Figure 1: (a) Logarithm of the determinant DEI of the matrix (16) and (b) synaptic
coordinate Sei along the periodic orbit Γ of the E-I network model (13)-(14) with u ” 0
and the set of parameters defined in (15).

As for system (11), we apply Proposition 1 to show that the dynamics of the E-I
population system (13)-(14) is controllable around its periodic orbit. In this case,
we need to rely on numerical computations to validate the hypothesis of Proposition
1. Thus, let us define DEIptq as the determinant of the matrix

Aptq “ colpAiqpγptqq, with A1 “ F1 and Ai “ adi´1
F0

F1, i “ 2, . . . , 6, (16)

where F0 is the vector field defining system (13)-(14) with parameter values PEI

and u ” 0, γptq is the trajectory corresponding to the periodic orbit of the system
and F1 “ p0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0qT . In Figure 1(a) we show the determinant DEI (indeed the
logarithm of the determinant) and we can observe that it is clearly non-zero for the
points of the limit cycle close to the peak of Sei (see Figure 1(b)).

4 The phase-amplitude reduction
Our control strategy, inspired by [28], uses extensively the phase-amplitude reduction
of a dynamical system around a stable limit cycle [23, 5, 34]. We recall the principle
of this reduction in this section.

Let F : Rn Ñ Rn be an analytic vector field and

9x “ F pxq, (17)

a dynamical system with a stable hyperbolic limit cycle Γ parameterized by the
phase

γ : θ P T :“ RzZ ÞÑ γpθq P Rn. (18)
Let us denote by B the basin of attraction of the limit cycle Γ. By the stable manifold
theorem [25], we can extend the phase definition to the whole basin of attraction
of the limit cycle. Indeed, @ y0 P B, D θ P T such that |xpt, y0q ´ γpt{T ` θq| ÝÑ

tÑ8
0.

Here, xpt, y0q is the flow of the vector field (17). Therefore, we can define a function
Θ on B such that Θpy0q “ θ (see [22]). The set of points with the same phase θ,
Ipθq “ tx P B | Θpxq “ θu is called the θ-isochron. The isochrons are the leaves of
the stable manifold of the limit cycle and the flow at time t sends Ipθq to Ipθ ` t{T q.

8



Assuming certain conditions on the Floquet exponents of the limit cycle Γ, one
can prove (see [4, 6, 34]) that there exists an analytic diffeomorphism

K : pθ, σq P T ˆ Rn´1 ÞÑ x P Rn, (19)

such that system (17) writes as
$

&

%

9θ “
1
T

,

9σ “ Λσ,

in the pθ, σq coordinates, with Λ “ diagpµiq1ďiďn´1, being the diagonal matrix of
the Floquet exponents of the periodic orbit µi P R. Here we assume that the Floquet
exponents are real and distinct, more precisely, µn´1 ă ¨ ¨ ¨ ă µ1 ă 0. Thus, we have
that

xpt, Kpθ0, σ0qq “ Kpθ0 ` t{T, σ0eΛtq,

where xpt, x0q is the flow of the vector field (17), with x0 “ Kpθ0, σ0q.
Remark 1. The assumption for distinct eigenvalues is to ensure that there are no
resonances and the system can be transformed into a linear system in σ. However,
it is not necessary to have real eigenvalues. Indeed, the case of complex eigenvalues
is similar (see for instance the discussion in [6]). For the purposes of this paper, we
only need that the Floquet exponent with smallest modulus is real, as we will see
in the example considered later on.

The variables σ P Rn´1 are typically referred to as the amplitude coordinates
[23, 5, 34] and provide a measure to quantify the proximity to the limit cycle.
Analogously to the Θ function, we can define a vector-valued function Σ on B such
that Σpy0q “ σ P Rn´1. The set of points with the same amplitude, J pσq “ tx P

B | Σpxq “ σu is called the σ-isostable. Notice that the vector-valued function pΘ, Σq

is the inverse of K, that is, K ˝ pΘ, Σqpxq “ x.
In this framework, when perturbing a system, two functions are of importance:

the Phase Response Function (PRF) and the Amplitude Response Function (ARF),
which measure changes in the phase and amplitude of an oscillation, respectively,
induced by a perturbation ∆x as a function of the point at which it is received.
Mathematically,

PRF pxq “ Θpx ` ∆xq ´ Θpxq,

and
ARF pxq “ Σpx ` ∆xq ´ Σpxq.

When applying a perturbation pptq (not necessarily small) to system (17), that
is, 9x “ F pxq ` pptq, the evolution of the pθ, σq variables is given by the following
perturbed system:

$

&

%

9θ “
1
T

` ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq ¨ pptq,

9σ “ Λσ ` ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq ¨ pptq.
(20)

The functions ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq and ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq correspond to the first order ap-
proximation of the PRF and the ARFs and are called the infinitesimal phase and
amplitude response functions, respectively, i.e. iPRF pθ, σq “ ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq and
iARF pθ, σq “ ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq. Computing the values of the iPRF and the iARF (as

9



well as the parameterization K in (19)) globally requires efficient numerical algo-
rithms (see [34] for efficient numerical methods). To circumvent the expense of such
numerical computations, many studies rely on the weak coupling approximation:
if the perturbation is small, the resulting trajectory stays close to the limit cycle,
and thus iPRF pθ, σq « iPRF pθ, 0q “: Z0pθq, iARF pθ, σq « iARF pθ, 0q “: I0pθq

(these functions are called infinitesimal phase and amplitude response curves, re-
spectively). Though analytic computations of these curves are out of reach, except
for very simple cases, one can easily compute them numerically using the fact that
the functions Z0 and I0 “ pI0,1, . . . , I0,n´1q are periodic solutions of the following
linear differential equations (see [5, 23, 13]):

1
T

d

dθ
Z0pθq “ ´DF T pγpθqq Z0pθq, (21)

and,
1
T

d

dθ
I0,ipθq “ pµiId ´ DF pγpθqqq I0,ipθq, (22)

with a normalisation condition. Recall that γ is the parameterization of the limit
cycle given in (18). In Figure 2, we show the iPRC and the iARC for the least
contractive normal direction (associated to the largest Floquet exponent) for systems
(11) and (13)-(14). The PRC is a very useful tool for the study of oscillators and of
primary importance for biologists as it can be measured experimentally, see [12, 41]
for more details and a complete study of the PRC.

In this paper, we will apply a scalar control in a given direction v P Rn, that is,

9x “ F pxq ` uptq v, (23)

and we will study the control system in terms of the phase-amplitude variables
$

&

%

9θ “
1
T

` uptq ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq ¨ v,

9σ “ Λσ ` uptq ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq ¨ v.
(24)

By controlled trajectory, we will refer to a solution of (23). An original trajectory
will be a solution of (17).

We will both work within and beyond the weak coupling approximation. That
is, we will consider approximations of the functions ∇Θ and ∇Σ in (24) by the
iPRC Z0pθq and iARC I0pθq, respectively (weak coupling hypothesis), and we will
also include its first order terms in σ, to be able to treat the case of a larger control
while keeping precision in the numerical resolution of our dynamics. We denote
respectively Z1 and I1 the first order terms of ∇Θ and ∇Σ in σ:

∇ΘpKpθ, σqq “ Z0pθq ` Z1pθqσ ` Opσ2q, (25)

and
∇ΣpKpθ, σqq “ I0pθq ` I1pθqσ ` Opσ2q. (26)

These terms can be computed from the change of coordinates K.
Moreover, we will consider only the largest (the smallest in absolute value) Flo-

quet exponent µ :“ µ1, and (abusing the notation) the associated σ “ σ1 coordinate
(we will see in the next section that for the examples considered there are several
orders of magnitude between the first and the second Floquet multiplier).
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 2: (a) V component of the iPRC (ZV
0 ) and (b) iARC (IV

0 ) of the least contractive
normal direction for the limit cycle of system (11) with u ” 0 corresponding to a self-
inhibitory population with parameter values given in (12); (c) Ve component (blue curve)
and Vi component (red curve) of the iPRC (ZVe

0 and ZVi
0 ) and (d) iARC (IVe

0 and IVi
0 ) of

the least contractive normal direction for the limit cycle of system (13)-(14) with u ” 0
corresponding to an E-I network with parameter values given in (15).
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5 Optimal control using phase-amplitude variables
Our goal is to control the phase of an oscillating neural population (either the
self-inhibitory network (11) or the E-I network (13)-(14)) by means of an external
input to the population from a different neural source. We will assume that the
brain is working at an optimal-energy regime, meaning that this external input,
represented by the control, satisfies a minimum-energy hypothesis [20, 19, 21]. To
achieve this goal, phase-amplitude variables are more suitable for determining the
optimal control, since they enable a more direct and targeted control strategy.

In this section, we provide an overview of control problems involving phase and
amplitude variables and the numerical methods used to solve them. These control
problems are designed to close the cycle within a specified time tf by applying an
external input, the control, to the mean voltage equations. More precisely, the first
problem uses the phase reduction (section 5.1) and the second one also includes the
dynamics of the amplitude coordinate parameterizing the slow manifold (section
5.2).

In Section 6, we will explore the applications to neural communication, particu-
larly when the control is periodically applied over time.

5.1 Phase-only minimum energy control
We present the problem of controlling the phase of a limit cycle using the phase
reduction approach (assuming that the trajectory remains close to the limit cycle).
The control problem writes as

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

9θ “
1
T

` Zv
0 pθquptq,

θp0q “ θ0,

θptf q “ 1,
ştf

0 u2 Ñ min,

(OC1)

where Zv
0 pθq :“ Z0pθq ¨ v and Z0 is the iPRC given in (25). For the examples of this

paper the direction v will be the voltage direction, namely, Zv
0 “ ZV

0 for system
(11) and Zv

0 “ ZVe
0 ` ZVi

0 for the E-I system (13)-(14).
According to the PMP, a solution θptq of such problem is the projection on the

phase space of the solutions pθptq, λθptqq of the Hamiltonian

Hpθ, λθ, uq “ λθ{T ` λθZv
0 pθqu ´ u2{2, (27)

together with the maximization condition Hpθptq, λθptq, uptqq “ maxũPR Hpθptq, λθptq, ũq

for all t P r0, tf s, which is achieved for

u “ λθZv
0 pθq. (28)

Thus, we get

Hmaxpθ, λθq “ max
ũPR

Hpθ, λθ, ũq “
λθ

T
`

pλθZv
0 pθqq2

2 .

The equations of motion for the Hamiltonian system are
#

9θ “ 1{T ` λθ pZv
0 pθqq

2
,

9λθ “ ´λ2
θ Zv

0 pθq Zv
0

1
pθq.

(29)
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To solve this problem we use the shooting algorithm presented in Section 5.3 in
order to find the desired λθp0q.

In Figure 3, we show the trajectory of system (11) with tf “ 0.8T (panels (a)
and (b)) and system (13)-(14) with tf “ 1.2T (panels (c) and (d)) when applying
a control u obtained by solving the control problem (OC1) using the PMP. Notice
that, in both examples, the controlled system presents an orbit (red curve) that is
displaced away from the original (u ” 0) limit cycle (blue) (see Figure 3(a) and (c)).
This situation can be problematic for several reasons: leaving the basin of attraction,
leaving the neighborhood of controllability, but, most importantly, breaking the
weak coupling approximation and leading to an imprecise result. To overcome this
problem, in Section 5.2 we include the amplitude variable in the control problem.

Notice that, once the control is turned off, the trajectory returns to the original
limit cycle with a phase shift close to 0.2T (resp. ´0.2T ) when tf “ 0.8T (resp.
tf “ 1.2T ), showing that the control is functioning as intended (see Figures 3c and
d).

5.2 Phase-Amplitude control
An option to gain more accuracy and to avoid trajectories leaving the basin of at-
traction or the controllability region, especially when setting more drastic conditions
(for instance, when tf is far away from T ), is to penalize the distance to the limit
cycle in the cost function. As in [28], this can be achieved by modifying the cost
functional as

C2px, uq “

ż tf

0
uptq2dt ` α

ż tf

0
σptq2dt. (30)

Abusing of notation, we denote by σ P R the amplitude coordinate in the direc-
tion of the largest Floquet exponent (recall that originally σ P Rn´1), and denote
by µ the corresponding Floquet exponent. The parameter α quantifies the impor-
tance of the average squared distance, measured as the L2 norm of σ, in the cost
functional.

As a result of including the amplitude penalization, the optimal-control problem
incorporates now the dynamics on the normal direction to the limit cycle, σ, and
has the form:

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

9θ “
1
T

` Zvpθ, σquptq,

9σ “ µσ ` Ivpθ, σquptq,

θp0q “ 0, σp0q “ 0,

θptf q “ 1, σptf q free,
ştf

0 pu2 ` ασ2qdt Ñ min,

(OC2)

where Zvpθ, σq “ ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq ¨ v and Ivpθ, σq “ ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq ¨ v. For the examples
of this paper, the direction v will be the voltage direction, namely, Zv “ ZV ,
Iv “ IV for system (11) and Zv “ ZVe ` ZVi and Iv “ IVe ` IVi for the E-I system
(13)-(14).

The functions ∇ΘpKpθ, σqq and ∇ΣpKpθ, σqq will be approximated using Taylor
expansions in σ given in (25) and (26), respectively. Thus, Zvpθ, σq “ Zv

0 pθq `

σZv
1 pθq ` Opσ2q and Ivpθ, σq “ Iv

0 pθq ` σIv
1 pθq ` Opσ2q, where Zv

i “ Zi ¨ v and
Iv

i “ Ii ¨ v, for i ě 0. In practical implementations, we will consider only the first
dominant terms in σ.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 3: (a,b) Inhibitory population model (11). (a) Original (u ” 0) limit cycle of
period T « 34.047 (blue curve), controlled trajectory with the optimal control u, starting
at the dot symbol, obtained by means of solving (OC1) with tf “ 0.8T (red curve) and
its continuation (i.e., for t ą tf ) without control (black curve). (b) Time evolution of
the firing rate variable r for the trajectories in panel (a). (c,d) E-I population model
(13)-(14). (c) Projection on the pVe, req plane of the original (u ” 0) limit cycle of period
T « 20.811 (blue curve), the controlled trajectory (red curve) with the optimal control
u starting at the dot symbol, obtained by means of solving (OC1) with tf “ 1.2T , and
its continuation for t ą tf without control (black curve). (d) Time evolution of the firing
rate variable re for the trajectories in panel (c).
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Therefore, according to the PMP, the maximized Hamiltonian (8) to solve the
control problem (OC2) is given by

Hmaxpθ, σ, λθ, λσq “ λθ{T ` µλσσ
looooooomooooooon

“H0

`
pλθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σqq2

2 ´
α

2 σ2,

which is achieved for
u “ λθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σq. (31)

Thus, the equations of motion for the Hamiltonian system are
$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

9θ “ 1{T ` Zvpθ, σqpλθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σqq,

9σ “ µσ ` Ivpθ, σqpλθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σqq,
9λθ “ ´pλθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σqqpλθBθZvpθ, σq ` λσBθIvpθ, σqq,
9λσ “ ´µλσ ` ασ ´ pλθZvpθ, σq ` λσIvpθ, σqqpλθBσZvpθ, σq ` λσBσIvpθ, σqq.

(32)
Notice that when we consider only 0-th order terms in Zv and Iv, the last term

in equation for 9λσ is zero.
To solve (32), we need to first apply the shooting algorithm described in Sec-

tion 5.3 in order to find the initial conditions pλθp0q, λσp0qq.
For the inhibitory population model (11) with the parameters in (12), the system

has a periodic orbit with Floquet multipliers mi “ eµiT , that are real and distinct
m1 “ 0.15 and m2 “ 5 ¨ 10´5. Thus, the phase-amplitude reduction considers
the slowest contracting direction σ associated to the eigenvalue m1, with Floquet
exponent µ1 “ ´5.44 ¨ 10´2. In Figure 4(a) we show the optimal control u obtained
by solving the control problem (OC2) for this model with 0-th order approximation
for functions Zvpθ, σq « Zv

0 pθq and Ivpθ, σq « Iv
0 pθq, tf “ 0.8T and two different

values of the weight α in the cost function. One can observe that the controlled
trajectory for sufficiently large values of α stays closer to the original limit cycle.
This can be visualized in the evolution of the σ variable (assessing the distance to
the limit cycle), which in the case α “ 12 takes values closer to 0 compared with
α “ 0 (see Figure 4(b)).

For the E-I system (13)-(14) with parameters in (15) the system has a periodic
orbit with Floquet multipliers mi “ eµiT , that are given by m1 “ 5.4 ¨ 10´2, m2 “

m̄3 “ p2.3 ` 3.1 iq ¨ 10´4, m4 “ ´1.57 ¨ 10´10 and m5 “ ´3.99 ¨ 10´10. Thus, the
phase-amplitude reduction considers the slowest contracting direction σ associated
to the eigenvalue m1, with Floquet exponent µ1 “ ´0.14. Notice that although
the other Floquet exponents are complex, the smallest one in modulus is real. In
Figure 4(c) we show the optimal control obtained by solving problem (OC2) with
first order approximation for functions Zvpθ, σq « Zv

0 pθq ` σZv
1 pθq and Ivpθ, σq «

Iv
0 pθq ` σIv

1 pθq, and α “ 0 (without amplitude penalization) and α “ 0.05. As one
can observe, by including the amplitude penalization the σ variable remains closer
to zero (see Figure 4(d)). By adding higher order terms in σ, we obtain a better
precision in the description of the phase dynamics.

There is some arbitrariness in the choice of scale for the sigma variable, and this
affects the choice of the parameter α in the cost function. Notice the difference in
scales for the α of the inhibitory population model and the E-I network model.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 4: (a,b) For the inhibitory population model (11) and the set of parameters
given in (12) (a) optimal control u obtained by means of solving (OC2) with 0-th order
approximation with tf “ 0.8T and two different values of the parameter α in the cost
function: α “ 0 (blue curve) and α “ 12 (red curve); (b) Time series of the σ coordinate
corresponding to the slowest contraction direction along the controlled trajectory xuptq
(c,d) For the E-I population model(13)-(14) and the set of parameters given in (15), (c)
optimal control u obtained by means of solving (OC2) with first order approximation
in σ for functions Zv and Iv, tf “ 1.2T and two different values of the parameter α
in the cost function: α “ 0 (blue curve) and α “ 0.051 (red curve); (d) time series of
the σ coordinate corresponding to the slowest contraction direction along the controlled
trajectory xuptq
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5.3 Numerical implementation of the method
In this section we discuss the numerical implementation of the method described in
the previous sections for systems (11) and (13)-(14) that we use along this paper,
but the method naturally applies to any system with a limit cycle.

• We compute the limit cycle, the period T and the largest Floquet exponent
µ by solving systems (11) and (13)-(14) with u ” 0 and parameters as given
by (12) and (15), respectively, with a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5 and
using a Newton’s method on a suitable Poincaré map. The Floquet exponent
is obtained from the monodromy matrix.

• We compute the iPRC Z0 and iARC I0 by computing the resolventof the
differential equations and taking the eigenvector of the eigenvalue 1. This is
the initial condition that provides the periodic orbit that is obtained by solving
the differential equations in (21) and (22), respectively, with the same Runge-
Kutta method. The functions Z0 and I0 are obtained on an adaptive grid, and
we interpolate them using Hermite’s polynomials.

• We compute the first order terms Z1 and I1 by using approximations of the
parameterization K in (19) computed using the algorithms in [34] (the formula
for the terms Z1 and I1 in terms of the coefficients of K is described in detail
in Appendix C in [34]). The functions are obtained in a discretized grid and
we interpolate them with cubic splines.

• We compute numerically the exponential map of Definition 2 by integrating
the Hamiltonian system (29) (resp. (32)) for problem (OC1) (resp. (OC2))
using a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5 [37].

• Use Newton’s method to find the zeros of the shooting function. The deriva-
tives of the shooting function can be obtained either using automatic differ-
entiation or finite differences, and both methods work well. At each iteration
of the method, the exponential map is computed as in the previous step. The
zeros of the shooting function provide the initial condition for λθ to solve the
Hamiltonian system (29) (resp. λθ and λσ to solve the Hamiltonian system
(32)). The solution is stored in an adaptive grid provided by the ODE nu-
merical solver. This process gives us the optimal control in the same adaptive
grid (or, to be more precise, the extremal control) using equations (28) (resp.
(31)).

• Finally, we plug the computed control u into the system (11) for the self-
inhibitory population and (13)-(14) for the E-I population in order to obtain
the controlled extremal solution in the original variables. Since the function
u is discretized, we interpolate using Hermite’s polynomials to integrate the
system using a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5.

6 Applications to Communication Through Coher-
ence
In this section, we test our methodology to study how the control can help to es-
tablish communication between two oscillating neuronal groups in the context of
communication through coherence (CTC) theory. As explained in the introduction,
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the CTC theory suggests that two oscillating neuronal groups communicate effec-
tively when they are properly phase locked so that the presynaptic periodic input
volleys arrive at the peaks of excitability of the postsynaptic group (receiving popu-
lation) or, equivalently, at the phase of minimum inhibition. In this context, we use
the control as a top-down mechanism capable of delivering a specific input to align
the receiving population with the optimal phase to establish communication with
a given presynaptic population. To model the input from the presynaptic neural
group, we introduce a periodic input in the form of successive bursts of excitatory
current to the target network, that we will refer as the primary input. The target
network is modelled by means of the E-I network model introduced in the previous
section. In this context, we say that communication between two oscillating neuronal
groups is established if there is an amplification of the firing rate of the postsynaptic
population due to the external input, while the magnitude of the amplified response
is modulated by the input strength.

We work with two different settings. First, we perturb the E-I population with
one input in an adverse scenario for communication, namely, when the period of the
input is equal or larger than the natural period of the E-I population. We design a
control so that the input can establish communication with the target network. In
the second scenario, we add a distractor as a new input and we probe whether the
control is capable to maintain the communication with the primary while ignoring
the distractor.

Each input signal pjptq to the target population will be a periodic function mod-
eled by a von Mises probability density function in order to mimic realistic inputs
in the cortex, where the input volleys are concentrated around some phases of the
cycle. Mathematically, we define the Tj-periodic input pjptq as

pjptq “ Aj

exp
´

κ cosp 2π
Tj

pt ´ νqq

¯

I0pκq
, for t P r0, Tjq, (33)

where I0 “ 1
Tj

şTj

0 exppκ cosp2π pt ´ νq{Tjqdt. That is, the temporal average over one
period is Aj . The parameters κ and ν control the width and position of the peak of
the input volley, respectively. In this paper, we have chosen κ “ 12, to get a highly
coherent signal (small width), closer to what can be found experimentally. This
input pjptq enters into system (13)-(14) through the terms Ieptq and Iiptq. More
specifically, we take

Ikptq “ Īk ` τk

ÿ

j

pjptq, k P te, iu (34)

where Īk are tonic currents. Notice the time constant τe,i multiplying the periodic
inputs pjptq.

Let us define some notation first. The solution of the original system (13)-(14)
without external perturbation p or control u will be denoted by x, the solution of the
controlled system (when no other perturbation is applied except the control u) will
be denoted by xu, the solution of the perturbed system (in the absence of control)
will be denoted by xp and the solution of the controlled system with the perturbation
will be denoted by xup. The subscripts will be applied to all the variables of the
vector x, i.e. xk “ prk

e , V k
e , Sk

ei, Sk
ee, rk

i , V k
i , Sk

ie, Sk
iiq, for k P tH, u, p, upu.

In order to establish communication between two populations, the input from
the presynaptic population phase-locks with the adequate phase with the oscillatory

18



activity of the target population, so that the presynaptic input produces an effect on
the firing rate of the postsynaptic population. Moreover, in [38] (as also suggested
in [39]) it is found that changes in the input strength A are transmitted and better
reproduced at the output by the spike synchronization properties of the E-population
(reflected through both the maximum firing rate and half-width of the E-volley)
rather than by the average firing rate re. For this reason we measure changes in the
firing rate of the postsynaptic group in the spike synchronization.

Following [35, 38] we chose two factors to quantify communication: the syn-
chronization index (SI) ρ, which measures the synchronization or coherence of the
presynaptic and postsynaptic groups and the amplification factor ∆α, which mea-
sures the amplification of the firing rate of the postsynaptic group due to the external
input. Next, we provide a precise definition of these two concepts.

To measure synchronization of the E-I network with a Tj-periodic input pjptq,
we consider the values of the phase variable θ at integer multiples of the period
Tj , i.e θk “ θpt0 ` kTjq P T, with k P N. Recall that the time evolution of the
phase variable θ is provided by system (20) (where we have considered ∇Θ and ∇Σ
approximated up to first order in σ). Thus, the synchronization index ρ, also known
as vector strength or Kuramoto order parameter, [36], is a measure of how clustered
are the events over a cycle and is computed according to the following formula,

z “ ρeiϕ “
1
N

N
ÿ

j“1
eiθj , ρ “ |z|. (35)

Notice that perfect clustering is obtained when ρ “ 1, whereas if phases are scattered
around the circle, then ρ « 0.

We also define the factor ∆α as the rate change of the maximum of the firing
rate E-volley due to the external perturbation. Mathematically,

∆α “

1
N

řN
i“1 rup

e ptiq

r̄u
e

, (36)

where ttiu
N
i“1 correspond to the times where local maxima of rup

e ptq are attained for
N cycles, and r̄u

e is the maximum of the excitatory firing rate when only the control
is applied. We recall that in the latter case we obtain a periodic orbit.

6.1 Control-induced communication for a single input
From previous work [38], we know that inputs whose period is equal or greater than
the natural period of the firing rate of the postsynaptic population are not capable
to entrain the E-I network to communicate effectively; see Figure 5. Notice that the
perturbation does not phase-lock to re when T1 ą T (Figure 5(c)) and even when
there is entrainment for T1 “ T (Figure 5(a)) the perturbation does not affect the
firing rate of the E-cells (see that there is no difference in the firing rates re and rp

e

in Figure 5(b)). In this section, we will show that, even in this adverse situation, an
adequate control can set the target system in the optimal phase for communication
with the presynpatic population.

Accordingly, we consider the external input to be a single periodic stimulus p1ptq
of von Mises type (33). We test three different periods: T1 “ T , T1 “ 1.1T , and
T1 “ 1.2T , where T is the period of the unperturbed cycle in the E-I network.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 5: Firing rate of the target network in the presence of a perturbation but in
the absence of control. (a,c) Temporal evolution of the perturbed (but non-controlled)
firing rate of the E-cells rp

e (red), I-cells rp
i (blue) and the external input p1 (black curve)

over a few cycles for the system (13)-(14) with uptq ” 0 and the perturbation p1 defined
in (33) with A1 “ 0.05 and (a) T1 “ T and (c) T1 “ 1.1T . (b,d) Time series of the
original firing rate re without perturbation (orange) and the same rp

e as in panel (a,c),
respectively. Notice that the perturbation has barely no effect on the E-firing rate when
there is no control.
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Given T1 “ aT , for 1 ď a ă 2, our control strategy consists of choosing a value tf

for the optimal-control problem (OC2) so that the period of the target population
is increased. More precisely, the period is lengthened to allow the input volleys
to arrive while the inhibition has not yet been activated and is at its minimum.
Mathematically,

tf “ apT ` trimax ´ trimin q, (37)
where rimax and rimin denote the maximum and the minimum, respectively, of the
firing rate of the inhibitory population ri of the unperturbed system on the limit
cycle.

Then, we compute the extremal control for one period by means of solving (OC2)
with tf as in (37) for a “ 1, 1.1, 1.2, using the methodology described in Section 5
and we apply the control periodically to the original system (13)-(14). Figure 6(a)
shows the controls u1, u11 and u12, computed for one cycle, repeated over several
cycles. Notice that the shape is similar to the opposite of the sum of the PRCs (see
Figure 2(c)). Figure 6(b) shows the effect of the control on system (13)-(14) without
any other time-dependent perturbation (Ie ” 10 and Ii ” 0). The period of the
controlled population becomes Tnew “ tf defined in (37). The controlled trajectories
(blue, red, green for a “ 1, 1.1, 1.2, respectively) detach from the original limit cycle
(grey) and approach the limit cycle of the corresponding controlled system. Since
our aim was to apply the control periodically, and this fact displaces the trajectory
away from the limit cycle, we have decided not to penalize the distance to the limit
cycle in the cost function, and thus, the parameter α is set to 0. See the discussion
in section 7 for more details.

The time-dependent control system in the original coordinates is given by system
(13)-(14) with

Ieptq “ Īe ` τep1ptq,

and
Iiptq “ Īi ` τip1ptq.

We expect that the perturbation p1 will now be able to entrain the controlled
system, as opposed to the case in which the control was not present. To provide
a measure of the entrainment, we compute the synchronization index (35) in each
case (controlled versus non-controlled) and for three different periods T1 of the
perturbation that are larger than the natural period T of the target network. We
recall that for each period T1, the control is different since the target period Tnew “

tf varies with a (recall that T1 “ aT ).
Figure 7 shows the synchronization index ρ defined in (35) between the E-I

network (postsynaptic group) with a T1-periodic input p1 (presynaptic group) as a
function of the input strength A1 for different values of T1. Notice that the presence
of the control allows the perturbation to well entrain the target system for strong
enough inputs (synchronization index value approaches ρ “ 1 when A1 increases).
Compare the curves with control (solid curves) and without it (dashed) in Figure 7.
We can observe that there is a threshold for the amplitude of the input above which
the postsynaptic population almost phase-locks with the input (notice the sudden
jump in the curves of Figure 7, with values of SI approaching 1). Somehow counter-
intuitively, the larger the period of the primary input, the lower is this threshold,
while the synchronization index caps at a lower value for larger values of T1.

One potential interpretation for this finding could be that the control, u, exhibits
predominantly inhibitory behavior (as evidenced by Figure 6(a)). As T1 increases,
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(a) (b)

Figure 6: (a) Time evolution of the control uptq obtained by solving the control problem
(OC1) with tf as in (37) and a “ 1 (u1), a “ 1.1 (u11) and a “ 1.2 (u12). (b) Time
evolution of the E-firing rate re when the periodic controls in panel (a) are applied to
the E-I system. Notice that after a transient the trajectory sets at a stable oscillatory
regime of lengthened period tf . The evolution of the variable re on the limit cycle for the
original E-I system of period T “ 20.811 is plotted up to time t “ 100 for comparison
purposes (grey dashed curve).

u becomes even more inhibitory, leading to a lengthening of the cycle and the sup-
pression of inhibitory neurons. This, in turn, amplifies the response to the external
input and facilitates synchronization, particularly when the input strength A1 is
weak. Upon reaching a certain threshold, the strength of the input A1 can over-
come the inhibition from the control input u. Consequently, inputs with shorter
periods T1 become more effective at entraining the network because they can out-
pace the natural activation of the I-cells in the network [38]. Despite the control
input is slowing down the activation of the I-cells to a rate lower than that of the
external primary input, the external input can still interfere with the effects of the
control input, particularly when the external input is much slower. This interference
can have detrimental effects on entrainment, and explain why SI is lower for larger
values of T1 (when A1 is large).

To illustrate this explanation, in Figure 8(top) we show the time series of the
firing rate of the E and I populations for three representative cases corresponding
to the crosses in Figure 7. Notice that when the input volley arrives prior to the
activation of the I-cells, it can trigger a response in the target system. Thus, the
time difference between the peak of the perturbation and the peak of the inhibitory
firing rate is determinant for communication; in particular, if these peaks match, the
input will simply be inhibited and communication will not be established. In order
to quantify this phenomenon, we consider the sequences ttup

ri
pkquk, where tup

ri
pkq is

the time of the k-th local maximum of rup
i , and ttp1 pkquk, where tp1 pkq is the time

of the k-th local maximum of p1. From these two sequences, we define

∆τk :“ tup
ri

pkq ´ tp1 pjkq, (38)

where jk “ argmin
jPt1,...,NC u

|tup
ri

pkq ´ tp1 pjq| and NC is the number of cycles of the pertur-

bation.
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Figure 7: Synchronization index SI (35) between the E-population of the target network
(13)-(14) and the external periodic input p1ptq as a function of the amplitude of the
input A1 and different values of the period T1 (color legend). The index is computed
over N “ 80 cycles using the stroboscopic map. Dashed curves correspond to the non-
controlled system (u ” 0) while solid curves correspond to the controlled system (u
designed according to (37)). The crosses indicate the value of the amplitude A1 “ 0.035
plotted in Figure 8.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 8: (a,b,c) Time series of the firing rates of the E and I cells of the perturbed
controlled system (13)-(14), rup

e (red), rup
i (blue) and the external input p1ptq (black)

and (d,e,f) distribution of the time intervals ∆τk defined in (38), for three representative
cases (low, medium and high synchronization index, respectively) corresponding to the
crosses in Figure 7: (a,d) T1 “ T , A “ 0.035, (b,e) T1 “ 1.1T , A “ 0.035 and (c,f)
T1 “ 1.2T , A “ 0.035.

In Figure 8(bottom), we show the histograms of ∆τ “ t∆τkuk for the three cases
shown in Figure 8(top). For the computations, we used a simulation of 1500 ms (in
Figure 8(top) only a representative time window is shown). We clearly observe a
more uniformly distributed ∆τ histogram along a cycle for Figure 8(d) (correspond-
ing to T1 “ T ), which translates to a lower synchronization index. In contrast, in
Figure 8(f) (corresponding to T1 “ 1.2T ) we observe a more concentrated histogram
between -10 ms and -5 ms, which we can deduce that it corresponds to the phases
of the cycle with higher excitability. Figure 8(e), corresponding to the medium
synchronization index, shows a transition between the previous two situations.

Phase-locking is not enough to conclude that there is communication. For in-
stance, in case the input has the same period than the target population, there
is phase-locking (see dashed blue curve in Figure 7), but we know from [38] that
the input does not communicate with the target population, that is, there are no
changes in the firing rate of the target population due to changes in the amplitude
of the input.

To be able to effectively measure the communication between the input and the
target network, we compute the factor ∆α, defined in (36), which measures the
amplification of the E-firing rate due to the external input. To compute ∆α in the
absence of control, we modify the formula in (36) replacing rup

e by rp
e and r̄u

e by r̄e.
In Figure 9 we illustrate the amplification of the response of the E-cells for the

three different input periods T1 in Figure 7. Notice that the presence of the control
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Figure 9: The factor ∆α defined in (36) for the perturbed controlled system (13)-(14)
with an external periodic input p1 as a function of the amplitude of the input A1 for three
different values of the input period, T1 “ T (blue), T1 “ 1.1 T (orange) and T1 “ 1.2T
(green). For the uncontrolled case, ∆α is only computed for T1 “ T , since there is no
synchronization for the other periods. The computation of ∆α is only performed if the
SI is above 0.8, which explains why the curves start at different values of A1

strongly enhances the response of the E-cells and therefore the communication: for
the case T1 “ T , ∆α remains at 1 for the uncontrolled system even when the input
strength is increased indicating that the target network ignores the input (see the
dashed purple curve in Figure 9) while ∆α reaches values around 3 for the controlled
system (see blue curve in Figure 9). The response is particularly enhanced in the case
T1 “ T . As in the case of the synchronization index, we observe better performance
the longer the perturbation period (e.g., green curve) for low values of the amplitude
A1 which can also be explained from the observations drawn from Figure 8.

6.2 Control-induced selective communication
In this section, we perturb the E-I network with two inputs p1 and p2, which we
refer to as the primary input and the distractor, respectively. As in Section 6.1, we
design the control according to the period of the primary (see equation (37)) and we
explore whether the postsynaptic population (E-I network) responds to the primary
input while ignoring the distractor, thus establishing selective communication [16].
We know from [38] that for an input with a period higher than the natural gamma
cycle of the postsynaptic network the communication is not effective and it is easily
disrupted by a distractor. Here we show that the control can change the situation.

We use the same control obtained in the previous section and, following (34), we
apply the external inputs Ie and Ii to system (13)-(14) given by

Ieptq “ Īe ` τep1ptq ` τep2ptq,
Iiptq “ Īi ` τip1ptq ` τip2ptq,

(39)
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 10: Synchronization index r between the E-cells and the primary input p1 of
period T1 (solid curves) and the distractor p2 of period T2 “ 0.8T (dashed curves) for
the controlled system (13)-(14) and for different values of the distractor strength A2 (see
legend). The periods of the primary are (a) T1 “ T , (b) T1 “ 1.1T and (c) T1 “ 1.2T .

where p1 and p2 are modelled by periodic von Mises functions (33) with κ “ 12,
T2 “ 0.8T and varying the period of the primary T1 and the amplitudes of both
inputs A1 and A2.

We first compute the synchronization index between the postsynaptic popula-
tion and a primary input p1 in the presence of a distractor, for the three different
periods T1 already considered in the previous section (see Figure 10, where each
panel corresponds to a different T1). Each panel shows the changes in the SI as the
strength A1 is varied; different colors correspond to different values of the distrac-
tor’s strength A2. We observe that for large values of A1 the synchronization index
is lower when A2 increases. However, when the strength of the primary is weak (low
values of A1), the situation is reversed. This can be explained by the fact that, when
the primary is weak, it cannot entrain the network by itself and when the distractor
volleys coincide, on some cycles, with the primary input volleys, the distractor helps
to elicit a response of the postsynaptic group, thus enhancing synchronization, while
the distractor volleys are not affecting much the postsynaptic group when they do
not coincide with the primary ones. However, once the strength of the primary input
A1 is large enough, the primary input is capable by itself to entrain the network and
the distractor only slightly distorts the entrainment by the primary. This distorsion
is, of course, more noticeable if the strength of the distractor is larger, showing a
lower SI for larger values of A2.

We also observe that for periods T1 of the primary input equal or bigger than
1.1T , the distractor prevents the target population from getting entrained by the
primary for amplitudes A2 ě 0.07 (SI is below 0.8). Compare panels (a) and (c) of
Figure 10.

In addition to compute the SI, we also compute the amplification factor ∆α
defined in (36) for cases in Figure 10 for which the SI is large enough (see Figure
11). We can observe that the network is sensitive to the input as long as we have
a high enough SI with the primary. Thus, our control strategy is able to establish
selective communication in the mean-field models for populations of neurons when
the amplitude of the distractor remains reasonable.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 11: Amplification of the response of the target system due to changes in the
strength A1 of the primary input. Factor ∆α for the controlled system as a function
of the primary input strength A1 in the presence of a distractor p2 with T2 “ 0.8T for
different values of the distractor strength A2 (see legend) and different periods of the
primary (a) T1 “ T (b) T1 “ 1.1T (c) T1 “ 1.2T . The factor ∆α has been computed
only in those cases in which the SI index is above 0.6, see Figure 10.

7 Discussion
In this paper we have studied how we can design an optimal-control strategy to con-
trol the phase of an oscillator in the context of communication through coherence
(CTC) theory. To do so, we have designed a control strategy based on Pontryagin’s
Maximum Principle, involving a description of the dynamics using phase and am-
plitude variables, which guarantee a better control of the phase dynamics when the
trajectory is displaced away from the limit cycle.

Specifically, we have designed a mathematical setting to explain how a top-down
input, represented by the control, can modify the dynamics of an oscillating post-
synaptic group so that its oscillations synchronize with a given presynaptic input.
As a result, we provide an explanation of how communication can be established,
even in those cases in which the frequency of the presynaptic oscillatory input is not
suitable for communication [38]. We stress here that we interpret communication as
the increase in the firing rate of the E-cells of the target network due to changes in
the input strength.

We emphasize that we have presented novel theoretical results regarding the
controllability of a system close to a limit cycle (see Proposition 1, which provides
sufficient conditions to guarantee this controllability). Before designing the control
for our system of interest (E-I network system (13)-(14)) we have checked that it
satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 1. Moreover, to illustrate the relevance of
our result we have applied it to other models in neuroscience having oscillatory
dynamics, for which it is usual to apply phase-control techniques [32].

Optimal-control strategies for single neuron models (or a small number of neu-
rons) have been previously investigated in [42, 29, 28], where the authors proposed
a procedure for determining optimal control based on the phase or the first-order
phase-amplitude reduction. In this work, we build on these methods by consider-
ing higher-order terms in the amplitude variable, allowing us to treat the problem
beyond the weak coupling approximation. Additionally, we adopt a Hamiltonian
formulation for the optimal-control problem based on Pontryagin’s Maximum Prin-
ciple, in contrast to the Lagrangian formulation [29] or the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
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approach used in [32].
In the practical application of the control problem (OC2) to the E-I network

system, we emphasize the utilization of the linear approximation in σ for the terms
Zvpθ, σq and Ivpθ, σq. This choice ensures more precise results for the phase dynam-
ics. In fact, one could obtain even higher accuracy, especially when the trajectory
deviates significantly from the original oscillator, by using a higher order approxi-
mation for the aforementioned terms, following the methodology presented in [34].

We point out that the control has been optimized for a single cycle and then
applied periodically throughout the N cycles of the full simulation. Note that the
initial conditions of each cycle are different from the first one and so our approach
hinders the control from remaining optimal for the entire duration of the simulation.
Instead, we could have optimized its action on the complete simulation, that is,
solving the (OC2) problem for a final time N tf , which would provide an optimal
result; however, it would depend on the number of cycles thus compromising the
clarity of the exposition. Since our purpose was providing a proof of concept of
the application of control theory for this problem, here we have preferred to use
the suboptimal approach. The development of an optimal control that ensures
optimality for the full simulation is left for future work.

We also stress that applying the same control over multiple periods displaces the
trajectory away from the original oscillator. For this reason, we have not penalized
the distance to the limit cycle in the cost function. If an optimal control were to be
designed for the full simulation, as suggested in the previous paragraph, displacement
from the original oscillator could be avoided by imposing additional constraints
on the control function, such as including the amplitude penalization in the cost
function (controlled by the parameter α in equation (30)).

We emphasize that the models considered for CTC strike a balance between
realism and the ability to draw insights from experimental findings. Additionally,
we intentionally designed the study to be applicable to a broad range of brain re-
gions rather than focusing on specific ones. Finally, we want to highlight that our
methodology has multiple applications beyond the field of computational neuro-
science, which merit exploration in the future.
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Appendix
In this section we apply the results of Proposition 1 to some classical single cell
models in neuroscience, to show local controllability around the limit cycle. We first
present the analytical proof of local controllability for the 2D FitzHugh-Nagumo
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and Morris-Lecar models and later a numerical evidence for local controllability of
the limit cycle for the classical Hodgkin-Huxley model.

Let us first consider the controlled FitzHugh–Nagumo [14, 33]
#

9V “ V ´ V 3

3 ´ w ` u

9w “ εpV ´ a ´ bwq
(40)

and the controlled Morris-Lecar model [31],
#

9V “ ´gL pV ´ VLq ´ gCa mpV qpV ´ VCaq ´ gK w pV ´ VKq ` Iapp ` u

9w “
wspV q´w

τwpV q
,

(41)

with
mpV q “ 1{2p1 ` tanhp

V ´ V1

V2
q,

wspV q “ 1{2p1 ` tanhp
V ´ V3

V4
qq,

and
τwpV q “

1
φ coshp V ´V3

2V4
q
.

Corollary 2. The FitzHugh–Nagumo model (40) and the Morris-Lecar model (41)
are controllable in a neighborhood of their periodic orbits (whenever the parameters
allow such orbits).

Proof. For the FitzHugh-Nagumo model (40) we have F0 “

ˆ

V ´ V 3

3 ´ w
εpV ´ a ´ bwq

˙

and

F1 “

ˆ

1
0

˙

. Taking the first Lie bracket is enough: rF0, F1s “

ˆ

1 ´ V 2

ε

˙

. Thus, the
hypothesis of Proposition 1 is satisfied as long as ε ‰ 0.

For the Morris-Lecar model (41) we have

F0pV, wq “

¨

˝

´gCampV qpV ´ VCaq ´ gKwpV ´ VKq ´ gLpV ´ VLq

wspV q ´ w

τwpV q

˛

‚,

and
F1 “

ˆ

1
0

˙

.

We compute

rF0, F1s “

¨

˚

˚

˝

gCam1
V pV qpV ´ VCaq ` gCampV q ` gKw ` gL

w1
spV qτwpV q ´ pwspV q ´ wqτ 1

wpV q

τ2
wpV q

˛

‹

‹

‚

.

Notice that the vectors F1 and rF0, F1s are enough to generate linearly the tangent
space except when w1

spV qτwpV q ´ pwspV q ´ wqτ 1
wpV q “ 0. But this implies wspV q ´

w “ cτwpV q for some constant c, which cannot be true given their definitions, or on
w “ wspV q and w1

spV q “ 0, which never occurs given the definition of wspV q. Thus
we have concluded the proof.
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(a) (b)

Figure 12: (a) Determinant of the matrix defined in (16) and (b) Voltage coordinate
along the periodic orbit Γ of the Hodgkin-Huxley model (42) with the following set of
parameters: C “ 1 (µF{cm2), gNa “ 120, gK “ 36, gL “ 0.3 (mS{cm2), VNa “ 40, VK “

´77, VL “ ´54.4 (mV), I “ 10 (µA{cm2).

For higher dimensional models like the Hodgkin-Huxley model [26], the algebraic
expressions become more complicate. In spite of this, one can numerically check that
the Lie brackets with the drift generate the whole tangent space at least in one point
of the periodic orbit.

The following numerical analysis provides local controllability for the classical
Hodgkin-Huxley (HH) model, for a given set of the parameters. The dynamical
system writes as

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

C 9V “ ´gLpV ´ VLq ´ gKn4pV ´ VKq ´ gNam3hpV ´ VNaq ` I,

9n “ αnpV qp1 ´ nq ´ βnpV qn,

9m “ αmpV qp1 ´ mq ´ βmpV qm,
9h “ αhpV qp1 ´ hq ´ βhpV qh,

(42)

with

αnpV q “
0.01 pV ` 55q

1 ´ expp V `55
10 q

, βnpV q “ 0.125 exp
ˆ

´
V ` 65

80

˙

;

αmpV q “
0.1 pV ` 40q

1 ´ expp´ V `40
10 q

, βmpV q “ 4 exp
ˆ

´
V ` 65

18

˙

;

αhpV q “ 0.07 exp
ˆ

´pV ` 65q

20

˙

, βhpV q “
1

1 ´ expp´ V `35
10 q

.

Let us consider a choice of parameters such that the HH system has a limit cycle Γ
parameterized by the function γptq, where t is the time. Let us set,

Aptq “ pF1, rF0, F1s, rF0, rF0, F1ss, rF0, rF0, rF0, F1sssqpγptqq, (43)

and Dptq “ detpAptqq. We can numerically check that D ı 0 along the periodic
orbit. In Figure 12 we plot the function D along Γ for a particular choice of the
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parameters specified in the caption. Notice that the dependence in the voltage
coordinate is strong, as it becomes non zero when the neuron spikes. Compare the
positions of the peaks in Figures 12 (a) and (b).

Thus, for this particular set of parameters, we can conclude that the model is
controllable in a neighborhood of Γ according to Proposition 1.
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