
Desiderata of evidence for
representation in neuroscience

Stephan POHL§, Department of Philosophy, New York University, stephan.pohl@nyu.edu

Edgar Y WALKER, Department of Physiology and Biophysics, Computational Neuroscience
Center, University of Washington, Seattle, WA, eywalker@uw.edu

David L BARACK, Departments of Neuroscience and Philosophy, University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, PA, dbarack@gmail.com

Jennifer LEE, Center for Neural Science, New York University, jll616@nyu.edu

Rachel N DENISON, Department of Psychological & Brain Sciences, Boston University, Boston,
MA, rdenison@bu.edu

Ned BLOCK, Department of Philosophy, New York University, ned.block@nyu.edu

Florent MEYNIEL#, Cognitive Neuroimaging Unit, INSERM, CEA, CNRS, Université
Paris-Saclay, NeuroSpin center, Gif/Yvette, France & Institute for Neuromodulation, GHU Paris
psychiatrie et neuroscience, Sainte Anne Hospital, Paris, France, florent.meyniel@cea.fr

Wei Ji MA# Center for Neural Science and Department of Psychology, New York University,
weijima@nyu.edu

#: co-senior authors; §: corresponding author

1

mailto:stephan.pohl@nyu.edu
mailto:eywalker@uw.edu
mailto:dbarack@gmail.com
mailto:jll616@nyu.edu
mailto:rdenison@bu.edu
mailto:ned.block@nyu.edu
mailto:florent.meyniel@cea.fr
mailto:weijima@nyu.edu


Short abstract
When claiming that a neural response represents a feature of the world, scientists try to
establish that the neural response is (1) sensitive and (2) specific to the feature, (3) invariant to
other features, and (4) functional downstream in the brain. We formalize these desiderata in
information-theoretic terms, permitting their precise statement while unifying the different
analysis methods used in neuroscience under one framework, thereby, providing a common
terminology to researchers. We discuss how common analysis methods are used to evaluate
the desiderata and present canonical examples to illustrate the desiderata at work in research
practice.

Long abstract
This paper develops a systematic framework for the evidence neuroscientists use to establish
whether a neural response represents a feature. Researchers try to establish that the neural
response is (1) sensitive and (2) specific to the feature, (3) invariant to other features, and (4)
functional, which means that it is used downstream in the brain. We formalize these desiderata
in information-theoretic terms. This formalism allows us to precisely state the desiderata while
unifying the different analysis methods used in neuroscience under one framework. We discuss
how common methods such as correlational analyses, decoding and encoding models,
representational similarity analysis, and tests of statistical dependence are used to evaluate the
desiderata. In doing so, we provide a common terminology to researchers that helps to clarify
disagreements, to compare and integrate results across studies and research groups, and to
identify when evidence might be missing and when evidence for some representational
conclusion is strong. We illustrate the framework with several canonical examples, including the
representation of orientation, numerosity, faces, and spatial location. We end by discussing how
the framework can be extended to cover models of the neural code, multi-stage models, and
other domains.

Keywords
computation, decoding, encoding, information, mutual information, neural code, neuroscience,
representation, representational similarity analysis
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1. Introduction
Humans and other animals perceive their environment, reason about how their goals can be
achieved, and then, in coordination with the environment, behave to achieve those goals.
Neuroscience aims to explain how the brain brings about these abilities. In a common
explanatory framework, sensory inputs are transformed into representations, while
computations transform these representations through multiple steps and integrate them into
various cognitive processes including reasoning, planning, learning, and memory (Marr, 1982).
When it is decided that a behavioral response is appropriate, representations are transformed
into motor commands (Barack & Krakauer, 2021; Perkel & Bullock, 1968).

Neuroscientists tend to agree that the notion of representation is an important component in
their explanatory practices (Baker, Lansdell, & Kording, 2022; Favela & Machery, 2023).
Appeals to representations appear frequently. Marr (1982) discusses the transformation of
representations of local retinotopic properties to representations of shape properties that are
used for object recognition in vision. Salzman, Britten, and Newsome (1990) find that stimulation
with microelectrodes enhances the sensory representations of motion direction. Haxby et al.
(2001) suggest that the representations of faces and objects are distributed and overlapping.
Kriegeskorte and Diedrichsen (2019) discuss models of the representational geometry of neural
responses. Yet, despite this widespread use of representational terminology, neuroscientists
report high uncertainty about what counts as evidence for representation (Favela & Machery,
2023). As a result, the epistemological status of representational claims made by
neuroscientists and how to compare these claims across studies and research groups remain
unclear. When two researchers disagree over whether an area represents a feature, do they
disagree over methodology or do they disagree over a property of the brain? We aim to clarify
the use of representational terminology in neuroscience by providing a systematic framework for
what evidence neuroscientists use to establish whether a neural response represents a feature.

We are not proposing a new approach to studying representation in neuroscience, but rather,
we are explicitly formalizing what neuroscientists have been doing all along. Previous analyses
of the notion of representation in neuroscience have been framed in terms of decoding or
reconstruction models (deCharms & Zador, 2000; Zhang, Ginzburg, McNaughton, & Sejnowski,
1998), brain signatures (Kragel, Koban, Barrett, & Wager, 2018), or representational similarity
(Haxby, Connolly, & Guntupalli, 2014; Kriegeskorte & Diedrichsen, 2019). By contrast, we do not
focus on one particular analysis technique; instead, we aim to unify these approaches by
identifying the core desiderata that all methods aim to establish.

For ease of exposition, we focus on representations that carry information about the state of the
world, whether past, present, or future. Not all representations do. Imaginings, hypothetical
reasoning, and representations of goals can occur independently of what the state of the world
is. Some extensions of our framework beyond this restriction are discussed in section 5.6.

We formulate four desiderata for evidence supporting claims about representation. In order to
show that some neural response is a representation of a feature, for instance that the fusiform
face area (FFA) represents faces (Kanwisher, McDermott, & Chun, 1997), scientists seek
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evidence that, we believe, falls under four desiderata: First, the neural response is sensitive to
the feature, that is it carries information about the feature. Second, the neural response is
specific to the feature, that is most variations of the neural response occur only when the feature
is changed. Third, the neural response is invariant to other features; a representation of a face,
for instance, responds to faces irrespective of features such as position or lighting. Fourth, the
neural response is functional, that is it not only carries information about the feature, but it also
makes that information available to other cognitive processes, for instance in the form of a
behavioral response.

We suggest information-theoretic quantities that formalize the desiderata. These quantities
make our framework precise while being agnostic to the details of the methodology. We thereby
develop a common terminology that researchers can use to integrate results across studies.
Our information-theoretic analysis builds on a long line of previous work. After its development
in an engineering context (Shannon, 1948), information theory has been used to analyze the
notion of representation in philosophy (Dretske, 1981; Usher, 2001), it has been used to
characterize the information captured by decoding models (Quiroga & Panzeri, 2009), and the
efficiency with which spike trains represent stimulus features (Bialek, Rieke, de Ruyter van
Steveninck, & Warland, 1991; Bialek, DeWeese, Rieke, & Warland, 1993; Laughlin, 2001;
Rieke, Warland, & Bialek, 1993).

We begin by defining sensitivity, specificity, invariance, and functionality in information-theoretic
and causal terms. With these formal definitions at hand, we discuss more common measures
and show how they are used to approximate the information-theoretic quantities. We then
review several canonical examples of representations: orientation in V1, numerosity in the
parietal cortex, faces in FFA, and spatial location in the hippocampus. We show how arguments
both for and against the existence of representations in these canonical studies have been
made on the basis of one or multiple of the desiderata. Finally, we discuss ways in which the
application of our framework can be extended.

2. Definition of the desiderata
We introduce the desiderata using a toy example. Let us assume that we are interested in how
the ripeness of an apple is represented in the brain. The ripeness of an apple presented to a
subject is the stimulus feature s of interest. Depending on the context, we may consider s to be
a continuous variable ranging gradually from not ripe to ripe, or we consider s to be a binary
variable that only takes the discrete values of ripe or not ripe. We are looking for an activity
pattern in the brain, a neural response r, that represents whether the apple is ripe. n is the color
of the apple, which is one cue the subject uses to infer ripeness (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Generative model of our toy example. s is the ripeness of an apple, n is the
color of the apple, r is a neural response that might be a representation of s, and b is a
behavioral response; here our subject eats or does not eat the apple depending on
whether they perceive it to be ripe. The causal structure in this model is simplified and
just one possible structure. Here, n is causally intermediate between s and r, but other
features n may also be causes of s, or n and s may cause r together. There may also be
other causal routes from s to r that bypass n, or n may not be causally related to the
other variables.

In typical experimental contexts, s could be any feature of interest like the orientation of a
grating, the category of an object, or a more abstract feature such as the probability with which
another feature changes its value. Similarly, n could be a confounding feature like the contrast of
an image, the perspective from which an object is viewed, or, as discussed in section 2.1.3, the
modality of a stimulus or the task context. If researchers investigate multiple features, s or n
could be multi-dimensional. r could be any aspect of the brain that is hypothesized to represent
a stimulus feature. Typically, r is a high-dimensional vector reflecting the activity pattern of a
population of neurons as measured for example with fMRI, EEG, or implanted electrodes.
Finally, b could be any behavioral response to s, such as an eye movement or a button press.

Some work is not framed in terms of the representation of features, but in terms of
representations that are selective for a single kind of thing. A neural event may indicate the
presence of some kind of thing, e.g. the firing of neurons in the fusiform face area indicates the
presence of faces (Kanwisher et al., 1997). Note that a population of neurons that is selectively
responsive to the presence of a single kind of thing, thereby is also sensitive and specific to the
binary feature that can take as its value either that the thing is present or absent. Yet the framing
in terms of features can easily be extended to many-valued categorical features, like object
category, or to features with a graded scale, like orientation. For such many valued features, it
does not make sense to speak of the presence or absence of a thing, which is why we prefer
the more general framing in terms of features.

In order to show that a neural response r is a representation of stimulus feature s, scientists
seek evidence for four desiderata: (1) r is sensitive to s; (2) r is specific to s; (3) the dependence
of r on s is invariant to other features n; (4) r is functional, that is, it provides information about s
to downstream processes, e.g. by causing a behavioral response b to s.
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Often, experiments start with a feature s and an experimental setup in which s and other
parameters n are modulated in order to search for a neural response r that represents s.
However, some experiments also start with a neural response r and try to establish which
feature s is represented by r.

The choice of which variable and which values of the variables to include in one’s analysis is
crucial. In a case where one fails to include a relevant parameter n, the desiderata might
suggest that some neural response r is a representation of s, when, actually, r is rather a
representation of some other feature. Say we are looking for a representation of ripeness, but
we do not consider color as an additional parameter. We test our hypothesis with a species of
apple where red apples tend to be ripe but green apples are not. In that context, we might
mistake a mere representation of color for a representation of ripeness. Yet, once apples that
are green even when ripe are included in the analysis, we see that the representation of color
no longer tracks ripeness.

2.1. Desiderata about the relationship
between stimulus and neural response

We begin by spelling out the desiderata of sensitivity, specificity, and invariance in
information-theoretic terms (see Figure 2). These desiderata are about the relation between
features of the world state s, n, and the neural response r. Functionality, which is about the
causal role of r, will be discussed subsequently.

Box 1 summarizes basic notions of information theory. Information-theoretic desiderata have
been used to analyze the notion of representation in philosophy (Dretske, 1981; Usher, 2001).
One of our desiderata, specificity, has been used under the label ‘coding efficiency’ in work on
the neural code of spike trains (Bialek et al., 1991, 1993; Rieke et al., 1993). Yet, to our
knowledge, ours is the first use of information theory to systematize the evidence that
neuroscientists take to support claims about representation.

Box 1: Information theory

Here we provide a brief introduction to the central concepts of information theory. See (Cover
& Thomas, 2006) for a more extensive treatment. Information theory was first developed in an
engineering context for studying communication systems (Shannon, 1948). The brain can
also be framed as an information processing system, which motivates the application of
information theory in neuroscience (Bialek et al., 1991; Perkel & Bullock, 1968; Rieke et al.,
1993).

We assume that variables are discrete; continuous variables are often discretized in practice.
We write random variables as lower case letters (e.g., ). Values of the variables are written𝑥
with an index (e.g., i). i also abbreviates the event i.𝑥 𝑥 𝑥 = 𝑥

Entropy
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Entropy measures the uncertainty about a random variable, which can also be understood as
the amount of variability or randomness associated with a variable. Entropy is high when a
variable has many possible values with equally high probabilities.

Definition: 𝐻(𝑥) =−
𝑖

∑ 𝑝 𝑥
𝑖( ) 𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑥

𝑖( )

Conditional entropy

The conditional entropy measures how much uncertainty there is on average about some
variable conditioned on another variable—that is, it measures the average uncertainty about
the first variable that remains after the value of the second variable is specified.

Definition: 𝐻(𝑥|𝑦) =−
𝑖

∑ 𝑝 𝑦
𝑖( )

𝑗
∑ 𝑝 𝑥

𝑗
|𝑦

𝑖( ) 𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑥
𝑗
|𝑦

𝑖( )

Mutual information

The mutual information between two variables measures how much information one variable
provides about the other variable. That is, it measures how much less information is needed
in order to specify the value of the first variable, conditioned on the second variable, or
equivalently, it measures the reduction in uncertainty about one variable by conditioning on
the other variable. Mutual information is symmetric.

Definition: 𝐼 𝑥; 𝑦( ) = 𝐻 𝑥( ) −  𝐻 𝑥|𝑦( ) = 𝐻 𝑦( ) − 𝐻 𝑦|𝑥( )

Mutual information can also be understood as a measure of the statistical dependence
between two variables. When and are statistically independent, then . When𝑥 𝑦 𝐼 𝑥; 𝑦( ) = 0
there is some statistical dependence between and , then .𝑥 𝑦 𝐼 𝑥; 𝑦( ) > 0

Joint entropy

The entropy of a joint distribution is calculated as follows.

Definition: 𝐻 𝑥, 𝑦( ) =−
𝑖,𝑗
∑ 𝑝 𝑥

𝑖
, 𝑦

𝑗( ) 𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑥
𝑖
, 𝑦

𝑗( )

Conditional mutual information

Conditional mutual information measures the mutual information between two variables
conditioned on a third variable. That is, it measures how much, on average, uncertainty about
a first variable is reduced by conditioning on a second variable, given that the value of the
third variable is already specified.

Definition: 𝐼 𝑥; 𝑦|𝑧( ) = 𝐻 𝑥|𝑧( ) − 𝐻 𝑥|𝑦, 𝑧( ) = 𝐻 𝑥, 𝑧( ) + 𝐻 𝑦, 𝑧( ) − 𝐻 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧( ) − 𝐻 𝑧( )
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Figure 2. Information-theoretic characterization of sensitivity, specificity,
and invariance. The variables s, n, and r correspond to the stimulus feature of
interest, other features, and the neural response. Circles in the Venn diagram to
the left represent the total variability associated with a given variable measured in
terms of the entropy H of that variable. Overlapping areas represent the mutual
information I between variables. The desiderata of sensitivity, specificity,
invariance, and the conditional forms of sensitivity and specificity are defined in
terms of the equations on the right. The shapes in the middle depict the same
quantities in terms of the respective areas in the Venn diagram to the left. The
numeric values of the desiderata range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating maximal
satisfaction and 0 indicating no satisfaction of a desideratum.

2.1.1. Sensitivity
The neural response r is sensitive to s given that r is highly informative about s. In our ripeness
example, r is sensitive to the ripeness of an apple given that ripeness can be predicted from r,
e.g. because the neural response rate is higher for ripe apples than for non-ripe apples. Another
example would be the sensitivity of neurons in V1 to the orientation of a stimulus (Hubel &
Wiesel, 1959).
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Figure 3. Examples illustrating mutual information. In A, there is no mutual
information between r and s; they are statistically independent. In B, there is high
mutual information; the value of r depends on the value of s.

In order for r to be sensitive to s, there has to be high mutual information between r and s (see
Figure 3). However, the absolute amount of mutual information is not very informative because it
depends on how many values each variable can take, or more precisely, their entropies (see
Box 1). What matters for sensitivity is not the absolute amount of mutual information, but that
the mutual information between r and s captures a large proportion of the information about s. If
r captures the total information about s (i.e. I(s;r) = H(s)) it is possible to predict the value of s
from r without error (see Figure 4). A quantity that satisfies this constraint is the mutual
information between s and r, normalized by the entropy of s:

sensitivity: =
𝐼(𝑠;𝑟)
𝐻(𝑠)

That r is highly sensitive to s therefore means that the information r carries about s captures a
large proportion of the variability of s. Because of the normalization, sensitivity takes a value
between 0 (no sensitivity) and 1 (perfect sensitivity).
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Figure 4. Example illustrating sensitivity. In A, sensitivity of r to s is low, in B it
is high. However, the same values of r and s underlie both plots. In A, r is related
to a continuous degree of ripeness s. In B, ripeness has been collapsed into the
binary variable s’ of whether an apple is ripe enough to eat. In the given example,
the mutual information between r and s and the mutual information between r and
s’ is the same, but r is much more sensitive to the binary variable s’ than to the
continuous variable s, because the value of s’ can be predicted perfectly from r,
whereas most of the variability of s is more fine-grained than the categories of s’
and is unrelated to r.

We cannot generally expect a sensitivity of 1. Representations may be inaccurate. For instance,
many people are inexperienced in telling species of trees apart. One may represent a tree as
being a beech, however, such a representation is often inaccurate, i.e. its sensitivity to the
presence of beeches is low. It might still be the case that being a beech tree is the feature to
which the representation is most sensitive.

2.1.2. Specificity
The neural response r is specific to s if many of the changes in r are explained by changes in s.
In other words, s explains a large proportion of the variability of r, or, conditioned on s, r remains
mostly constant. In our ripeness example, the neural response r is specific to the ripeness of an
apple when many of the changes in r are explained by changes in ripeness (see Figure 5).
Recall that s can be multi-dimensional. A representation that is sensitive to multiple
features—displaying mixed selectivity (Fusi, Miller, & Rigotti, 2016; Rigotti et al., 2013)—will be
specific only to the combination of these features.

10



Figure 5. Examples illustrating specificity. Here, the mutual information
between s’ and r is the same for A and B. However, in B, r is more specific to s’
than in A, because s’ explains a larger proportion of the variability of r; in A,
conditioned on s’, there is more remaining variability of r (in B, the distributions
are more narrow along the r-axis than in A).

Formally, specificity is defined as the mutual information between s and r, normalized by the
entropy of r:

specificity: =
𝐼(𝑠;𝑟)
𝐻(𝑟)

That r is highly specific to s therefore means that a large proportion of the variability of r carries
information about s. An equivalent expression of specificity is as follows:

1 − 𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)
𝐻(𝑟)

That is, we can also think of specificity as the proportion of the variability of r that is explained by
s. The desideratum of specificity has also been used under the label ‘coding efficiency’ (Bialek
et al., 1993; Rieke et al., 1993). This work evaluated what proportion of the variability of spike
trains carries information about the stimulus; the larger the proportion of the variability of spike
trains that carries information about the stimulus, the more efficient the neural code is for
transmitting information about the stimulus.

Sensitivity and specificity both depend on the mutual information between r and s; they differ
only in the normalizing factor. High sensitivity means that s can be predicted from r with high
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accuracy. High specificity means that r can be predicted from s with high accuracy. Often,
sensitivity is approximated by the performance of decoding models, specificity is approximated
by the performance of encoding models (see section 3). Confusing sensitivity with specificity
has been argued to underlie faulty interpretations in neuroimaging (Poldrack, 2006, 2011).

The notions of sensitivity and specificity in our framework should not be confused with sensitivity
and specificity in a binary decision or test context. In that context, ‘sensitivity’ refers to the true
positive rate, i.e. the proportion of positive instances truly detected as positive, and ‘specificity’
refers to the true negative rate, i.e. the proportion of negative instances truly detected as
negative. There is a high level analogy between the two; in both contexts, sensitivity indicates
that a test or representation is responsive to its target while specificity indicates that it is not
responsive to other things. Yet, mathematically, these notions are quite different.

We should not usually expect to find a perfect specificity of 1. There are factors unrelated to the
world state of interest that affect the neural response. These include neural noise (Faisal, Selen,
& Wolpert, 2008) and internal processing reflecting brain states such as arousal, motivation, or
mind wandering.

2.1.3. Invariance
The representation of s by r is invariant to another feature n if r does not depend on n for a
given value of s, i.e. if r is not sensitive to n, conditioned on s. In our ripeness example, in order
to show that the representation of ripeness by r is invariant to the color of the apple, one would
have to show that the neural response to ripeness stays the same independent of the color of
the apple. Say a population of neurons responds to ripe apples with a high firing rate. This
would have to be the same for ripe apples whether they are red or green. Another common
example is the invariance of representations of object categories in the primate inferior temporal
cortex to the orientation of the object (Logothetis, Pauls, & Poggio, 1995; Quiroga, Reddy,
Kreiman, Koch, & Fried, 2005).

Trivially, r is invariant to n when r is not sensitive to n. However, s and n may be statistically
related. If they are, then, when r is sensitive to s, it will also be somewhat sensitive to n. In such
a case, r can still be invariant to n as long as all of the dependence of r on n is accounted for by
r’s dependence on s. In other words, r is invariant to n, if, at least conditioned on s, n does not
account for any of the variability of r (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Example illustrating invariance. Both in A and B, the neural
response r depends both on the ripeness s and the color n. Yet, in A, r fails to be
invariant to n; even conditioned on s, r tends to be larger for n = red, than for n =
green. In B, r is invariant to n; overall, r tends to be larger for n = red than for n =
green; yet, conditioned on s, this dependence of r on n disappears.

Formally, invariance is defined as follows:

invariance: = 1 − 𝐼(𝑛;𝑟|𝑠)
𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)

Which, equivalently, can be expressed as follows:

𝐻(𝑟|𝑛,𝑠)
𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)

An invariance of 1 means that no more of the variability of r can be accounted for by the
combination of s and n than by s alone. An invariance below 1 means that some of the
variability of r that is unrelated to s (i.e. conditioned on s) can be explained by n.

Two applications of the desideratum of invariance are of particular interest. The parameter n
may reflect the modality of the stimulus. A representation r of location s might for instance be
invariant to whether the location of an event is presented to a subject in terms of a visual cue or
an auditory cue. r is invariant to modality n when r represents s both in the condition n = auditory
and when n = visual. Invariance to modality is great evidence for the claim that r is a
representation of s. However, lack of invariance to modality is more difficult to interpret. It might
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be that the same features are independently represented in the perceptual systems specialized
for different modalities.

Another kind of invariance is task invariance; here n stands for the task. r is task-invariant when
it is sensitive to s irrespective of the task. Some populations of neurons may only respond to
some stimulus feature s when it is relevant under a task, in which case r is not invariant to the
task. Such a lack of task invariance does not need to indicate that r is a poor candidate for a
representation of s; it might simply be that the brain only represents s when it has to. That a
neural response is particularly sensitive or specific only in conditions where it is task relevant
may even suggest that it is used in the response to the task, i.e. that it is functional. It has, for
instance, been shown that the sensitivity and specificity of parietal areas to numerosity is
increased in numerosity-related tasks (Castaldi, Piazza, Dehaene, Vignaud, & Eger, 2019).

Both the invariance and specificity of the neural response for complex features tends to
increase along hierarchies of perceptual processing. By the data processing inequality (Cover &
Thomas, 2006), sensitivity can only stay the same or decrease from early processing stages to
later processing stages. However, later areas tend to be more specific to complex features and
invariant to low-level features as they disentangle representations of the complex features from
low-level features (DiCarlo & Cox, 2007). Object category, for instance, can be decoded already
from early visual areas using sophisticated models; however, in inferotemporal cortex there are
populations of neurons that are highly specific to object category and invariant to low-level
features such as the orientation of the object.

2.1.4. Conditional sensitivity/specificity
Sensitivity and specificity can be evaluated conditioned on some other parameter n. A common
goal for testing conditional sensitivity and conditional specificity is to rule out that r depends on s
merely because r depends on n—and s happens to also depend on n. This can be ruled out by
showing that, even after conditioning on n, r continues to depend on s—that is the mutual
information between r and s is high even conditioned on n (see Figure 7).

In our ripeness example, we may for instance test whether even just for green apples, r
continues to depend on the ripeness of the apple, i.e. whether r differs between green apples
that are ripe and green apples that are not ripe. If r were not a representation of ripeness, but
just of the color of the apple, it would also depend on ripeness, given that red apples tend to be
ripe and green apples do not tend to be ripe. However, conditioned on the color, there would be
no mutual information left between r and ripeness.
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Figure 7. Example illustrating conditional mutual information. In A and B,
there is mutual information between r and both the ripeness s and color n of an
apple. In A, the dependence of r on s is broken by conditioning on n. Conditioned
on color, r no longer carries information about ripeness. In B, there still is high
mutual information between r and s, conditioned on n. Even conditioned on color,
r is informative about ripeness.

As their unconditional analogues, conditional sensitivity and conditional specificity are defined
as different normalizations of the mutual information between s and r, but conditioned on n:

conditional sensitivity conditional specificity: =
𝐼(𝑠;𝑟|𝑛)
𝐻(𝑠|𝑛) : =

𝐼(𝑠;𝑟|𝑛)
𝐻(𝑟|𝑛)

That r is sensitive to s, conditioned on n, means that the information r carries about s, even after
conditioning on n, captures a large proportion of the variability of s. That r is specific to s,
conditioned on n, means that, even after conditioning on n, a large proportion of the variability of
r carries information about s.

In practice, sensitivity and specificity are always evaluated conditioned on the experimental
setup. In order to test these desiderata in their unconditional form, one can reduce the
dependence on the experimental setup for instance by varying conditions as much as possible
and randomizing them.

2.2. Functionality
In order for a neural response r to be a representation of the feature s it does not only have to
carry information about s, but that information also has to be used in the brain (Baker et al.,
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2022; deCharms & Zador, 2000; Perkel & Bullock, 1968; Ritchie, Kaplan, & Klein, 2019;
Shadlen & Newsome, 1994). A representation of s, for instance, may be used in reasoning
about s. Generally, when r is used as a representation of s, subsequent processes that rely on
information about s receive that information from r. In our ripeness example, r may be used as a
representation of ripeness when the subject makes the decision to either eat an apple or not to
eat it on the basis of whether r represents the apple to be ripe or not.

In experiments, functionality is most commonly evaluated by testing whether there is a
behavioral response b that depends on s because it is caused by r. The behavioral response
may be a report of s, or a response that takes s into account more indirectly, like a decision
made on the basis of s. As an example, Salzman et al. (1990) showed that when neurons with a
specific preferred motion direction are stimulated, the behavioral report of the perceived motion
direction is biased towards the preferred direction of the stimulated neurons. Hereafter, we
restrict our discussion of functionality to tests that relate r to a behavioral response b. More
complex models that consider processes between r and b are discussed in section 5.3.

Functionality is a causal desideratum. In behavioral tests of functionality, r is functional as a
representation of s when r causes s-related behavior b (Brette, 2019; Jones & Kording, 2019).
Causal claims can be established with experimental interventions (Pearl, 2009; Woodward,
2003). In order to show that r causes b one can intervene on r and demonstrate that this
intervention leads to changes in b.

In the case of the world-related desiderata of sensitivity, specificity, and invariance interventions
are easy. Stimulus parameters s and n, typically, are under the control of the experimenter.
Causality is therefore not usually an issue for these desiderata. Many experiments used
primarily to evaluate the information-theoretic desiderata also establish causal dependencies
because they perform interventions on s and/or n by changing the stimulus.

In the case of functionality, establishing causal claims is more difficult because it is more
difficult to intervene on the neural response r. Many methods can only knock out
populations of neurons and cannot induce specific activity patterns. It is therefore useful
to also have non-interventionist tests for functionality.

2.2.1. Information-theoretic desiderata of
functionality

Even in the absence of interventions, statistical methods can provide important clues for causal
dependencies (Pearl, 2009). The central challenge is to show that a statistical dependence
between b and r obtains because r causes b and not because of some other causal connection.
Figure 8 depicts causal structures in which there is a statistical dependence between b and r1;
but only in Figure 8A is r1 functional.
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Figure 8. Examples illustrating causal relations of functionality. A depicts a causal
graph in which r1 is functional as a representation because it causes b; the causal effect
is mediated by a further neural response r2. B depicts two causal graphs in which r1 is
not functional. Either b is statistically related to r1 merely because both are caused by s;
however, b is caused by some other neural response r2 and not by r1. Or b is statistically
related to r1 because r1 is causally downstream from b; r1 might for instance be a neural
response involved in monitoring performance.

Information-theoretic desiderata can also be used to test for functionality (see Figure 9). These
are analogous to the desiderata discussed in section 2.1, except that they characterize how the
behavioral response b depends on the neural response r and the target feature s rather than
how r depends on the stimulus parameters s and n.
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Figure 9. Information-theoretic characterization of functionality. Circles in
the Venn diagram to the left represent the total variability associated with a given
variable measured in terms of the entropy H of that variable. Overlapping areas
represent the mutual information I between variables. The desiderata of
functional sensitivity, functional specificity, functional invariance, and the
functional conditional forms of sensitivity and specificity are defined in terms of
the equations on the right. The shapes in the middle depict the same quantities in
terms of the respective areas in the Venn diagram to the left. The numeric values
of the desiderata range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating maximal satisfaction and 0
indicating no satisfaction of a desideratum.

Functional sensitivity and functional specificity offer the most basic test of functionality by
showing that b and r are statistically related. r is functionally specific to b when b can be
decoded or predicted from r. In our ripeness example, r is functionally specific when one can
use r to predict whether or not the subject will eat the apple. A common measure of functional
specificity is the probability that a model correctly predicts b from r (Britten, Newsome, Shadlen,
Celebrini, & Movshon, 1996). r is functionally sensitive to b when an encoding model of b
predicts a large proportion of the variability of r. Such encoding models are common in research
about representations in motor areas; in other contexts, it is often more natural to evaluate
functional specificity and to predict b from r—usually, r is very high dimensional whereas b,
often, only has one binary dimension (e.g. left vs right button pressed) so that b can be
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predicted from r much better than r from b. Establishing functional sensitivity and functional
specificity, however, does not establish that it is indeed r and not some other neural response
that causes the behavior.

Functional invariance is more interesting. b is functionally invariant to s if additional variability
of s, that is unrelated to r, does not change b. In other words, no information in b about s
bypasses r. This suggests that b receives its information about s from r, i.e. that the causal
impact of s on b is mediated by r. In our ripeness example, functional invariance is
demonstrated if—while holding fixed whether r represents the apple to be ripe or not—it is no
longer possible to predict whether the subject will eat the apple based on whether the apple is
actually ripe; that is, s does not provide more information about b than r.

Functional conditional specificity allows drawing similar conclusions. b is functionally specific
to r, conditioned on s, if variability of r, that is unrelated to s, predicts b. Error trials are trials in
which some disturbance unrelated to s caused b. That such errors can be predicted from r
demonstrates functional conditional specificity. In our ripeness example, r is functionally
conditionally specific if—while holding fixed whether the apple is actually ripe or not—one can
predict from r whether the subject will eat the apple. Functional conditional specificity has been
evaluated for instance for perceived motion direction in area MT; researchers showed that the
reported motion direction from bistable stimuli—i.e. stimuli that remain constant but the
perceived motion direction changes spontaneously—could be predicted from neural activity in
area MT (Bradley, Chang, & Andersen, 1998).

Functional conditional sensitivity is evaluated by testing whether an encoding model of b
predicts a large proportion of the variability of r that is unrelated to s. It is therefore closely
related to functional conditional specificity. However, analogous to the case of unconditional
functional sensitivity and specificity, in many contexts, it is more natural to evaluate functional
conditional specificity than functional conditional sensitivity. It is usually easier to predict b
(commonly a binary variable) from the high dimensional neural response that caused it than
making a prediction the other way around.

When functional invariance and functional conditional specificity are well established, the only
salient alternative to r being a cause of b is that b is a cause of r or that r is caused by some
other neural response involved in the preparation of b. r may for instance be involved in a
feedback loop that plays a role in controlling behavior. These alternatives can sometimes be
ruled out on anatomical grounds. It is plausible, for instance, that neural populations in
perceptual areas are not involved in controlling behavior. In other cases, these alternatives can
only be ruled out with interventions that show, for instance, that one can stop b from being
responsive to s by inactivating r.

3. Comparison to practical measures
We have formalized the desiderata of evidence for representation in information-theoretic terms.
This formalization allows us to state the desiderata in a systematic and precise manner while
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being agnostic with respect to analysis technique. In practice, however, neuroscientists rarely
compute these information-theoretic quantities from actual measurements. Many datasets are
too small to allow for a robust approximation of the entropy of the neural response or of the
mutual information between neural response and stimulus features or behavioral response. That
being said, the analysis methods used by neuroscientists to find evidence for representation are
conceptually closely related to these desiderata. Here, we discuss how common methods
approximate the information-theoretic quantifications of the desiderata.

3.1. Linear correlation
A very common quantitative measure of the relationship between two variables is their linear
Pearson correlation, defined as the normalized covariance. Notably, two variables that are
correlated must have above zero mutual information. This follows from the fact that zero mutual
information implies that the two variables are statistically independent, which in turn implies that
they have zero linear correlation. Establishing that r and s are correlated, therefore also
establishes that they have above zero mutual information and that sensitivity and specificity are
larger than zero.

The strength of a correlation can be measured with the correlation coefficient . However, it is𝜌
not generally the case that when r is more strongly correlated with s than with n, that the mutual
information between r and s is also higher than the mutual information between r and n, or that r
is more sensitive to s than to n. The dependence of r on s may for instance be U-shaped such
that there is high mutual information but no linear correlation (Reshef et al., 2011) (see Figure
10). In this case, mutual information is the superior measure.

Figure 10. Example illustrating a nonlinear relationship between s and r. r
depends on s by a quadratic function. There is high mutual information between s
and r, but s and r are not correlated.

Comparisons of mutual information can be made on the basis of correlation strength only when
the dependence between r and s is linear and of known forms of distribution. If the dependence
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between r and s is linear with added Gaussian noise, the mutual information depends on as𝜌
follows (Cover & Thomas, 2006):

𝐼 𝑠; 𝑟( ) =− 1
2 𝗅𝗈𝗀 1 − 𝜌

𝑠,𝑟
2( )

That is, given that the dependencies between r and s and between r and n are linear, when r is
more strongly correlated with s than with n, then the mutual information between r and s is
larger than between r and n.

3.2. Decoding models
The most common measures of sensitivity are measures of the performance of a decoding
model, that is, a model that predicts s from r. Such models have been used to decode faces
(Abbott, Rolls, & Tovee, 1996) and object identity (Hung, Kreiman, Poggio, & DiCarlo, 2005)
from the monkey temporal cortex, to decode spatial location from the human hippocampus
(Hassabis et al., 2009), auditory location from the monkey auditory cortex (Miller & Recanzone,
2009), and orientation from the monkey V1 (Graf, Kohn, Jazayeri, & Movshon, 2011).

A good measure of sensitivity is the accuracy of a decoding model, because it has an easy to
interpret lower and upper bound. When the decoding accuracy is at the chance level, this
means that the given decoding model cannot extract any information about s from r, suggesting
that the sensitivity is 0. The higher the decoding accuracy is above the chance level, the higher
the sensitivity. 100% decoding accuracy means one can perfectly predict s from r, i.e. the
sensitivity of r to s is 1.

However, accuracy only measures whether an estimate of a decoding model is exactly true or
not. A more general measure of sensitivity can be derived from the expected logarithmic loss of
a decoding model. Consider a decoding model pθ(s|r) with parameters θ. The expected
logarithmic loss of this model is E[-log pθ(s|r)]. If the decoding model is fitted well and pθ(s|r) is
identical to the true probability p(s|r), then E[-log pθ(s|r)] = H(s|r), that is, the expected
logarithmic loss of a decoding model is an estimate of the entropy H(s|r). The case where pθ(s|r)
and p(s|r) mismatch is discussed below. An expected logarithmic loss of 0 means that the
sensitivity of r to s is 1; s can perfectly be decoded from r. That is, the lower bound on the
expected logarithmic loss of a decoding model corresponds to the upper bound on sensitivity.
The lower bound on sensitivity corresponds to the chance level. When the sensitivity is 0, the
expected logarithmic loss of a decoding model is equal to the loss of a model based on the prior
distribution p(s) alone, i.e. E[-log p(s)]. Sensitivity can be estimated as follows:

sensitivity:
𝐼(𝑠;𝑟)
𝐻(𝑠) = 𝐻 𝑠( )−𝐻 𝑠|𝑟( )

𝐻(𝑠) =
𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑠( )[ ]−𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝

θ
𝑠|𝑟( )[ ]

𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑠( )[ ]

Any measure of the performance of a decoding model that covaries with the logarithmic loss
can be used as a measure of sensitivity in an analogous manner. This includes, for instance,
decoder accuracy, mean squared error, or absolute error.
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When pθ(s|r) and p(s|r) mismatch, then the expectation of the logarithmic loss of a decoder
under the true joint probability distribution p(s,r) merely offers an upper bound for the true
entropy H(s|r). That is, the estimate of the mutual information with the decoder is merely a lower
bound on the true mutual information. There are two main reasons for why a decoding model
pθ(s|r) may not fit the true probability p(s|r). First, the available dataset may mismatch the
underlying distribution because it is too small or biased. Secondly, the decoding model may not
be sufficiently complex to fit the true relationship between s and r. A linear model, for instance,
will not pick up on non-linear relationships. Since the mutual information estimated with a
decoding model is a lower bound on the true mutual information, estimates of sensitivity made
with decoding models are also lower bounds on the true sensitivity. By showing that a decoding
model performs better than chance (e.g. E[-log pθ(s|r)] < E[-log p(s)]), one shows that the
sensitivity of r to s has to be larger than zero. However, comparative claims are more difficult to
interpret. Even when the sensitivity of r to s, estimated with some decoding model, is larger than
the sensitivity of r to n, this does not mean that r truly has to be more sensitive to s than to n
because one might have underestimated the sensitivity of r to n.

Usually, as long as one has enough training data, estimates of sensitivity made with decoding
models are better the more complex the decoding model is. Given the greater amount of neural
data that is available with more recent recording techniques, this motivates the use of complex
machine learning tools like support vector machines (Cortes & Vapnik, 1995) or more
unconstrained deep neural networks (Livezey & Glaser, 2021). Sometimes, the complexity of
decoding models is deliberately restricted, for instance to linear models, because it is assumed
that linearly decodable features can be used by a single downstream neuron or layer (DiCarlo &
Cox, 2007; Kriegeskorte & Diedrichsen, 2019). When decoding models are constrained by
biological considerations, then the research does not merely aim to establish claims about
sensitivity, but it aims to uncover the neural code that is being used in the brain. We discuss
such models in section 5.2.

3.3. Encoding models
An encoding model is a model that predicts r from stimulus parameters. Encoding models can
be used to estimate specificity analogously to how decoding models are used to estimate
sensitivity. Examples of encoding models include models of the receptive fields of neurons in the
cat visual cortex (Hubel & Wiesel, 1959, 1962), the encoding of shape in populations of neurons
in monkey V4 (Pasupathy & Connor, 2002), and population receptive field models with fMRI of
the human visual cortex (Dumoulin & Wandell, 2008). General linear models in fMRI analysis
(Friston, Jezzard, & Turner, 1994; Friston et al., 1995) are also encoding models, as are
generalized linear models (Paninski, Pillow, & Lewi, 2007) and linear-nonlinear models (Aljadeff,
Lansdell, Fairhall, & Kleinfeld, 2016) in the analysis of electrophysiology data.

Analogous to decoding models, the expected logarithmic loss of an encoding model that
predicts r from s, i.e. E[-log pθ(r|s)], can be used to estimate the specificity of r to s.
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specificity:
𝐼(𝑠;𝑟)
𝐻(𝑟) = 𝐻(𝑟)−𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)

𝐻(𝑟) =
𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑟( )[ ]−𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝

θ
𝑟|𝑠( )[ ]

𝖤 −𝗅𝗈𝗀 𝑝 𝑟( )[ ]

The lower bound on the expected logarithmic loss of the encoding model corresponds to the
upper bound on specificity; when r can perfectly be predicted from s—i.e. E[-log pθ(r|s)] =
0—then specificity is 1. When the expected loss is above the baseline predictability, i.e. E[-log
pθ(r|s)] > E[-log p(r)], then specificity is larger than 0. The baseline predictability of the neural
population without knowledge of the stimulus E[-log p(r)] is often assessed by shuffling the
relationship between r and s, thereby setting the shuffled r and s to be independent, and
therefore removing any mutual information in the dataset.

As in the case of decoding models, encoding models can take many forms, from linear models
with Gaussian noise to much more complex deep neural network (DNN) based models
(Kriegeskorte, 2015). So called linearized encoding models first find a model of a feature space,
based potentially on non-linear transformations of stimulus parameters, and then fit a linear
combination of these features to the neural data (Naselaris, Kay, Nishimoto, & Gallant, 2011).
And, as in the case of decoding models, measures of mutual information and specificity
established with encoding models are merely lower bounds on the true measures. The higher
the complexity of the model and the more data is available to fit the model, the closer the
estimates of mutual information and specificity can be expected to be to the true measures.
Comparisons of estimates of specificity, such as the claim that the specificity of r to s is larger
than the specificity of r to n, are only as well supported as the assumption that one’s encoding
model captures all of the dependencies between r and s and between r and n.

The performance of an encoding model can be measured with all the measures that are also
available for decoding models. A measure that is common particularly for encoding models is
the proportion of variance explained, which is similar to specificity, except that the variability
unexplained by s is measured with the variance of the residual of a model of r given s rather
than the entropy:

specificity: 𝐼(𝑠;𝑟)
𝐻(𝑟) = 𝐻(𝑟) − 𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)

𝐻(𝑟) = 1 − 𝐻(𝑟|𝑠)
𝐻(𝑟)

proportion of variance explained: ,1 − 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑟−𝑚(𝑟;𝑠))
𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑟)

where m(r;s) is a model that predicts r from s.

Variance is a computationally convenient measure of variability that can be estimated from small
datasets more robustly than entropy, but it has limitations; it, for instance, is not sensitive to the
shape of probability distributions, e.g. whether they are skewed or multi-modal.

3.4. Representational geometry analysis
Representational geometry analysis seeks to build an understanding of low-dimensional
geometric properties of high-dimensional neural population activities and their dependence on
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stimulus features. Of these, representational similarity analysis (RSA) has proven to be a
powerful and popular approach (Kriegeskorte, Mur, & Bandettini, 2008a).

In RSA, the geometry of the neural representations is captured by computing a representational
dissimilarity matrix (RDM). The RDM is constructed by computing dissimilarity in population
responses to distinct sets of stimuli. Specifically, given a set of N probing stimuli, an N x N
dissimilarity matrix can be constructed, where each entry dij is calculated by computing the
dissimilarity in the neural population response to stimuli si and sj (Kriegeskorte et al., 2008a).
The resultant RDM is symmetric along the main diagonal at which dissimilarities are zero
because they indicate the dissimilarity of a neural response from itself (see Figure 3). RDMs
depend heavily on the definition of the dissimilarity measure used to construct the matrix
(Walther et al., 2016). The most commonly used dissimilarity measure is the correlation
distance, defined as 1 minus the correlation between the two population responses, computed
across neurons or voxels.

Typically, when computing the RDM, each stimulus is presented multiple times and the average
population response to each stimulus is used to compute neural dissimilarity. This
stimulus-conditioned averaging of the neural population response has the effect of averaging
out the non-stimulus dependent variability in the neural population activity. As a result, RDMs
tend to poorly reflect the specificity of the neural population response to the stimulus set, and
more closely reflect its sensitivity.

Figure 11. Example illustrating the interpretation of representational
dissimilarity matrices (RDMs). In this hypothetical example, thirty ripe apples
and thirty apples that are not ripe were presented to a subject. Neural responses
were recorded from different brain areas (A and B) and correlations of neural
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responses were computed for all pairs of stimuli in order to construct RDMs. In A,
we see the RDM for brain area A. There is no difference between dissimilarity for
ripe and unripe apples; the neural response is not sensitive to the category
distinction. In B, we see the RDM for brain area B. There is high dissimilarity
across the category boundary of ripe vs. unripe; the neural response is sensitive
to this distinction. Yet there is little dissimilarity between exemplars within
categories; hence the neural response appears to be invariant to within category
distinctions.

RDMs can be used to evaluate sensitivity and invariance. If the neural response carries no
information about the stimulus—i.e. is independent of the stimulus—the dissimilarity of neural
activity patterns will be the same, independently of the stimulus in response to which they were
measured. The resultant RDM would be unstructured, and uniformly dominated by noise (see
Figure 11A). Since such an unstructured RDM suggests zero mutual information between r and
s it also suggests that sensitivity is zero. Conversely, if a neural population carries information
about the stimuli, we would expect the RDM to display a structure reflecting the dissimilarity of
stimuli. Often, stimuli are drawn from categories with multiple example stimuli present from each
category. Dissimilarity of stimuli across category boundaries (e.g. houses vs. faces) indicates
sensitivity to the category distinction. Low dissimilarity of stimuli within categories indicates
invariance to within-category distinctions (e.g. variations of the orientation of a face) (see Figure
11B).

However, RDMs are often computed with relatively few stimuli that vary along many dimensions.
When the number of stimuli is small compared to the number of dimensions of variation, one
cannot tell which dimensions of variation account for the variation of neural responses. The
interpretation of RDMs also depends on the dissimilarity measure. Analogous to what has been
discussed in previous sections, the correlation distance, for instance, does not pick up on
non-linear relationships between activation patterns; neither does it reflect differences in the
average activity level between stimuli (Walther et al., 2016). The choice of dissimilarity measure
is analogous to the choice of complexity of the model class in decoding or encoding analyses.

Perhaps the most powerful application of RSA lies in comparisons across systems, such as
brains of different individuals, different brain areas, brains of different species (Kriegeskorte et
al., 2008b), or even brains and artificial neural networks (Li et al., 2019; Yamins, Hong, Cadieu,
& DiCarlo, 2013). Yet such comparisons are not primarily concerned with what evidence
establishes that a feature is represented—which is the focus of this paper—but with studying
how structures of representations compare across systems. Similarity of RDMs computed from
neural responses and RDMs computed from behavioral responses can also provide evidence
for the functionality of the neural response.

3.5. Tests of statistical dependence
Some analyses do not estimate the amount of information a neural response carries about the
stimulus and, therefore, do not offer degreed estimates of sensitivity, specificity, or invariance.
Rather they test hypotheses about relations of statistical dependence between stimulus, neural
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response, and behavior, which imply that respective desiderata have to be greater than zero.
Initial work demonstrating that the fusiform face area (FFA) is sensitive to faces, for instance,
showed that fMRI measurements of activity in FFA were significantly higher in conditions in
which an image of a face was shown to a subject compared to conditions in which another
object like a house was shown (Kanwisher et al., 1997). This establishes that FFA carries
information about faces without quantifying how much information. Establishing that there is
mutual information between r and s also establishes that r has larger than zero sensitivity and
specificity to s. Kanwisher et al. (1997) further tested for conditional sensitivity and conditional
specificity; they showed that FFA activity was greater for intact faces than for images of
scrambled face parts, indicating sensitivity and specificity conditional on low level visual features
shared between intact and scrambled faces.

Invariance can be tested by determining whether other parameters have an effect on r. Pinel et
al. (1999) for instance showed that inferior parietal activity depends on numerosity, but no
dependence was found on whether numbers were written with a word or arabic numerals,
suggesting invariance to the notation. However, since such interpretations rest on null findings,
they are only suggestive. There are many reasons for why one might not find a significant
dependence of r on n even though there is notable mutual information between these variables.
Measurements of neural activity might be too coarse grained in spatial or temporal resolution,
the dependence might be too complex to be picked up on by a test that relies on simplifying
assumptions about the distributions of variables, or there may be other factors limiting the
statistical power of a test. Functionality can be tested by determining whether a behavioral
response b depends on r.

Many tests for relations of statistical dependence merely look for a dependence between
stimulus or behavior and the mean neural response of an isolated element (e.g. an individual
neuron or a voxel in a fMRI analysis) in a so-called univariate analysis. Such tests cannot pick
up on distributed activity patterns that may carry information about stimulus or behavior. In order
to pick up on such patterns, a multivariate pattern analysis (MVPA) in terms of correlation or
more complex encoding or decoding models is needed (Haxby et al., 2001, 2014).

3.6. Adaptation
A phenomenon that has received significant attention in research about representations is
adaptation. Upon repeated presentation of a feature, the response magnitude of neurons (Baylis
& Rolls, 1987; Sobotka & Ringo, 1994) or brain regions (Grill-Spector et al., 1999; Weigelt,
Muckli, & Kohler, 2008) that are sensitive to the feature decreases. This adaptation is disrupted
when a stimulus is presented that has a different feature. Hence, adaptation can be used to
show which features of a stimulus a neural response r is sensitive to. When adaptation is
disrupted by changes in a feature s, r is sensitive to s. When adaptation persists across
changes of a feature n, r is invariant to n; as far as r is concerned, stimuli that differ in n are still
equivalent.

To illustrate, fMRI activity in the lateral occipital complex (LOC) adapts to presentations of the
same object (Grill-Spector et al., 1999). This adaptation was more strongly disrupted by
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changes in illumination or viewpoint than by changes in position or size of the object. That is,
LOC shows some invariance to the position or size of an object, but it is less invariant (i.e. more
sensitive) to its illumination and viewpoint.

Box 2: Synopsis of the desiderata of evidence for representation in neuroscience.

Here we summarize our desiderata and typical tests for them.

Sensitivity: r carries information about s. 𝐼 𝑠;𝑟( )
𝐻 𝑠( )

Typical test: Decode s from r. Sensitivity can be evaluated in terms of the decoder accuracy,
decoder loss, correlation coefficient, mean squared error, etc.

Specificity: s explains a large proportion of the variability of r. 𝐼 𝑠;𝑟( )
𝐻 𝑟( )

Typical test: Predict r from s. Specificity can be evaluated in terms of the loss of an encoding
model, the proportion of variance of r explained by s, etc.

Invariance: r’s response to s is independent of n. 1 − 𝐼 𝑛;𝑟|𝑠( )
𝐻 𝑟|𝑠( )

Most straightforwardly, one can show that r is invariant to n by showing that r is not sensitive
to n. Given that r is sensitive to n, one can demonstrate invariance by showing that,
conditioned on s, r is independent of n. That is, r covaries with n only insofar as s covaries
with n.

Conditional sensitivity: Conditional specificity:𝐼 𝑠;𝑟|𝑛( )
𝐻 𝑠|𝑛( )

𝐼 𝑠;𝑟|𝑛( )
𝐻 𝑟|𝑛( )

Typical tests: Decode s from r, or predict r from s, conditioned on n. In practice, sensitivity and
specificity are always tested conditioned on the experimental conditions. If one wants to test
them in the unconditional form, one has to reduce the dependence on confounding factors by
varying experimental conditions and randomization.

Functionality: r is used as a representation of s.

Most research focuses on behavioral tests that show that r causes a behavioral response b
that is sensitive to s.

Typical interventionist test: Show that r mediates the flow of information from s to b; e.g., by
showing that inhibiting r breaks the dependence of b on s.

Information-theoretic measures: Functionality can also be tested in information-theoretic
terms by showing that b is sensitive to r, that b is specific to r, that b is invariant to s, and that
b is sensitive to r and specific to r, conditioned on s.

Of particular relevance are tests for functional conditional specificity. Showing that even
conditioned on s, r explains a large proportion of the variability of b—e.g., because errors can
be predicted from r—suggests that b receives its information about s from r.
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4. Canonical examples
In our view, neuroscientific research about representations has always been guided implicitly by
the desiderata summarized in Box 2. The framework we develop is not meant to be
revolutionary. Rather, it is supposed to capture, in a systematic and unified way, what
researchers have been doing all along. To see the framework employed in practice, we look at a
few examples of lines of research about neural representations. These were chosen arbitrarily
as examples that have received high attention from researchers and that have been involved in
developing and shaping the tools and analyses with which representations in the brain are being
studied. We show how these central case studies involve our desiderata.

4.1. Orientation of visual elements
In their series of pioneering works, Hubel and Wiesel (1959, 1961, 1962, 1968) identified that
the activities of cat and macaque V1 neurons are strongly modulated by the orientation of a
moving edge as the edge slides in and out of the spatial receptive field of the neurons. By
establishing that many V1 neurons have a preferential response to specific orientations, as
commonly characterized by their orientation tuning curves, their work showed that V1 carries
information about the stimulus orientation, thereby establishing sensitivity and specificity.
Furthermore, their work established two distinct types of orientation-sensitive neurons in
V1—simple cells and complex cells—by showing that the responses of complex cells
demonstrated invariance to the spatial phase of an oriented stimulus within the cell’s receptive
field.

Orientation tuning curves—the average response of a neuron to each stimulus
orientation—have been one of the earliest and most influential encoding models in which the
variability of V1 neuron responses is explained in terms of the variability in the stimulus
orientation (Sompolinsky & Shapley, 1997; Victor, Purpura, Katz, & Mao, 1994); the
performance of such models has been evaluated based on the total variance explained, an
approximate measure of specificity. Sensitivity of V1 has been characterized further with
decoding models (both linear and nonlinear) in order to establish the decodability of stimulus
orientation from the V1 population activity (Berens et al., 2012; Chen, Geisler, & Seidemann,
2006, 2008). By manipulating additional variables, such work has also shown that V1 exhibits
conditional sensitivity and conditional specificity to orientation, as conditioned on contrast
(Anderson, Lampl, Gillespie, & Ferster, 2000; Berens et al., 2012; Hansel & van Vreeswijk,
2002; Nowak & Barone, 2009), temporal frequency (Moore, Alitto, & Usrey, 2005), and spatial
frequency (Jeon, Swain, Good, Chase, & Kuhlman, 2018). However, while V1 demonstrates a
high degree of sensitivity, both conditioned and unconditioned, most V1 neurons exhibit low
invariance to contrast, spatial frequency and temporal frequency. Hence in the face of variations
in orientation along with other variables, V1 will typically exhibit low specificity to the stimulus
orientation.
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The functionality of V1 for orientation has been tested in the context of orientation discrimination
tasks. When the animal is presented with ambiguous orientation stimuli, apparently random
activity in V1 has been shown to be predictive of the animal’s decision above chance—a
phenomenon known as choice probability (Nienborg & Cumming, 2014). While this work does
not clearly establish a causal connection, being able to predict behavior from the neural
response at least establishes functional specificity. More recently, deep neural network models
have been used to predict the animal’s orientation-based decision from V1 activity even when
conditioned on the stimulus, again helping to establish functional conditional specificity (Walker,
Cotton, Ma, & Tolias, 2020).

4.2. Numerosity
The numerosity of a collection of things is the number or cardinality of how many things there
are in a collection. Lesion studies have long indicated that spatial computational resources in
the parietal lobe of the brain are functional, i.e. play a causal role in the processing of
numerosities; lesions of parietal areas lead to deficits in the processing of numerosities
(Dehaene & Cohen, 1995); because these representations treat numerosity analogously to
continuous magnitudes like size they have been termed analog representations of numerosity.
Early fMRI work confirmed that parietal areas are activated during the processing of numerical
tasks (Dehaene, Spelke, Pinel, Stanescu, & Tsivkin, 1999). However, these findings do not yet
show that there are neural activity patterns that are sensitive to specific numerosities. Evidence
for sensitivity of parietal areas was first provided by Pinel et al. (1999) who showed a difference
in activity dependent on numerical distance in a number comparison task. Individual neurons
correlated with numerosity were found in the monkey’s parietal cortex (Sawamura, Shima, &
Tanji, 2002). Prefrontal neurons were also shown to be tuned to numerosities (Nieder,
Freedman, & Miller, 2002), indicating specificity. The first parietal neurons of which the activity is
modulated by the numerosity of dot clouds in a perceptual context were reported by (Nieder &
Miller, 2004). Many of these findings only indicate that neural responses carry information about
numerosity and thereby do not clearly distinguish between sensitivity and specificity.

These studies also tested for invariance, for instance by showing that while neural responses
are modulated by numerosity, low level visual features have no effect (Nieder et al., 2002;
Nieder & Miller, 2004). The desideratum of invariance is especially central to the study of
representations of numerosity because a number of other features co-vary necessarily with the
numerosity of a stimulus. Consider two dot clouds that differ in numerosity; necessarily, the
more numerous cloud either has to cover a larger surface area or has to have a higher density
of dots (DeWind, Adams, Platt, & Brannon, 2015). Pinel et al. (1999) found that the brain areas
sensitive to numerosity were invariant to whether numerosities were presented with number
symbols or words spelling out numbers. Nieder (2012) showed that numerosity sensitive
neurons are invariant to whether numerosities are presented with sequences of tones in the
auditory domain or instantaneously with dot clouds in the visual domain.

However, other studies report a lack of invariance. Pinel, Piazza, Le Bihan, and Dehaene (2004)
show that parietal neural responses are modulated by the numerosity, size, and luminosity of
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the stimulus. Numerosity sensitive areas overlapped with size sensitive areas, but did not
overlap with luminosity sensitive areas. These findings were mirrored by interference between
behavioral responses to size and numerosity, but no behavioral interference between
numerosity and luminosity, indicating that numerosity representations are invariant to luminosity,
but not invariant to the size of a stimulus. In the monkey parietal cortex, both numerosity
sensitive neurons of which the tuning is invariant to the length of a line and neurons that lack
this invariance were found (Tudusciuc & Nieder, 2007), suggesting a distributed population code
for a number of related quantities. Harvey, Klein, Petridou, and Dumoulin (2013) find, with fMRI,
that parietal areas in humans are highly specific to numerosity—evaluated in terms of the
variance explained by a Gaussian tuning model—but report limited invariance to some features,
e.g. the circumference of a dot cloud.

More recent decoding models show that the whole dorsal visual stream up to the parietal cortex
is sensitive to numerosity (Castaldi et al., 2019). Yet it can also be shown that the degree to
which the neural code is mixed between quantities depends on the task context; during a
numerosity related task—in contrast to a size related task—decoding accuracy for numerosity in
the parietal cortex increases, indicating an increase in sensitivity, and the proportion of variance
explained by numerosity increases as well, indicating an increase in specificity; these task
related boosts to sensitivity and specificity were not found in early visual areas, increased
throughout the dorsal stream, and were strongest in parietal areas (Castaldi et al., 2019).

Finally, during error trials, the decoding accuracy of numerosity is decreased compared to
non-error trials (Tudusciuc & Nieder, 2007). This suggests that the error occurred because
parietal activity did not carry information about numerosity in such trials. Yet a more
straightforward test for functionality would not have been conditioned on the error but would
have shown that behavioral errors can be predicted from the neural response. Evidence for
functionality in causal terms is provided by intervention studies. The repetitive stimulation of
parietal areas with TMS impairs the processing of numerosity (Dormal, Andres, & Pesenti,
2008). Pharmacological inactivation of numerosity sensitive neurons in the monkey’s parietal
cortex stops the monkey from behaviorally responding to numerosity (Sawamura, Shima, &
Tanji, 2010).

4.3. Faces
Kanwisher et al. (1997) was the first paper to identify and name the Fusiform Face Area (FFA)
using fMRI. They discovered that FFA is significantly more active when subjects viewed images
of faces compared to other objects. These results were in line with findings from lesion studies
suggesting that this area is involved in recognizing faces, i.e. that it is functional. One problem
with the contrastive analysis by Kanwisher et al. (1997) is that many features besides the
presence of faces differ between images of faces and the control stimuli. As controls, Kanwisher
et al. also tested whether FFA is more active in response to faces even when control stimuli
have higher contrast, when contrast stimuli are drawn from the homogenous category of
houses, when contrast stimuli are other body parts like hands, or scrambled arrangements of
face parts. These tests are indicative for multiple desiderata. One can interpret them as tests of
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conditional specificity; while holding fixed some other parameters—e.g. low level visual features
of faces in the face vs. scrambled face contrast—one tests whether the presence of faces
makes a significant difference for the neural responses. These tests are also interpreted as tests
for sensitivity; FFA is taken to carry information about faces, but it is not taken to carry
information about other features like luminosity. Saying that FFA is sensitive to faces and no
other features is sometimes put by saying that FFA is face selective. Some tests are also
indicative of invariance. Kanwisher et al., for instance, showed that FFA also responds to
three-quarter views of faces, indicating invariance to viewing angle.

Previously, a posterior-temporal event related potential ca. 170 ms after stimulus onset (N170)
was thought to signify face-selective responses (Bentin, Allison, Puce, Perez, & McCarthy,
1996; Jeffreys, 1996); but later findings alternatively suggested a more general role of the N170
in the processing of stimuli over which observers had discriminatory expertise (e.g. car
identification in car experts) (Tanaka & Curran, 2001)—suggesting that the N170 might lack
specificity to faces. The face selectivity of FFA responses was confirmed again by later studies
(Halgren, 2000; Liu, Harris, & Kanwisher, 2002; Xu, Liu, & Kanwisher, 2005); the central findings
are that faces but not other objects of expertise predict high neural responses as measured by
MEG, indicating sensitivity and specificity to faces, and that the accuracy of behavioral
responses to faces, but not behavioral responses to other objects predicts differences in the
neural response, indicating functional sensitivity. A causal test of functionality is possible in
patients with electrodes implanted in FFA; Parvizi et al. (2012) report that stimulations of FFA
but not at other sites induced distortions to face percepts in one patient.

After identifying face-sensitive cortical patches with fMRI, electrophysiology in analogous
face-selective neurons in macaque monkeys offered further refinements to representational
hypotheses, providing evidence for patches of cortex that are either sensitive to faces only
conditioned on a specific head orientation, or are invariant to the orientation of the face
(Freiwald & Tsao, 2010). Further research tried to identify which dimensions of variation in a
parametrized space of face images accounts for responses in macaque face patches (Chang &
Tsao, 2017); they found neurons that were tuned to low numbers of distinct dimensions.
Sensitivity to dimensions of variation of faces was evaluated in terms of decoding accuracy and
the proportion of variance of the facial features explained by a decoding model. However, the
controversies about face selective responses versus responses involved in recognition of
complex objects more generally reemerges for these more detailed analyses. Vinken, Prince,
Konkle, and Livingstone (2023) report that the face selectivity of face patch neurons can be
explained by tuning to non-face-specific latent features that units in deep neural networks
trained for general object recognition learn to pick up on. They show that general object features
explain a large proportion of the variance of neural responses, indicating specificity to these
features.

4.4. Spatial Location
Place cells are cells in the hippocampus (HC) that respond with increases in spiking activity
when the animal is in a particular location in the environment. Place cells were discovered in
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1971 when O’Keefe and Dostrovsky observed spiking of single HC neurons when the rat was
placed in a particular location facing a particular direction (O’Keefe & Dostrovsky, 1971); these
neurons were shown to be sensitive to the location and heading of the animal. Wilson and
McNaughton (1993) showed that, across the whole HC population, the animal’s position for all
investigated locations can be inferred. Specificity was tested by rotating the platform to control
for proximal olfactory or tactile cues, removing various sound sources like fans and polygraph
machines, and changing the visual field’s lighting or occlusion. These experiments revealed that
a large proportion of the variability of place cells is driven by location and that the activity
remains unchanged by variations in such contextual cues (Muller & Kubie, 1987; O’Keefe &
Speakman, 1987).

Subsequent research has provided evidence for invariance to a range of environmental cues:
place fields have asymmetric place preferences in an environment with a symmetric cue
configuration (Sharp, Kubie, & Muller, 1990); place fields dynamically shift between reference
frames, such as between a frame defined by a reward box that moved relative to the laboratory
reference frame and the lab reference frame itself (Gothard, Skaggs, Moore, & McNaughton,
1996b; Gothard, Skaggs, & McNaughton, 1996a); the location and orientation of place fields
follow rotated rats independently of the environment (Jeffery & O’Keefe, 1999); and the size of
place fields is independent of local cue density, spatial frequency, or salience (Battaglia,
Sutherland, & McNaughton, 2004).

O’Keefe & Dostrovsky (1971) also showed that the tuning of place cells for their preferred place
persists conditioned on a variety of parameters, e.g. when lights were turned on or off or when
their color changed, when olfactory and tactile cues were manipulated, when reorienting the rat
(which left untouched the neural responses in about half of cells), when rotating the maze
(which after a trial or two resulted in the cell responding to the original position, but after further
rotations, the cell only responded to the location in the room, regardless of maze rotation), and
finally when changing the experimenters location in the room. In these tests, the mutual
information between neural response and location is evaluated conditioned on a variable
hypothesized to be irrelevant. As such, these tests establish conditional sensitivity and
conditional specificity. However, place cells shut off completely when animals are restrained
from locomotion (Foster, Castro, & McNaughton, 1989), suggesting that self-movement
variables are important for coding of location.

Functionality has been extensively tested in the place cell system. For example, selective
manipulation of place cells that code for starting places or rewarding places can induce behavior
appropriate to the initiation of navigation or to reward gathering even when the animal is not at
the corresponding locations (Robinson et al., 2020). In a clever manipulation, place cell activity
during the animal’s sleep was used as a trigger to stimulate the medial forebrain bundle, which
codes a reward signal (De Lavilléon, Lacroix, Rondi-Reig, & Benchenane, 2015). Animals
subsequently showed goal-directed behavior toward the corresponding location in the
environment.
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5. Extensions of the framework
The discussion so far has focused on the core case of what evidence supports claims of the
form that some neural response represents some feature of the stimulus. In this section we
consider some of the ways in which the framework can be applied beyond the contexts that
have been discussed so far.

5.1. Reducing r to its relevant aspect
We may wonder what aspect of a neural response represents a stimulus feature. A classic
question is what aspect of spike trains carries information about the stimulus—only firing rate or
also the timing of spikes (Bialek et al. 1991; London et al. 2010; Rieke et al. 1999). Let r be the
spike train of some neuron that represents stimulus feature s. We denote by f a mapping that
reduces r to its relevant aspect. According to the rate coding hypothesis, f maps r—which still
contains information about the timing of spikes—to just a single scalar that corresponds to the
neuron’s firing rate. That is, f(r) disregards the timing of spikes. When considering population
responses, often, the mapping f is a dimensionality reduction or a mapping from r to a subspace
of r, that gives a reduced set of dimensions such that only variations of r along those
dimensions carry information about s.

Finding dimensions of variation of r that represent stimulus features is constrained by what
dimensions of variation of the stimulus we hypothesize to be represented. Often, our models of
the mapping f and of dimensions of variation of the stimulus co-evolve. Consider the search for
the neural code for faces; Chang & Tsao (2017) find that neurons in different parts of the
macaque brain are sensitive and specific to small numbers of dimensions of variation either of
the appearance or the shape of faces.

With the slight modification of substituting f(r) for r, the desiderata of evidence for representation
also guide the search for the mapping f; that is, we try to find some mapping f such that f(r) is
sensitive to s, specific to s, invariant to other parameters n, and functional. As an example, for
the desideratum of specificity we get the following information-theoretic definition by substituting
f(r) for r:

𝐼(𝑠;𝑓(𝑟))
𝐻(𝑓(𝑟))

A central advantage we get out of this substitution is an increase in specificity: the specificity of
f(r) to s will be greater than the specificity of r to s. This is because, usually, there will be much
more variability in r than in f(r), i.e. H(r) ≥ H(f(r)), and specificity is normalized by the entropy of r
or f(r) respectively. f abstracts away from variability of r that is unrelated to s. As a result, s
explains a larger proportion of the variability of f(r) than of r; we may even hope that most of the
variability of f(r) can be explained by s. The specificity of r to s, on the other hand, cannot
usually be expected to be too close to 1.
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For similar reasons, f(r) should be more invariant than r to features other than s. Even when a
population of neurons displays mixed selectivity and is sensitive to multiple features, as long as
these features are separable in the activity patterns of r, f(r) can be perfectly invariant and
specific to s by abstracting away from variability related to other features (DiCarlo & Cox, 2007).

Finally, in order to satisfy functionality, f(r) cannot merely be a simplifying description of r that
accounts for all or most of the mutual information between s and r. In order to be functional, the
mapping f has to capture which variations of r are used downstream in the brain, e.g. in the
production of behavior.

5.2. Reading the neural code
One shortcoming of information-theoretic analyses is that they only tell us that the response of a
population of neurons carries information about the stimulus; knowledge that r carries
information about s does not by itself tell us how to extract the information about s from r. In
order to understand the latter, we need to be able to read the neural code, that is, we need to be
able to tell what stimulus value is being represented by a particular neural activity pattern.

Reading the neural code involves finding a mapping g from neural responses to estimates of a
stimulus feature. g may for instance map r to a point estimate of the represented feature, i.e.
g(r) = ŝ (Bialek et al., 1991), or, in a probabilistic population code, g may map r to a probability
distribution over possible values of the represented feature, i.e. g(r) = p(ŝ|r) (Jazayeri &
Movshon, 2006; Ma, Beck, Latham, & Pouget, 2006). In light of the discussion of the previous
section, we may decompose the mapping g into, first, a mapping f from r to its relevant aspect,
and secondly, a mapping g’ that assigns a stimulus estimate ŝ or p(ŝ|r) to f(r), i.e. g(r) = g’(f(r)).
Here g’ may be understood as an interpretation function, or a content assignment that assigns a
content—an estimate of a stimulus feature—to f(r).

A model of the mapping g affords crucial tests of functionality. If, in a particular trial, the
orientation of a stimulus is represented by r to be thirty degrees right of vertical, i.e. g(ri) = 30°,
then we expect the subject to also report it to be thirty degrees right of vertical. On the other
hand, when the subject makes an error and reports the orientation to be 25 degrees when,
actually, it is 30 degrees right of vertical, we expect to be able to explain the error in this
particular trial either in terms of a misrepresentation of the orientation, i.e. g(ri) = 25°, or in terms
of some interference by a process downstream of the representation (see the discussion of
multi-stage process models in the next subsection).

Short of building an exact model of the mapping g, we may constrain the class of models that
are plausible. Constraints on biologically plausibility derive from anatomical and other biological
considerations. Further constraints are derived from the successes and failures of encoding or
decoding. For instance, when models are successful only with a certain kind of structure—e.g.
multivariate linear models—then the neural code also has to have that kind of structure.

One salient family of constraints are constraints on the complexity of the neural code. It has for
instance been suggested that representations—or at least explicit representations—have to be
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linearly decodable (DiCarlo & Cox, 2007; Kriegeskorte & Diedrichsen, 2019). Such a constraint
may be motivated by the observation that a linear code is easily readable by an individual
neuron.

We are skeptical of a priori constraints on the complexity of the neural code. Simple neural
codes like linear ones are useful because they are easily readable. So we may find that some
features, especially features that are evolutionarily important to an organism, may be
represented in terms of linear codes. However, the brain is a deep neural network and can
approximate codes of arbitrary complexity. Populations of neurons can perform computations
over features that are not linearly decodable; already individual neurons compute nonlinear
functions of their inputs. Constraints on the complexity of neural codes have to be discovered
empirically.

5.3. Multi-stage process models
A representation is functional when it is used in downstream operations as a representation of
the feature it represents. Most empirical tests of functionality focus on the role a representation
plays in the production of behavioral responses to the feature. The discussion of functionality in
section 2.2 is restricted to such behavioral tests of functionality. This restriction is useful
because behavior is easily observable and behavioral tests are at least a good sufficient test;
showing that a representation is used in the production of behavior is sufficient for showing that
the representation is functional in some way.

However, representations may be used in many ways that are more or less closely or may even
not at all be related to behavior. One may for instance see a flower and silently think to oneself
that this flower is beautiful without behaviorally responding to the flower in any way. And even
when a representation is used in the production of behavior, this involves many processing
steps. Minimally, a representation of the stimulus has to be compared against a representation
of the task demands in order to reach a decision. This decision has to be transformed into motor
commands that control the behavioral response.

A full understanding of functionality in terms of multi-stage process models will require going
beyond modeling how stimulus features cause a single neural response and how this neural
response causes behavior. Multi-stage process models include transformations with which
multiple distinct representations interact. As an example, Wilming, Murphy, Meyniel, and Donner
(2020) studied how early visual, parietal, and motor areas interact in order to produce a
behavioral response to stimulus contrast. They found evidence suggesting that early visual
areas represent contrast of the current stimulus, parietal areas integrate information about
contrast over sequences of stimuli, and motor areas reflect the choice made by the subject.
However, they also showed how choice reflective motor activity feeds back into early visual
areas where it seems to modulate how much early visual representations are integrated into the
decision process.
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5.4. Models based on behavioral data
This paper focuses on neural evidence for representational claims. However, neural data is
difficult to come by. Much research about representations in the brain proceeds on the basis of
behavioral data. In some domains, where neural data is particularly difficult to collect, for
instance in research about social cognition, which focuses on humans and other great apes, or
developmental psychology, which focuses on human babies and children, most research is
based on behavioral data alone. Models based on behavioral data are also common where
complex functional roles of representations are being investigated, but neural data of the
complex interactions of mental states is not available, e.g. in research about conceptual
thought.

Historically, behavioral psychological research has preceded neural investigations of the
representations of many features. Neuroscientists study which neural responses represent
world features. However, what are the world features represented by the brain? Psychological
work identifies such features—after which neuroscientific work may identify which populations of
neurons represent the given features. Hering (1878) for instance developed a model of
opponent processing of color in terms of blue-yellow, red-green, and black-white channels on
the basis of similarity judgments between colors; many decades later, cells corresponding to
these opponent processing channels were found in the thalamus (De Valois, Smith, Kitai, &
Karoly, 1958) and retina (Hubel & Wiesel, 1960).

The desiderata of evidence for representation also guide models based on behavioral data.
Such models aim to identify representations that are sensitive to a feature, they reveal
interferences between representations, i.e. failures of invariance, and, inherently, they also show
that a representation is functional by being used in the production of behavior. Only the
desideratum of specificity is not straightforwardly applied in behavioral research, since
behavioral data does not afford estimates of neural variability.

5.5. Quantitative comparisons of the
desiderata

A typical finding is that some desideratum is satisfied in the case of some representation, e.g.
that FFA is sensitive to facial features, or that it is functional. Yet our information-theoretic
framework also lends itself to quantitative comparisons of the desiderata; that is, one can also
establish claims of the form that r1 is twice as sensitive to s than r2, or that r’s specificity to s is
exactly the same conditioned on n and unconditioned.

Such comparative claims have become more common in more recent research. We have for
instance discussed a study by Castaldi et al. (2019) in which it is shown that the specificity to
numerosity increases from early to later areas in the dorsal visual stream and that late areas are
more specific to numerosity in task contexts in which numerosity is relevant. However, such
comparative claims are still not very common and in this paper, so far, we have not had a
general discussion of such comparative claims. This is because much of such a discussion has
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to happen on a case by case basis. Many quantitative estimates of the desiderata heavily
depend on data recording techniques and analysis tools used; it is therefore difficult to compare
them across studies. Yet, as larger datasets become more readily available,
information-theoretic quantities can be estimated more robustly. Our quantification of the
desiderata in information-theoretic terms allows to formulate and test more fine-grained
hypotheses about representations and to compare them across studies. We hope that
researchers will report more quantitative estimates of the desiderata. The more such estimates
become available, the more it will be possible to integrate results across recording techniques
and data analysis pipelines.

5.6. Natural statistics
The mutual information between two variables is determined by their joint probability
distribution. Thus mutual information is determined by the dependence between these variables,
but also by the distributions of the variables in isolation. The desiderata of representation we
discuss, therefore, also depend on the distributions of these variables.

As an example, consider how we might study the perception of three dimensional shapes. One
process for computing shapes depends on the assumption that light comes from above, which
allows the use of shadows and highlights as cues for three dimensional shape. If we were to
study this process in an environment where light does not happen to come from above, a
representation that, under normal conditions, is sensitive to three dimensional shape might fail
to be sensitive in this abnormal environment. On the other hand, in the constrained environment
of an experimental setup, there may be spurious correlations between features, suggesting
statistical dependencies that do not hold in the natural environment.

A less extreme finding is that the processing of information in the brain is optimized for natural
statistics. It was for instance shown that the specificity, i.e. efficiency of the neural code, of spike
trains coding for auditory stimuli is greater for stimuli selected from natural ensembles than for
unnatural stimuli (Rieke, Bodnar, & Bialek, 1995).

However, there are also benefits to choosing stimulus distributions that are deliberately
unnatural; such distributions are helpful for teasing apart features that normally covary. Take the
study of numerosity. In natural conditions, the numerosity of a collection of things covaries with
many other features like the size of the space occupied by the collection. In order to determine
whether a representation is of numerosity specifically, and whether it is invariant to other
features like size, one needs an experimental setup in which these features vary independently
of each other (Nieder et al., 2002). Such an experimental setup is often unnatural.

It therefore seems to be important to evaluate the desiderata under natural statistics in order to
understand how information processing in the brain is optimized for the natural environment.
However, it is not generally the case that the desiderata are more informative about
representations when evaluated under natural statistics.
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5.7. Extending the framework to other
representations

In the discussion so far, the desiderata of sensitivity, specificity, and invariance are about what
information a representation carries about the state of the world. Prototypical representations
that carry such information are perceptual representations, which carry information about the
current state of the world, memories, which carry information about a past state of the world,
and predictions of future states. The desiderata discussed in this paper straightforwardly apply
to representations of these kinds.

Yet not all representations carry information about the state of the world. For instance,
representations of goals and desires, representations of motor commands, or representations in
mental simulations, planning, mental imagery and hypothetical reasoning may only carry little or
no information about what the world is like. In order to apply our framework to the study of such
representations, the interpretation of the desiderata has to be amended.

One line of research concerns representations involved in planning, e.g. when anticipating and
deciding on a travel route, a sequence of moves in a game, or the structure of a paper. In order
to solve such tasks, an agent may mentally simulate possible states of the world. Johnson and
Redish (2007), for instance, found activity of place cells that corresponded to a forward sweep
along potential pathways for a rat at critical choice points; this activity could be involved in
predicting which of multiple possible actions will have the most beneficial consequences.
Kurth-Nelson, Economides, Dolan, and Dayan (2016) found MEG signals corresponding to
sequences of states in a non-spatial planning task in humans. Representations in such mental
simulations are not sensitive to the actual world, but sensitive to possible variations of the actual
world and sensitive to the consequences actions would have in such possible worlds. Specificity
and invariance, similarly, have to be reinterpreted to be about possible states of the world.

Elsewhere, we have discussed how our desiderata apply to the representation of uncertainty
(Walker et al., 2023). This is an extension of the current framework because uncertainty is not a
feature of the state of the world, but a feature of a belief or representation an observer has
about the world. When applied to the study of uncertainty, sensitivity is evaluated by relating r to
proxies of uncertainty derived from the stimulus alone, e.g. the ideal observer uncertainty that
an observer would have were they to compute an optimal Bayesian inference. Conditional
specificity is evaluated by testing whether r responds to proxies of uncertainty even while
holding fixed some particular confounding variable of uncertainty like the contrast of the stimulus
in a visual task. Invariance is evaluated, for instance, by testing whether uncertainty is
represented for different perceptual features. Finally, functionality takes a center stage because
of the observer-dependent nature of uncertainty. That an observer is uncertain about some
feature manifests itself in them giving less weight to that representation and relying more on
other sources of information in their responses.
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We leave it to future work to determine more thoroughly whether and how our framework can be
extended to apply to research about representations that do not paradigmatically fall under our
framework.

6. Concluding remarks
We believe that there is implicit agreement in neuroscience on what evidence is needed in order
to substantiate claims about representation. Our formal framework aims to make that agreement
explicit. It does so by disambiguating and formalizing different ways that evidence can support
the presence of representations that, previously, have not been teased apart systematically.
There are many more analysis methods than could be considered in a single paper; how exactly
those methods relate to our desiderata and how they should be applied to different cases of
representations has to be discussed on a case by case basis. We propose that researchers
investigating representations make explicit which of the desiderata they take to be supported by
the evidence they provide—and to explain how the analysis methods they use support these
desiderata. If they study a particular aspect of the neural response, they should make explicit
the function f(r) they use. Using a common terminology in this way would facilitate
communication across research groups, would make it easier to see how different research
approaches combine, and would afford easier meta-analyses. Few studies provide evidence for
all of the desiderata; strong evidence for representation emerges only out of a combination of
studies. Following the framework we present here makes more salient which evidence is
missing from a line of research; it also allows researchers to determine when strong evidence
for a representation has emerged in a field.

As measurement techniques develop, datasets get larger, and analysis methods get more
complex, information-theoretic quantities can be estimated more robustly. As we explain in
sections 3.2 and 3.3 on decoding and encoding models, deep neural networks are a particularly
useful tool for estimating conditional entropies and the desiderata that derive from these.
Quantifying the desiderata allows for richer comparisons of different types of evidence.

How does our framework relate to philosophical discussions of representation? The framework
is intended to systematize how representations are studied in neuroscience. It is not designed to
address philosophical questions about what a representation is. But, of course, how
representations are studied is very relevant for what we think representations are. It will
therefore be relevant to consider how philosophical accounts of representations interface with
our framework for evidence for representation in neuroscience.

Finally, interest has recently arisen in explaining artificial neural networks in representational
terms. Neuroscience benefits from developments in artificial intelligence research because that
research provides new analysis and modeling tools for neuroscience. On the other hand,
analysis tools for understanding artificial neural networks are being compared to neuroscientific
methodology (Ivanova, Hewitt, & Zaslavsky, 2021; Lindsay & Bau, 2023). Our framework is a
natural starting point for such a discussion because it encapsulates the methodology that has
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developed over more than hundred years in neuroscience and the information-theoretic
formalism lends itself naturally to an application to artificial neural networks.
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