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Abstract 8

Modern neuroscience has evolved into a frontier field that draws on numerous disciplines, re- 9

sulting in the flourishing of novel conceptual frames primarily inspired by physics and complex 10

systems science. Contributing in this direction, we recently introduced a mathematical framework 11

to describe the spatiotemporal interactions of systems of neurons using lattice field theory, the 12

reference paradigm for theoretical particle physics. In this note, we provide a concise summary 13

of the basics of the theory, aiming to be intuitive to the interdisciplinary neuroscience community. 14

We contextualize our methods, illustrating how to readily connect the parameters of our formu- 15

lation to experimental variables using well-known renormalization procedures. This synopsis 16

yields the key concepts needed to describe neural networks using lattice physics. Such classes 17

of methods are attention-worthy in an era of blistering improvements in numerical computations, 18

as they can facilitate relating the observation of neural activity to generative models underpinned 19

by physical principles. 20

21
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Introduction 24

Systems neuroscience aims to understand how the spatiotemporal interaction of aggregates 25

of neurons leads to neural dynamics and, ultimately, to cognitive processes and behavior. The 26

ever-increasing technological innovations in the design of high-resolution recording devices have 27

given a dramatic boost to data gathering, and we can now simultaneously sample the activity of 28

hundreds of neurons with outstanding temporal resolution1–7. Yet, the immense number of ob- 29

servations still fails to provide conclusive evidence on the mechanisms that govern neural sys- 30

tems, the link between connectivity and dynamics, and the emergence of composite behavioral 31

functions. To progress, neuroscience needs to start learning governing principles from data. To 32

conquer this obstacle, a systematic and methodical integration of experiments, theory, and com- 33

putational modeling is indispensable. Neuroscience is now where particle physics was before 34

the introduction of the Standard Model. It is still common to heavily rely on heuristic analy- 35

sis and modeling approaches that only partially account for the richness of the spatiotemporal 36

repertoire of neural states. Despite the proposal of several landmark models8–21, we are still far 37

from achieving a mechanistic understanding of the nervous system through deep physical prin- 38

ciples22–24. In a recent paper25, we introduced methods from theoretical particle physics and 39

quantum field theory (QFT26–52) to treat systems of interacting binary variables, like the spik- 40

ing activity of interacting neurons in the brain. The intuitive mathematical formalism46 allows the 41

explicit interpretation of neural interactions through universal laws, reducing the gap between ab- 42

straction and experiments thanks to the direct connection between model parameters and exper- 43
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imental observables. Such a feature may facilitate our understanding of systems characterized 44

by computational complexity, such as the brain at a fine-grained neuronal level, which requires 45

approaches that allow for approximate solutions. Some of these approaches exploit a probabilis- 46

tic perspective on brain computations based on methods such as Bayesian inference53–55 and 47

fuzzy logic56. Importantly, the brain’s fuzzy logical characteristic has already been suggested 48

at the functional anatomical level, particularly in sensory systems (i.e., cortical columnar orga- 49

nization)55. Indeed, cortical activity and neuronal features, such as receptive fields, have been 50

shown to exhibit overlapping and gradual boundaries, thus displaying fuzzy properties55. These 51

fuzzy properties are also evident at the abstract level of cognitive processes, i.e., when consider- 52

ing the ability of the brain to “compute with words” in uncertain context.57 Together, Bayesian and 53

fuzzy logic aim to explain the high-level key features of the brain, including its operation through 54

predictions in encoding incoming sensory information, its ability to elaborate motor plans for 55

interacting with the environment, and its capacity to make decisions in uncertain situations. Im- 56

portantly, in appropriate experimental settings, we can measure these predictions and decisions 57

solely based on overt behavior. Using our physics-guided formalism on neural data would enable 58

a new class of generative models of neural dynamics, providing additional basis for benchmark- 59

ing some unifying brain theories53,55 relying on a Bayesian perspective, such as the free energy 60

principle of Friston et al.54,58,59. 61

Background 62

In computational neuroscience, two visions are currently dominant: manifold and circuit model- 63

ing. The first postulates that embedding the high-dimensional state space of neural dynamics 64

into low-dimensional surfaces, i.e., manifolds, reveals neural computations, whereas the latter 65

considers connectivity among neural units as a founding mechanism. In broad terms, we can 66

surmise that neural manifolds provide a descriptive modeling of neural activity based on sta- 67

tistical interdependencies without links to causal mechanisms. That is because to define low- 68

dimensional subspaces in empirical data, a set of numerical dimensionality reduction steps is 69

required, which are most of the time arbitrary and not unique. An example is principal com- 70

ponent analysis (PCA), which seeks low-dimensional projections that maximize experimental 71

data variance. These methods have proven to be efficient not only for exploratory analysis and 72

as denoising tools but also for providing satisfactory predictions of experimental variables in 73

certain cases60–65. However, they systematically yield contradictory conclusions that are not 74

interpretable under comprehensive principles and several criticisms have recently arisen about 75

the unreliability of these methods’ interpretive power66–68. An example is the formal relation- 76

ship that these methods can establish with physical quantities. The most suggestive one for 77

neuroscientists is the correspondence between the set of possible configurations of a neural 78

system and the physical notion of energy, which remains rickety, as in the case of the PCA- 79

based ”energy landscape”62,69,70. On the other hand, circuit models, despite their ability to 80

integrate causal assumptions through a wide range of realistic biophysical parameters (mem- 81

brane potential, cell types, etc.), typically rely on specific tuning of model parameters to repli- 82

cate observations. Although this class of model showed success in predicting experimental 83

variables71–75,performing specific computations76 and replicating neural dynamics evolving on 84

low-dimensional manifolds69,77, the frequent shortcomings are flattened stimulus selectivity78, 85

uniform time evolution of reconstructed activity69 and tremendous difficulties in scaling the ana- 86

lytical treatments for networks of arbitrary sizes79,80. Moreover, even when resolving the problem 87

of homogeneous stimulus tuning, accounting for activity modulated by multiple independent vari- 88

ables, the so-called mixed selectivity61,81, the crafted connectivity of such models has a blurred 89

link with predicted activity and real circuit mechanisms. Extensive discussions on the numerous 90
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open problems of how connectivity leads to time-dependent activity can be found in the works 91

of Barack and Krakauer82 and Langdon69 and colleagues. Although the manifold and circuit 92

modelling strategies are the most popular, their fragmented view falls short of formally recon- 93

ciling with general physical principles54. One of the most exhaustive ways of describing brain 94

spatiotemporal dynamics is neural field theory20,21,25,54,58,83–96. Usually, it models large-scale 95

average population activity in the continuum limit, including approximated anatomical and phys- 96

iological details into differential equations, with the Wilson-Cowan model97 being probably the 97

most popular example. As thoroughly discussed in a recent review on the topic93, many types 98

of approaches fall under this definition, some of which may overlap with those discussed above. 99

However, in addition to the high number of parameters that are not always attributable to experi- 100

mental variables, their main limitation is the lack of a consistent mathematical framework to link 101

the various scales at which neural dynamics unfolds. One of the most successful ways to embed 102

physical laws into neuroscience modeling has been by adapting methods from equilibrium sta- 103

tistical physics to real and artificial neural networks. Since the introduction of the Amari-Hopfield 104

model12–17,19,95,98, the most fruitful formalism comes from the physics of magnetic systems. 105

In this language, the energy function parallelism is realized through the analogy with the en- 106

ergy of a spin system. As accurately described by Brinkman80 and colleagues, extensions to 107

time-dependent non-equilibrium dynamical systems have mostly involved the use of stochastic 108

dynamics (in two equivalent forms, the Fokker-Planck equation99–102 and the Langevin equa- 109

tion103–108), stochastic variations of the Ising model109,110 and semi-analytical studies based on 110

bifurcation theory111,112. The major weakness of these formulations is that exact solutions could 111

become hard to obtain, as could a precise and simple mapping between theory, simulations and 112

empirical data. Several authors20–25,54,58,84–96,113have already argued that the most promising 113

strategy to overcome all of these shortcomings is to adopt a different perspective, pursuing the 114

formalism of QFT26–52. 115

Preliminaries 116

Let us indulge in a few informal remarks on the Lagrangian description of a dynamical system, 117

pivotal to our formulation. Except among physicists, the Lagrangian interpretation is less known 118

compared to other approaches, such as Newtonian mechanics, even if it is more foundational 119

because it considers only energy, generalized coordinates, symmetries and conservation laws. A 120

Lagrangian treatment is particularly useful for complex systems with multiple degrees of freedom, 121

providing a unified framework connecting almost every phenomenon in nature, from classical 122

mechanics to electromagnetism and field equations in general relativity. It assumes the existence 123

of a function, i.e., the ”Lagrangian,” canonically interpreted as the difference between the kinetic 124

and potential energy at a given time. The balance between the kinetic and potential energies 125

is accounted for by the time integral of the Lagrangian, a scalar function named action, which 126

in the following we denote with A . The most striking example of this concise representation is 127

the action of the Standard Model of particle physics (Yang-Mills Theory114). The equations of 128

motion are then recovered through a cardinal law of physics, the least action principle, which is 129

an equivalent to Newton’s law of motion. It posits that the path taken by a system between two 130

states is such that A is stationary. Crucially, A portrays the system in a defined region of space 131

and for all time periods, and the path can thus arise from any process, both at or out of equilibrium 132

in the statistical mechanics sense. Hitherto, most of the founding models in neuroscience do not 133

yet reconcile with the least action principle, and a systematic Lagrangian description of neural 134

dynamics is surprisingly missing. Only indirect evidence has been given58,84, e.g., the proof for 135

the Dynamic Causal Modeling (DCM) of Fagerholm et al.58. Reconsidering neural circuits in this 136

light allows neuroscience to formally communicate with seemingly distant fields, borrowing their 137

3



theoretical schemes and numerical analysis techniques. Given that almost all fields of physics 138

are compatible with this principle, why should neural circuits be an exception? 139

Fundamentals 140

Our derivation replaces continuous spacetime with a discrete lattice, transforming fields into 141

variables defined on lattice sites at discrete time steps. More formally, we propose a lattice 142

field theory20,21,25,36–46,84,94–96 (LFT), the reference computational approach used in QFTs to 143

tackle numerical simulations in regimes where analytical techniques are not feasible. Many 144

authors32–35 have agreed that expressing physical theories in these terms still guarantees the 145

symmetries and conservation laws of continuous formulations. The lattice Lagrangian formalism 146

itself has been studied by multiple authors115–120. Here, we illustrate the formalism and the basic 147

principles for binary activity, but the arguments can be readily extended to any real-valued signal 148

so as to include the most common neurophysiological measures (Local Field Potentials - LFP -, 149

Multi Unit Acitvity - MUA -, etc..). More formally, this means that our treatment can account for 150

any Potts-like model with multi-spin interactions. Writing the action A of a neural network using 151

the LFT formalism requires the following simple considerations. 152

In computational neuroscience, the accepted view is that the elementary blocks of the neuronal 153

code are electrical impulses called action potentials, or spikes. A neuron emits a spike when it 154

reaches the threshold integration of the electrochemical inputs from other neurons. Hence, by 155

assigning 0 to no spike and 1 to a spike, we can assume that the functional role of a neuron can 156

be described by a binary variable25 whose support is 157

Γ := {0,1} . (1)

Despite its simplicity, this reflects a vast range of complex biochemical interactions in a concise 158

form. We then note that, being intrinsically discrete objects, a set of N neurons can be arbitrarily 159

mapped25 onto the ordered set of lattice vertices 160

V := {1 ≤ i ≤ N} . (2)

If we record the activity of the N neurons for a time T , we can map the time blocks onto the vertex 161

set 162

S := {1 ≤ α ≤ T} . (3)

The natural temporal ordering crucially fixes the map between time intervals and α ∈ S. The 163

preservation of time ordering is a key feature of our field theoretic approach and is reminiscent 164

of the time-ordered product of field operators used in QFT27. T can be appropriately discretized 165

according to the minimum time τ between two computational operations of the neuron. It is 166

convenient to choose the smallest possible value for τ, i.e., the typical duration of a spike: τ ≈ 167

1ms. In this way, since for neural computations, scales below this τ can be neglected, no temporal 168

information is lost. Neurophysiologists may have noted that τ is related to the refractory period, 169

which thus yields the minimum relevant time scale, a natural clock time for the system. Indeed, 170

within a τ ≈ 1ms, the i-th neuron can be reasonably assumed to be either silent (0) or active (1), 171

and its activity at time α expressed with a binary variable ϕα
i . The network activity can then be 172

represented with a binary array Ω of N rows and T columns that we call the kernel :46
173

Ω := {ϕ
α
i ∈ Γ : α ∈ S, i ∈V} . (4)

In actual recordings during a neurophysiology experiment, Ω collects the temporal sequence of 174

spikes of an arbitrary number of neurons aligned with the events or stimuli specific to the chosen 175
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experimental paradigm included in T . During experiments, we handle multiple trials for the same 176

stimulus presentation or the same behavioral condition. For a single trial, the kernel Ω simply 177

contains the spike trains for the N neurons recorded. It is established that information encoding 178

and transfer in neural circuits rely on correlations, with brain functions mediated by dynamic 179

changes in the correlated firing of groups of neurons121–126. Then, let us introduce the space 180

correlation matrix 181

Φ := {φi j ∈ [0,1] : i, j ∈V}, φi j :=
1
T ∑

α∈S
ϕ

α
i ϕ

α
j (5)

and the time correlation matrix 182

Π := {pαβ ∈ [0,1] : α,β ∈ S}, pαβ :=
1
N ∑

i∈V
ϕ

α
i ϕ

β

i . (6)

Φ contains the pairwise correlations among the N neurons within the whole epoch T , while Π 183

instead encloses the temporal relationship of the joint occurrences of the ensemble’s spikes. 184

These are straightforwardly obtained from the kernel46 through the relations 185

ΩΩ
†/T = Φ, Ω

†
Ω/N = Π, (7)

where † indicates the transpose operation. Since the observable matrices can be arranged into 186

a single composite matrix (as shown in the graphical abstract, Figure 1 and Figure 2), we will call 187

the triplets Ω, Π, and Φ, the hypermatrix. Π gives a time-dependent measure of correlation at 188

different lags, which enables the detection of time structures related to the stimulus presentation, 189

the effect of shared inputs and the associated statistical fluctuations. Each entry represents a 190

delayed interaction of the spike trains of the N neurons during the window T , which accounts for 191

the dynamic adjustments of their correlated firing. Π is the generalization to N neurons of the 192

traditional Joint Peristimulus Time Histogram matrix121–123 (JPSTH matrix), thus quantifying the 193

cross-correlation as a function of time at the whole network level. The strength of this represen- 194

tation is that, as firstly shown by the seminal works of Gerstein, Aersten and Abeles18,121,122, 195

the analysis of the profile patterns in Π can reveal groups of neurons that form processing units, 196

the so-called cell assemblies. Π exposes the sequence of coordinated spiking in which synchro- 197

nization spreads with a fixed temporal delay from one set of neurons to the next in a temporally 198

identifiable manner. Powerful and fully-automated methods now exist127–132 to reveal this type of 199

correlated activity and trace it back to the responsible cell assemblies. This gives insights on the 200

network information processing and on the possible types of functional connections between the 201

recorded neurons, each of which produces characteristic signatures in the matrix. A sketched 202

example is given in Figure 1. Finally, it is also essential to model another parameter, the input 203

I, which is often unknown or not precisely measurable. For example, I could model the signal 204

arriving from other brain regions to the observed network or the input noise to the same network. 205

In the next section, we shall see how we can properly compute averages to obtain ensemble 206

observables, and how A can be defined using Ω, Π, Φ and I. 207

Modeling neural networks with the action 208

Neural dynamics is expected to follow some evolution influenced by the prior states, i.e., a dy- 209

namical process with memory that can be reasonably described by a 210

quantum evolution20,21,25,54,58,84–96. This may seem peculiar, but it is actually a harmless as- 211

sumption because the classical (non-quantum) evolution of a system can always be retrieved 212

as a sub-case of the quantum one26–31. Essentially, we assume that the evolution in time of 213

a system of neurons could be described by a discrete process of interacting binary fields, or 214
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Figure 1: A sketch of the spike trains and the hypermatrix fora toy system of 5 neurons recorded
for 13 time bins of length τ for two examples of spatiotemporal patterns. Colors are the same
as in the graphical abstract: aquamarine for the kinetic contribution and magenta for the poten-
tial one. The elements on the main diagonal of Π represent the correlation of the neurons at
the same time point (synchronous firing). A peak along the diagonal suggests that the neurons
tend to fire together at the same times. Off-diagonal peaks instead indicate consistent lagged
relationships between the periodic firings of the ensemble. If the network exhibit specific se-
quences of periodic firing patterns as in panel A (dashed lines in Ω and Ω†), this will be reflected
as periodic structures along both the diagonal and off-diagonal elements of the Π matrix. One
potential model proposed to explain this and other types of sequential synchronous firing is the
synfire chain18,133 (see also next section). If groups of neurons fire together periodically in the
same time bin (panel B), the Π matrix will exhibit multiple distinct periodic peaks that will appear
not only on the main diagonal but also off-diagonal. The hypermatrix representation, comprising
both the spatial and temporal correlation matrix, provides a compact and complete representa-
tion to infer the joint spatiotemporal interactions in neural networks.

qubits42–46,134. The challenge of determining the temporal evolution of a system of qubits can be 215
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remarkably simplified by treating it as a statistical mechanics problem on a lattice36–41, which can 216

then be tackled through a spectrum of powerful methods36–41,47–52 (for more references on the 217

LFT and QFT techniques see the section Theoretical insights -TI- or Bardella et al. 202425). To 218

model how ϕα
i changes over time, we can use the same language used for elementary particles, 219

a lattice-based statistical mechanics36–46. Therefore, following the assumptions of QFT26–52, we 220

postulate the action function26–31
221

A : Γ
NT → R. (8)

Denoting the operation of averaging with respect to A with angle brackets, the ensemble average 222

of the generic observable O (e.g., the trial-averaged Ω will be denoted as ⟨Ω⟩) is obtained through 223

a softmax average, which is equivalent to the Gibbs principle applied to A 28, i.e., the principle 224

of least action26, 225

⟨O⟩ := ∑
Ω∈ΓNT

O (Ω)
exp [−λA (Ω)]

∑Ω′∈ΓNT exp [−λA (Ω′)]
. (9)

λ → ∞ yields the classical behavior of the system and is thus identified with the ground state 226

of A 25. In this limiting case, the system becomes conservative, in the sense there are no 227

dissipative dynamics and the path pursued by the system is always the path of least action. 228

This limiting (classical or conservative) case can be understood intuitively in terms of the scaling 229

parameter λ , which effectively plays the role of a precision or inverse temperature. A simplified 230

action A can be written by combining Ω, Π, Φ and I into a single expression25: 231

A (Ω|A,B, I) = ∑
i∈V

∑
α∈S

Iα
i ϕ

α
i +T ∑

i∈V
∑
j∈V

Ai j φi j +N ∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

Bαβ pαβ , (10)

where A is the matrix of potential interactions and B is the matrix of kinetic interactions. The con- 232

cise derivation of Equation 10 can be found in the TI section. The entire information about the 233

system is thus coded in the three observables Ω, Φ and Π, the parameters of the theory A and 234

B that control the fluctuations, and the boundary conditions I. This simplified action is expected 235

to hold if the synaptic weights can be considered approximately stationary and the observed 236

neurons share the same kinetic properties, e.g. when they approximately share the same firing 237

dynamics if driven by the same input (see TI). We may appreciate the remarkable power of the 238

LFT formulation—its comprehensive nature despite its simplicity. A succinctly portrays the es- 239

sentials about the system in a compact form without requiring intricate numerical manipulations. 240

The quantities of the theory are directly mapped into easily accessible and straightforwardly 241

interpretable experimental variables, which is a consistent advantage of this approach. While 242

frequently employed in neuroscience research to analyze, model and discuss empirical findings, 243

the temporal121–123 and spatial95,125,126,135 correlations among neurons have not been previ- 244

ously linked to one another through a physical interpretation. Instead, our LFT approach gives 245

a rigorous yet intuitive understanding of how they contribute to the potential and kinetic energies 246

of a neural system. Φ contributes to the former and Π to the latter, respectively. This provides an 247

easy recipe to relate the spatial correlations to the observed dynamics and vice versa, describing 248

their mutual influence in terms of a fundamental quantity, energy. The least action principle then 249

allows to derive all the statistical features needed to determine the properties and functions of a 250

neural network, enabling the formulation of neural interaction theories directly from experimental 251

data (see also Section 3.5 of Bardella et al. 202425). In accordance with the triplets Ω, Π, and Φ, 252

we will call the triplets A, B, and I, the inverse hypermatrix. We can also introduce the covariance 253

matrices, which account for all the information that do not depend on the averages: 254

⟨δΠ⟩ := ⟨Π⟩− ⟨Ω⟩†⟨Ω⟩
N

, ⟨δΦ⟩ := ⟨Φ⟩− ⟨Ω⟩⟨Ω⟩†

T
. (11)
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This converts (non-negative) second order matrices into covariance matrices that quantify cou- 255

pling in terms of positive and negative covariance by removing the average before computing the 256

correlations in Equations 5 and 6. The parameters A and B can be inferred from these matrices 257

alone25, which can also be used in combination with ⟨Ω⟩ to reconstruct the input I (see next 258

section). 259

Outlooks, implications and limits 260

Effective theories for neural recordings 261

So far, N includes all the neurons engaged in the neural computation we want to describe, in- 262

cluding those that cannot be directly observed. Indeed, in a neurophysiology experiment, we 263

typically have a limited spatial resolution, being able to measure only a fraction of N. To re- 264

late the microscopic theory of Equation 10 with the marginals on a sparse subset of neurons, 265

we can resort to what in physics is known as an effective theory. Effective theories are simpli- 266

fied representations to treat otherwise prohibitive systems136 at specific spatial scales or energy 267

ranges while ignoring non-relevant variables. Various areas of physics, from subatomic parti- 268

cles to cosmological structures and network science137, use effective theories to study how the 269

parameters change when you ”zoom in” or ”zoom out” on the system, a process known as renor- 270

malization. Renormalization connects the features at different scales without needing to solve 271

the full theory at all scales. One way of renormalizing is the so-called renormalization by deci- 272

mation49,51, in which the details of the system at small scales are simplified by integrating out 273

most of the degrees of freedom, e.g., spins in magnetic systems, neurons in this context. Then 274

we observe that the brain naturally has spatial symmetries. For example, the brain cortex ex- 275

hibits highly symmetrical assemblies of neurons approximately organizing into horizontal layers 276

of columnar groupings138–143. The arrangement of layers and columns varies in thickness, cell 277

type, and density across different parts of the cortex and for different species. Furthermore, the 278

functional and morphological definitions of columns do not always overlap144, and these struc- 279

tures do not crystallize in time and space, with dynamic changes occurring even on the scale 280

of minutes and hours. Nonetheless, the columnar organization is the most accepted view for 281

the structural and operational components of neural circuitry145. The so-called minicolumns, on 282

average ∼ 40− 50µm in diameter138,142, are deemed to be the basic mesoscale ones. In this 283

paragraph, we refer to minicolumns, meaning vertically oriented and horizontally separated dis- 284

crete neuronal assemblies144,145. Hence, this does not necessarily overlap with the functional 285

definition of a column as a cluster of cells sharing the same tuning properties or receptive field 286

parameters. To show how to exploit such symmetries and apply renormalization, we consider 287

recordings from the Utah array (typically 96 recording channels; Blackrock Microsystems, Salt 288

Lake City), one of the most widely used multi-electrode interfaces. Since thousands of kernels 289

are already available from 20 years of recording with Utah arrays across many species, including 290

human patients146, we hope to encourage the systematic and joint use of LFTs based on these 291

datasets. Due to its planar geometry, its electrodes that penetrate around 1.5 mm into the cortex, 292

and their pitch (400µm), the Utah array is able to record from neurons belonging to horizontally 293

separated minicolumns sampled approximately from the same superficial cortical layer z at a 294

distance sufficient to limit self-interaction terms (see Figure 2, panel A). Instead, a single shank 295

multi-electrode array with contact points spread out vertically, such as Neuropixels4 or SiNAPS1
296

probes, would sample across various layers of the same column. We name Vxyz a 3D volume 297

of tissue containing all the neurons within an average height from the cortex surface z and a xy 298

section in the horizontal plane (Figure 2, panel A). Here, renormalizing by decimation assumes 299

that if any of the neurons in Vxyz emit a spike (are active), the entire lattice cell, and hence the 300
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whole minicolumn, is activated. Considering the Utah array specifics, we can organize the xy 301

plane into a sub-lattice L′
2 at height z whose step is much greater than the diameter of the in- 302

dividual column, so that the activities recorded at different points belong to adequately spaced 303

minicolumns25. Using these very general steps, we can model any Utah array recording as a 304

decimated lattice (Figure 2, panel B). The neural dynamics around each electrode tip are then 305

given by an on/off field ϕ̂α

x′y′ that identifies the state of the observed minicolumn (see also TI). 306

Therefore, theory is straightforwardly mapped into experimental observations with a decimated 307

kernel 308

Ω̂ := {ϕ̂
α

x′y′ ∈ Γ : x′y′ ∈ L′
2, α ∈ S}. (12)

Cortical minicolumns are reduced to a system of 2 + ε dimensions that could model cortical 309

structures and areas. Note that Equations 5 and 6 still hold, and for the decimated kernel Ω̂ they 310

immediately give the experimental hypermatrix (Figure 2 panel D). Therefore, the LFT formal- 311

ism36–46 reveals that empirical recordings are comparable to a renormalized field theory, with 312

cortical layers behaving as the interacting fields of elementary particle theory. It is crucial to 313

stress that the effective theory for a generic experimental recording will depend on the chosen 314

renormalization scheme, individual features of the recording interface, the observed network (lo- 315

cal circuit and/or area), and the experimental settings. Modeling and computing the correction 316

for effective theories of neural interactions is precisely a component where expertise from nu- 317

clear physics could be useful in transferring knowledge to neuroscience. This would not only be 318

a formal artifice, but it would also boost a new generation of models with the entry into neuro- 319

science of established schemes for analyzing, simulating, renormalizing, and, in some cases, 320

exactly solving such theories47–52,147. 321

Learning neural interactions from data 322

Characterizing a neural network’s collective response entails measuring average quantities such 323

as mean spiking activity or correlations between neurons. Then, to infer the underlying interac- 324

tions, one should determine the parameters of a chosen statistical models based on experimen- 325

tal observations. This is the so-called inverse problem151 and is a major task (for an excellent 326

survey and references see Nguyen et al. 2017152). A convenient approach is to incorporate into 327

the model the minimum number of constraints possible on the network’s statistical features. This 328

class of models is known as maximum entropy models, and it encompasses various fields of 329

research that have provided multiple strategies to address it and numerous algorithms to tackle 330

model inversion152. To give a coarse-grain idea of these techniques, one of the most popu- 331

lar algorithms for finding parameters maximizes the model’s average log-likelihood so that the 332

moments of the resulting distribution match a set of specified values153. A well-known applica- 333

tion of maximum entropy models and their related inverse problems to neurobiology is thanks 334

to Schneidman, Tkacik and colleagues95,154 who inferred spatial couplings of salamander retina 335

neurons assuming an Ising model at equilibrium. Same approach followed by Tavoni, Cocco and 336

colleagues on prefrontal recordings in rats131,155,156 However, such a family of models usually 337

considers the distribution of neural activity regardless of its temporal order, constraining only the 338

mean firing rate of the neurons and the pairwise spatial correlations. This means that, typically, 339

only the potential interaction energy contribution is considered. However, a complete description 340

of neural interactions should encompass not only the interaction among circuit’s elements but 341

also, and more importantly, its relationship to the observed dynamics. Both are comprised in 342

Equation 10, which thus generalizes the maximum entropy model in that explicitly contains the 343

time evolution of the system through a kinetic term. Indeed, as also detailed in the TI section, 344

eq 10 decomposes the dependencies of the coupling into space and time, describing not only 345

the influence that neurons located in distinct regions of space have on one another but also how 346
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Figure 2: Example of application to experimental data. Here in vivo recordings from the dorsal
premotor cortex (PMd) of non-human primates during a behavioral task (adapted from Bardella
et al. 202425). A) Cortical minicolumns sampling of the Utah array: the listening volume
of each electrode can be estimated to be approximately the distance between the electrodes
(∼ 400µm)148. In PMd, with around 1.5 mm penetration, the Utah 96 samples activity from
around the inner Baillager band149,150. B) Decimated lattice of the decimated kernel Ω̂ for
Utah 96 interfaces. C) Behavioral task that required visually guided arm movements toward a
peripheral target (Go trials) that could appear in two opposite directions (D1 or D2). Monkeys
had to reach and hold the peripheral target to get the reward. CT: central target; Go: Go signal
appearance; M on: Movement onset. D) Experimental hypermatrix averaged over trials for the
decimated kernel Ω̂ of Equation 12. Neural activity is aligned [-1, +1]s (T = 2s) around the M on
to include the distributions of the stimuli (the Go signal, orange distribution and M on, magenta).
Here the I of Equation 10 represents the time markers for the stimuli presented during the task.
Green traces above the ⟨Π̂⟩ matrix are the time evolution of the spatially-averaged activity of
the network (Space average). Green traces above ⟨Ω̂†⟩ are instead the time-average activity for
each neuron i (Time average). Purple traces are the observables computed in the first 250 ms
(“baseline”), which, as expected, are indistinguishable for both conditions. The kernels and ⟨Φ̂⟩
are sorted according to the activity in the first 250 ms of D1, before the appearance of any Go
signal. Black ticks are every 500 ms.

they retain information about their past and how they are coupled over time. In Equation10 the 347

only constraint on the dynamics is that the state of the system at instant α depends only on the 348

previous β ≤ α −1 so that no retrocausality is allowed. Consequently, beyond the opportunity of 349

directly estimating dynamics from experimental data, the generality of B has major implications 350

for developing generative models based on Equation 10. For instance, one could simulate neural 351
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time series according to a biologically plausible model (e.g., a Leaky Integrate and Fire - LIF -), 352

estimate the distribution of theoretical couplings over simulations according to Equation 10 and 353

compare them with those obtained from experimental data. Likewise, Equation 10 can be used to 354

study the A of model families with chosen connectivity and dynamics by constraining the matri- 355

ces A and B. This would allow analyzing various known dynamical regimes (e.g., asynchronous, 356

oscillatory, etc..) by classifying parameters as a function of A . This may also be useful to gain 357

knowledge about specific functionalities of neural circuits, for instance, how A is altered by mod- 358

ifying the excitation/inhibition balance? What is the A for an ”optimal” choice of the parameters? 359

What happens to A when neuromodulation is altered? In other words, Equation 10 could be 360

used to perform generative modeling consistent with the least action principle, accounting for a 361

biologically and physically-inspired description simultaneously. One potential problem with this 362

approach could be parameter degeneracy, i.e, diverse parameter sets produce the same network 363

dynamics. However, strategies are being developed to curb this problem157 and A itself could 364

be used as a metric to explore the phase space of different candidate models and score families 365

of parameters in simulation studies. Similarly, in experimental studies, having the system’s dy- 366

namics derived directly from observations and not imposed a priori can be of great advantage for 367

inference methods. For example, some features of the dynamics can be extracted directly from 368

the Π matrix, which could be used to restrict the space of the parameter distributions to infer. It 369

would also be possible to use such features to simplify the construction of analytically solvable 370

models to represent realistic circuitry. For instance, to compute the partition function associated 371

to the A of the synfire chain18,133, the model proposed to explain the sequential spatio-temporal 372

activation at the millisecond-scale of multiple spike patterns. Notably, very recent works158? –162
373

have shown how to exploit the power of deep learning to obtain the correspondence between 374

modeling parameters, the statistics of the training data, and the representations artificial net- 375

works build of the processed information. The work of Merger et al.161 is of particular signifi- 376

cance because it makes an explicit connection between the internal representation of a class of 377

generative deep neural network models (i.e., the Invertible Neural Networks - INNs -) and the 378

learned physical theory formulated in terms of A . In their work, an explicit distribution for vari- 379

ous types of data and the corresponding microscopic theories of interactions are extracted and 380

interpreted from the parameters of the trained INNs in an unsupervised manner. This, beyond 381

the broad spectrum of applications in neuroscience, also offers promising prospects for improv- 382

ing the interpretability of deep learning models163. In this respect, our derivations significantly 383

alleviate the computational burden in the case of experimentally recorded neural activity, given 384

that they reduce the number of parameters needed to compute A from T 2N2 to N2 + T 2 (see 385

TI). From a neuroscience perspective, A in Equation 10 is the connectivity matrix, which can 386

be constrained to have any topology or embody any assumptions about the degree of sparsity. 387

For a general characterization of the dynamics, one can in principle entertain or estimate asym- 388

metric coupling (Ai j ̸= A ji). It is essential to notice that asymmetric coupling of this sort breaks 389

detailed balance and introduces solenoidal (zero divergence) dynamics164. This affords the op- 390

portunity to model non-equilibrium steady-state solutions, especially in the setting of exogenous 391

input. This becomes a central elements for a proper description of neural activity or, more gener- 392

ally, of biological time series that characteristically show solenoidal dynamics (e.g., oscillations, 393

biorhythms, life cycles and, more generally, stochastic chaos). Our approach is very flexible in 394

that, for instance, it would allow constraining A with adaptable sparsity specifications depending 395

on the scale of analysis. In the case of micro-scale networks, this would comprise, for example, 396

axons adjacencies or labeling of the recorded cell types. At the macroscale, constraints could 397

come from the integration of imaging data or white matter tractography of various cortical areas. 398

This corresponds to incorporating biologically informed connectivity priors165 for empirical neu- 399

ral activity, which is becoming common practice for a variety of models in neuroscience166. A 400

well-known example is DCM which builds large-scale MRI effective connectivity models, scoring 401
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the likelihood of various symmetry constraints on the network architecture. Correspondingly, our 402

methods allow us to construct multiscale effective connectivity models with the additional con- 403

straint of empirical dynamics165,167–169. Another example is integrating anatomical details (i.e., 404

from tract-tracing or gene expression experiments) to build voxel-scale models of the mouse 405

connectome170. Therefore, our formulation enables a multiscale investigation of the interaction 406

between the structural connectivity of a network, its intrinsic dynamics, and the emerging func- 407

tional relationships among its units. Importantly, A can be employed within a Bayesian inference 408

framework, similarly to the negative variational free energy in the context of DCM, where it serves 409

as lower bound approximation of the evidence of competing models54,59,165,167–169,171 as well as 410

in the domains of predictive coding172,173 and active inference applied to neural circuits, where 411

it is used to model how neurons dynamically update their internal states and synaptic weights to 412

predict and infer the causes of their sensory inputs174–177. 413

LFT and biohybrids networks 414

Recent progress in the growth, manipulation, and integration of biological brain tissue and bio- 415

inspired electronics devices has opened up intriguing possibilities beyond the conventional use 416

of studying the functioning of natural neural networks in living organisms. Brain organoids178–181
417

and neuromorphic systems3,182–184 are the most striking examples. Currently, there are efficient 418

methods to develop synthetic networks and hybrid circuits that imitate biological systems and 419

connect artificial and real brain networks. These circuits could be programmed using the binary 420

LFT language. Indeed, neuromorphic chips use event-driven processing, meaning that compu- 421

tations are only performed when events (spikes) occur, leading to significant energy savings185. 422

The LFT language could then be used as an efficient paradigm for abstracting computations, 423

performing simulations, and tuning the artificial synaptic weights of the chips based on the ac- 424

tivity of the recorded cells during the design and test phase of neuromorphic devices186,187. 425

In addition, the potential application of transforming organoids and neuromorphic networks into 426

functional neural circuits has been also recently discussed by Zheng and coworkers179. This 427

route seems the most viable practical implementation of utilizing natural (and possibly biohybrid) 428

neurons for conducting physical LFT simulations, eventually realizing the concepts suggested by 429

Halverson89, but with real neurons. 430

Limitations 431

We conclude discussing some of the open challenges of this new framework. The effective the- 432

ory, which would actually fit the experimental data, is connected to the microscopic theory (i.e., 433

at the level of single neurons) through extensively studied ”renormalization” procedures. How- 434

ever, the precise formulation and calculation of these procedures are still in the early stages and 435

require more research for a comprehensive understanding. The first approximation we employ is 436

the two-body truncation (see TI), which is deemed to be valid under the condition of small covari- 437

ances. This approximation essentially involves applying a maximum entropy model to A . Hence, 438

it should be, at worst, equivalent to the usual ”stationary” max entropy model described above. 439

The second one is implementing additional stationary conditions truncation, which is applicable 440

when the synaptic connections remain constant across the time scale of the empirically recorded 441

brain activity and homogeneous firing dynamics of the neurons in the network. Reasonably, this 442

can be assumed to be valid for the time scales of most neurophysiology experiment. Indeed, 443

a comparison of recording sessions that are considerably distant in time might be a useful way 444

to test this approximation. In the case of single-neuron activity, our approach describes the on- 445

off state of the neurons over time. Therefore, the map between the couplings of Equation 10 446
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and the actual synaptic anatomical structure, or that of the ion channels, is not trivial. However, 447

as discussed above, we argue that it should be possible to reconstruct the parameters of A 448

from knowledge of the anatomical structures in the LFT formulation. It is still unclear to what 449

extent one can determine the anatomical structures only based on observable dynamics, even 450

if it is reasonable to expect an overlapping similarity for measures obtainable with a sufficient 451

amount of precision, such as the A matrix or the grand covariance (see Equation 16, TI). Gen- 452

erally speaking, this approach also suffers of the curse of inverse problems, which are, to some 453

extent, ill-posed. This is because an high number of parameters need to be determined from a 454

relatively small subset of observation, with an inverse operator needed to map the measurement 455

vector to the estimated ”ground-truth”, as for example, in the Magnetoencephalography (MEG) 456

or Electroencephalography (EEG) source localization problem, where statistical models try to 457

assign the true sources activation to the observed measurements. 458
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Theoretical insights 459

The action of a neural network 460

We resume here the fundamentals of the theory. For a comprehensive treatment please refer 461

to Bardella et al. 202425 and Franchini 202346. Following the principles of Statistical Field 462

Theory28–31, we postulate the analytic euclidean action function26–31A , that can be written as a 463

Taylor’s expansion as follows25: 464

A (Ω|F, I) := ∑
i∈V

∑
α∈S

Iα
i ϕ

α
i + ∑

i∈V
∑
j∈V

∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

Fαβ

i j ϕ
α
i ϕ

β

j +

+ ∑
i∈V

∑
j∈V

∑
h∈V

∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

∑
γ∈S

Fαβγ

i jh ϕ
α
i ϕ

β

j ϕ
γ

h + ∑
i∈V

∑
j∈V

∑
h∈V

∑
k∈V

∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

∑
γ∈S

∑
δ∈S

Fαβγδ

i jhk ϕ
α
i ϕ

β

j ϕ
γ

h ϕ
δ
k + ... (13)

The terms are the one-, two-, three-, and four–vertex interactions, etc., while the tensors F 465

collects the parameters of the theory. We postulate95 that terms with more than two vertices can 466

be neglected, 467

Fαβγ

i jh = 0, Fαβγδ

i jhk = 0, ... (14)

Therefore, the proposed action reduces to: 468

A (Ω|F, I) = ∑
i∈V

∑
α∈S

Iα
i ϕ

α
i + ∑

i∈V
∑
j∈V

∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

Fαβ

i j ϕ
α
i ϕ

β

j . (15)

Notice that is formally equivalent to the max entropy model considered in the works of Schneid- 469

man and colleagues95 but with a key difference: the same neuron at different times is considered 470

as two different neurons. It is the action that ultimately makes them look the same evolving in 471

time. We introduce the grand covariance (see also section 3 of Bardella et al. 202425), 472

C αβ

i j := ⟨ϕα
i ϕ

β

j ⟩µ −⟨ϕα
i ⟩µ⟨ϕβ

j ⟩µ (16)

from which the couplings can be reconstructed via inference methods25. We can further simplify 473

the theory by dropping interaction terms where both indices are different, that we improperly call 474

”non-relativistic” approximation because it interprets the columns of the kernel Ω as sequence of 475

causally ordered isochronic surfaces25, or Markov blankets188: 476

A (Ω|A,B, I) := ∑
i∈V

∑
α∈S

Iα
i ϕ

α
i + ∑

i∈V
∑
j∈V

∑
α∈S

Fαα
i j ϕ

α
i ϕ

α
j + ∑

α∈S
∑
β∈S

∑
i∈V

Fαβ

ii ϕ
α
i ϕ

β

i (17)

Non relativistic is intended in the ”non general” reltivistic sense. Indeed, in Equation 129 of 477

Bardella et al 202425 we showed how to reduce to the special relativistic Klein-Gordon La- 478

grangian as a special case. This approximation is already useful, as it can account for variable 479

synapses and multiple neuron species with ”only ” NT (N+T ) parameters. We show a test of this 480

specific step in Figure 21 of Bardella et al. 202425. Finally, we assume that the terms with i ̸= j 481

are stationary in time and those with α ̸= β are stationary among the considered neurons, i.e.25
482

Fαα
i j = Ai j, Fαβ

ii = Bαβ , (18)

which is equivalent to assuming that the connections do not change at the considered time 483

scale and that the observed neurons have all the same kinetic properties. This is reasonable 484

for the scale of most behavioral neurophysiology experiments. Our approximation reduces the 485

number of parameters that should be computed to reconstruct the action from T 2N2 to N2 +T 2, 486
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significantly enhancing the computational tractability. 487

The action can be rewritten using the correlation matrices25: 488

A (Ω|A,B, I) = ∑
i∈V

∑
α∈S

Iα
i ϕ

α
i +T ∑

i∈V
∑
j∈V

Ai j φi j +N ∑
α∈S

∑
β∈S

Bαβ pαβ (19)

The information is thus coded in the three observables ⟨Ω⟩, ⟨Φ⟩ and ⟨Π⟩, which form the hyper- 489

matrix25 . Finally, we introduce the covariance matrices of eq. 11. The parameters A, B can 490

be inferred from these matrices alone. The covariances can then also be used in combination 491

with ⟨Ω⟩ to reconstruct the input I 25. As described in the main text, note that anatomical con- 492

nections of any topology can be encoded in the interaction matrix A, potentially integrating any 493

developments in the mapping of the cortex. 494

Renormalization 495

To link theory and experimental observations we apply a simple renormalization47,49 scheme 496

based on Franchini 202346. For more formal details, please refer to section 3 and 4 of Franchini 497

202346 and section 4 of Bardella et al. 202425. Following the main text, let us indicate a cubic 498

lattice with L3 and with z (xyz ∈ L3) the average height from the surface of the cortex at which 499

a given cortical layer is located. Let xy be the position of the center of gravity of the cortical 500

minicolumn section in the horizontal plane. To model the minicolumn layers, we will define a 501

partition of the space R3 into volumes of equal size according to the lattice cells. To simplify, 502

we will approximate the cortical minicolumns as square-based minicolumns. We remark that we 503

use an euclidean reference frame to allow comparisons with existing histological, fMRI, and other 504

structural data189. However, note that the underlying Euclidean geometry does not, in principle, 505

restrict the LFT parameters. Also, this may help highlight effects due to possible correlations with 506

Euclidean topology190. The layers of the minicolumns are thus represented by the lattice cells 507

Uxyz :=UxUyUz ⊂ R3 (20)

Now, calling v(i) ∈ R3 the position of the i−th neuron (possibly of its cell body), we can group by 508

the volume in which they are located 509

Vxyz :=
{

i ∈V : v(i) ∈Uxyz
}
. (21)

Each of these groups of neurons will have its own associated kernel 510

Ωxyz :=
{

ϕ
α
i ∈ {0,1} : i ∈Vxyz, α ∈ S

}
. (22)

Then, one could further group the neurons, first by index z, so as to form the cortical minicolumns. 511

The vertices belonging to the minicolumn are 512

Vxy :=
⋃
z∈L

Vxyz (23)

that is the set of neurons that constitutes the minicolumn at position xy. The kernel is 513

Ωxy := {Ωxyz ∈ {0,1}Vxyz : z ∈ L, α ∈ S} (24)

and describes the activity of the single cortical minicolumn in xy. It is possible to observe this 514

activity directly through some interfaces, like Neuropixels4 or SiNAPS1 probes or deep multi- 515

electrode shanks. The minicolumns are in the end grouped again to form the cortex structures 516

and areas, 517

V :=
⋃

xy∈L2

Vxy (25)
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and the original kernel can thus be expressed in terms of the minicolumns: 518

Ω = {Ω
α
xy ∈ {0,1}Vxy : xy ∈ L2, α ∈ S}, (26)

so that it represents a two-dimensional lattice of cortical minicolumns, a system in 2+ε dimen- 519

sions. For the above, we can consider the experimental kernel for a specific tubular layer 520

Ωz := {Ω
α
xyz ∈ {0,1}Vxyz : xy ∈ L2, α ∈ S}. (27)

The points are organized in a planar sub-lattice x′y′ ∈ L′
2 (of the observed cortical layer z) 521

whose step is much greater than the diameter of the individual minicolumn, so that the ac- 522

tivities recorded at the various points belong with high probability to different and well-spaced 523

minicolumns. To model the spacing between the probing points, we apply a renormalization by 524

decimation on Ω, and obtain the decimated activity kernel of eq. 12 of the main text 525

Ω̂ := {ϕ̂
α

x′y′ ∈ {0,1} : x′y′ ∈ L′
2, α ∈ S}, ϕ̂

α

x′y′ := I(Ωα

x′y′z ̸= 0). (28)

Considering potential corrections for systematic errors and approximations, such kernel is in- 526

tended to model the sensor recording. According to our arguments, it should be comparable 527

with a renormalized theory. Notice that here renormalization occurs only in space and the infor- 528

mation coming from the digitalization of neuronal signals is largely preserved. 529
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117. Crăciun, D., and Opriş, D. (1996). The helmholtz conditions for the difference equations 859

systems. Balkan Journal of Geometry and its Applications (BJGA) 1, 21–30. 860

118. Bourdin, L., and Cresson, J. (2013). Helmholtz’s inverse problem of the discrete calculus 861

of variations. Journal of Difference Equations and Applications 19, 1417–1436. doi:10. 862

1080/10236198.2012.754435. 863

119. Gubbiotti, G. (2019). On the inverse problem of the discrete calculus of variations. Journal 864

of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 52, 305203. doi:10.1088/1751-8121/AB2919. 865

25

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/JOURNAL.PCBI.1008209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-27724-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-26202-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVRESEARCH.5.013005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2013/03/P03005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-20890-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUCOM.2004.11.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVE.99.012316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVE.99.012316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVE.99.012316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.033264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.033264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.033264
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.08997
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.07701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10236198.2012.754435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10236198.2012.754435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10236198.2012.754435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/AB2919


120. Gubbiotti, G. (2020). Lagrangians and integrability for additive fourth-order difference 866

equations. The European Physical Journal Plus 2020 135:10 135, 1–30. doi:10.1140/ 867

EPJP/S13360-020-00858-Y. 868

121. Gerstein, G. L., and Perkel, D. H. (1969). Simultaneously recorded trains of action po- 869

tentials: analysis and functional interpretation. Science (New York, N.Y.) 164, 828–830. 870

doi:10.1126/SCIENCE.164.3881.828. 871

122. Aertsen, A. M., Gerstein, G. L., Habib, M. K., and Palm, G. (1989). Dy- 872

namics of neuronal firing correlation: modulation of ”effective connectivity”. 873

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.1989.61.5.900 61. doi:10.1152/JN.1989.61.5.900. 874

123. Vaadia, E., Haalman, I., Abeles, M., and Bergman, H. (1995). Dynamics of neuronal in- 875

teractions in monkey cortex in relation to behavioural events. Nature 1995 373:6514 373, 876

515–518. doi:10.1038/373515a0. 877

124. Shadlen, M. N., and Newsome, W. T. (1998). The Variable Discharge of Cortical Neurons: 878

Implications for Connectivity, Computation, and Information Coding. Journal of Neuro- 879

science 18, 3870–3896. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.18-10-03870.1998. 880

125. Panzeri, S., Schultz, S. R., Treves, A., and Rolls, E. T. (1999). Correlations and the encod- 881

ing of information in the nervous system. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological 882

Sciences 266, 1001. doi:10.1098/RSPB.1999.0736. 883

126. Averbeck, B. B., Latham, P. E., and Pouget, A. (2006). Neural correlations, population 884

coding and computation. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 2006 7:5 7, 358–366. doi:10. 885

1038/nrn1888. 886

127. Schrader, S., Grün, S., Diesmann, M., and Gerstein, G. L. (2008). Detecting synfire chain 887

activity using massively parallel spike train recording. Journal of neurophysiology 100, 888

2165–2176. doi:10.1152/JN.01245.2007. 889

128. Russo, E., and Durstewitz, D. (2017). Cell assemblies at multiple time scales with arbitrary 890

lag constellations. eLife 6. doi:10.7554/ELIFE.19428. 891

129. Torre, E., Canova, C., Denker, M., Gerstein, G., Helias, M., and Grün, S. (2016). ASSET: 892

Analysis of Sequences of Synchronous Events in Massively Parallel Spike Trains. PLOS 893

Computational Biology 12, e1004939. doi:10.1371/JOURNAL.PCBI.1004939. 894

130. Quaglio, P., Rostami, V., Torre, E., and Grün, S. (2018). Methods for identification of spike 895

patterns in massively parallel spike trains. Biological Cybernetics 112, 57–80. doi:10. 896

1007/S00422-018-0755-0. 897

131. Tavoni, G., Ferrari, U., Battaglia, F. P., Cocco, S., and Monasson, R. (2017). Functional 898

coupling networks inferred from prefrontal cortex activity show experience-related effective 899

plasticity. Network Neuroscience 1, 275–301. doi:10.1162/NETN_a_00014. 900

132. Cocco, S., and Monasson, R. (2011). Adaptive cluster expansion for inferring boltzmann 901

machines with noisy data. Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 090601. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.106. 902

090601. 903

133. Abeles, M., Hayon, G., and Lehmann, D. (2004). Modeling compositionality by dynamic 904

binding of synfire chains. Journal of computational neuroscience 17, 179–201. doi:10. 905

1023/B:JCNS.0000037682.18051.5f. 906

26

http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/EPJP/S13360-020-00858-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/EPJP/S13360-020-00858-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/EPJP/S13360-020-00858-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/SCIENCE.164.3881.828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/JN.1989.61.5.900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/373515a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.18-10-03870.1998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/RSPB.1999.0736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn1888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn1888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn1888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/JN.01245.2007
http://dx.doi.org/10.7554/ELIFE.19428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/JOURNAL.PCBI.1004939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/S00422-018-0755-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/S00422-018-0755-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/S00422-018-0755-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/NETN_a_00014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.090601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.090601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.090601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JCNS.0000037682.18051.5f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JCNS.0000037682.18051.5f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JCNS.0000037682.18051.5f


134. Fredkin, E., and Toffoli, T. Conservative logic vol. 21. Kluwer Academic Publishers-Plenum 907

Publishers (1982). doi:10.1007/BF01857727. 908

135. Okun, M., Steinmetz, N. A., Cossell, L., Iacaruso, M. F., Ko, H., Barthó, P., Moore, T., 909
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