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Understanding how the complex connectivity structure of the brain shapes its information-processing
capabilities is a long-standing question. Here, by focusing on a paradigmatic architecture, we study
how the neural activity of excitatory and inhibitory populations encodes information on external
signals. We show that information is maximized at the edge of stability, where excitation is balanced
by inhibition. When the input switches among different stimuli, this maximum corresponds to the
entropy of the external switching dynamics. By analyzing the case of a prolonged stimulus, we find
that stronger inhibition is needed to maximize the instantaneous sensitivity, revealing an intrinsic
trade-off between short-time responses and long-time accuracy. In agreement with recent experi-
mental findings, our results open the avenue for a complete information-theoretic understanding of
how and why inhibition strength should be tuned to optimize information-processing capabilities.

From sensory perception to task-driven behaviors and
decision-making processes, the brain constantly receives
and integrates large amounts of environmental informa-
tion. Both the encoding and processing of this infor-
mation in the cortex involve a complex interplay among
different neuronal populations [1–4]. Understanding the
basic mechanisms behind such information processing is
thus a central topic in systems neuroscience. Several
studies have investigated neural encoding at the level of
individual neurons, showing that certain neurons selec-
tively respond to specific features of incoming stimuli,
such as spatial or temporal frequency, orientation, po-
sition, or depth [5–8], leading to a sparse encoding [9].
However, due to advancements in the ability to simulta-
neously record the activity of large numbers of neurons
across various brain areas, recent decades have witnessed
a shift of research focus towards the investigation of col-
lective dynamics of neural populations [10–12]. Remark-
ably, the trajectories of such populations are typically
constrained in low-dimensional manifolds in the high-
dimensional space of neural activity [5, 13, 14], suggest-
ing that the entire population dynamically encodes stim-
ulus variables in this reduced [15–18] or coarse-grained
[19, 20] neural state space. Tools from information the-
ory have been used to measure the amount of information
that the response of a neural system conveys on a stim-
ulus [21–24], for instance through mutual or Fisher in-
formation [25, 26]. Yet, understanding how the emergent
information properties depend on the underlying dynam-
ics of the neural populations remains an open question.

Recurrent neural networks trained on cognitive tasks
have shown that low-dimensional subspaces naturally
emerge to support flexible computations at the popula-
tion level [27, 28]. However, the internal connectivities of
these artificial networks do not adhere to biological con-
straints such as Dale’s principle, which states that neu-
rons must be either excitatory or inhibitory. This neuro-

anatomical feature has profound implications for func-
tionality, as it underpins amplification mechanisms [29–
32] and efficient transmission [33].

It has been recently shown that strong recurrent cou-
pling and inhibition stabilization are common features of
the cortex [34]. Crucially, such a finely balanced state
not only prevents instability but may enhance the sys-
tem’s computational properties as well. Networks oper-
ating in this near-critical state often perform better in
information processing tasks and complex computations
in general [35–37], while exhibiting optimal sensitivity
to sensory stimuli [38, 39]. Such an interplay between
strong excitatory coupling and compensatory inhibition
is shaped by the connectivity structure between neural
populations, which makes theoretical studies particularly
challenging.

In this work, we explicitly tackle the problem of quan-
tifying the information encoded by neuronal subpopula-
tions on an external stochastic stimulus. By leveraging
neural dynamical models and focusing on the connectiv-
ity between excitatory and inhibitory populations, we are
able to compute the information between the neuronal
system and the stimulus in suitable regimes and provide
analytical bounds on the mutual information. Specifi-
cally, we demonstrate that an excitatory-inhibitory bal-
anced state is necessary not only to ensure stability but
also for maximizing information encoding at the steady
state. Further, by studying the response of the system to
a single stochastic perturbation of varying intensity, we
reveal an intrinsic trade-off between the optimal response
at short and long times. In particular, the time-resolved
form of the mutual information shows that global inhibi-
tion acts to regulate the total information encoded and
the sensitivity of the system’s response.

To retain physical interpretability, we focus on a
coarse-grained model of two neuronal subpopulations,
one excitatory and one inhibitory, described by their re-
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spective firing rates ρE and ρI . The excitatory popula-
tion receives a time-varying external input h(t), repre-
senting the stimuli the neurons seek to encode in their
firing rate dynamics. We are interested in the fluctu-
ations around the steady states of the two populations,
ρ∗µ, which we define as xµ(t) = ρµ(t)−ρ∗µ with µ ∈ {E, I}.
This model has been widely used in the literature as
it captures essential properties of neuronal connectivity
[29, 32, 40, 41]. Following these previous works, we ob-
tain the Langevin equations:

τ
dxµ

dt
= −rµxµ+

∑
ν∈E,I

Aµνxν +
√
2Dµξµ+h(t)δµ,E (1)

where τ is the characteristic timescale of neural dynam-
ics, rµ is the decay term of the activity, ξµ are indepen-
dent white noises, and Aµν is an element of the synaptic
connectivity matrix, that is parametrized as

Â =

(
w −kw
w −kw

)
, (2)

with w ≥ 0 and k ≥ 0. Thus, w measures the overall
excitation strength, while k quantifies the relative inten-
sity of the inhibition. One can immediately show that, if
rµ = r, the system is stable when k > kc = 1−r/w, while
for k < kc the excitation is too strong for the inhibition
to stabilize it.

To model changes in the external environment, we
posit the input as a jump process between a ground state,
h0, and a set of M discrete environmental states, hi.
These states might represent sensory stimuli of different
intensities, behavioral states, or motor commands. For
simplicity, we take these states to be equispaced, such
that hi = h0+i∆h, with h0 = 0 representing the absence
of external signals. The environment can transition from
this ground state to any other state with uniform transi-
tion rates, which we denote by w0→i = w↑. Likewise, the
transition rate to the ground state from any other state is
wi→0 = w↓. All other transition rates are set to zero, i.e.,
there is no direct switch from one stimulus to another.
In this setting, all environmental states are equally likely
and the neural populations must respond to the stochas-
tic jumps among them. The characteristic timescale of
this environmental process is τinput = (w↑ + w↓)

−1. We
sketch the model in Fig. 1a.

We seek to understand how much information the neu-
ronal network can capture on the external inputs at sta-
tionarity. To this end, we compute the mutual informa-
tion [25, 26]

Istx,h =

M∑
i=0

∫
dx psti,x(x) log

psti,x(x)

pstx (x)π
st
i

= Hx +Hinput −Hx,input (3)

which is nothing but the Kullback-Leibler divergence
DKL between the joint steady-state probability of the

FIG. 1. (a) Sketch of the model, describing a population of
excitatory (E, green) and inhibitory neurons (I, blue) in a
linearized regime evolving on a timescale τ . An input h stim-
ulates activity in the excitatory population with a timescale
τinput. (b-c) If τinput ≪ τ , the neural populations are not able
to resolve the different inputs. In the opposite limit, the joint
probability p(E, I) displays instead peaks around the different
input strengths. (d) The mutual information Ix,h is zero in
the fast-inputs regime, but sharply increases when τinput ≫ τ ,
signaling that the neural populations are capturing informa-
tion on the input in this regime. Simulations obtained with
M = 2, w̃↑ = 1/3, w̃↓ = 2/3, D = 1/2, r = 1, τ = 1.

inputs and the neural activity, psti,x, with x = (xE , xI),
and the corresponding marginal distributions, pstx and πst

i

[42]. As such, Istx,h quantifies how much x and h are
dependent on one another in terms of how much infor-
mation they share in their joint probability distribution.
As in Eq. (3), the mutual information can be rewritten
in terms of the differential entropy of the excitatory and
inhibitory populations, Hx, the Shannon entropy of the
external inputs, Hinput, and the joint entropy of the neu-
ral activity and environment, Hx,input. Without loss of
generality, we now assume that the populations have the
same diffusion coefficient, i.e., Dµ = D, and the same
decay rate, i.e., rµ = r.
From Eq. (1), the joint probability pi,x(t) is governed

by the following Fokker-Planck equation:

∂tpi,x(t) =
1

τ

∑
µ=E,I

[
∂µ[(F̃iµ(x)pi,x(t)] + ∂2

µpi,x(t)

]
+

+
1

τinput

M∑
j=0

[
w̃j→ipj,x(t)− w̃i→jpi,x(t)

]
(4)

where w̃j→i = τinputwj→i are the rescaled transition

rates, F̃iµ(x) = −rxµ +
∑

ν Aµνxν + hi(t)δµ,E with i(t)
the environmental state at time t, and we used the short-
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hand notation ∂xµ
:= ∂µ. Finding an explicit solu-

tion of Eq. (4) is, in general, a formidably challenging
task. However, exact solutions can be accomplished in a
timescale separation limit [43–45].

We find that, in the limit of a fast-evolving input
τinput ≪ τ , the joint probability of the system factor-
izes as psti,x = pstxπ

st
i (see Supplemental Material [46]).

In particular, pstx corresponds to the solution of the
Langevin equations in Eq. (1) with an effective input
h̃µ = δµ,E

∑
i hµ,iπ

st
i (Figure 1b). In this regime, we

clearly have that the mutual information between the
neural populations and the input vanishes, i.e., Ix,h → 0
when τinput/τ → 0. Indeed, the stationary solution of
the system tells us that the neural activity is only in-
fluenced by the average input, as it cannot resolve its
fast temporal evolution. On the other hand, in the limit
of a slowly evolving external input τinput ≫ τ , we find
that the system is described by the stationary probabil-
ity pi,x(t) = pstx|iπi(t), where p

st
x|i is the probability of the

excitatory and inhibitory populations conditioned on a
given environmental state hi. In particular, pstx|i is the
stationary solution of the system of Langevin equations
in Eq. (1) with constant input hi, which is a multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution N (mst

i , Σ̂
st). The mean mst

i is
given by (

mst
E,i

mst
I,i

)
=

(
R̂− Â

)−1
(
hi

0

)
where Rµν = rµδµν , whereas the covariance Σ̂st satisfies
the Lyapunov equation:∑
ν∈{E,I}

[
(Aαν −Rαν) Σ

st
νβ +Σst

αν

(
AT

νβ −Rνβ

)]
= −δαβ

as we show in the Supplemental Material [46]. It is worth
noting here that, since the input acts as an additional
drift, it only changes the average of the distribution with
respect to the case of no input. Therefore, the stationary
probability distribution of the neural populations is the
Gaussian mixture pstx =

∑
i π

st
i pstx|i. We show a typical

trajectory of the system and the corresponding probabil-
ity distribution of neural activity in Figure 1c.

Even though the entropy of a Gaussian mixture can-
not be written in a closed form, by employing the bounds
proposed in [47], we obtain an upper and a lower bound
on the mutual information starting from the Chernoff-
α divergence and the Kullback-Leibler divergence be-
tween the mixture components (see Supplemental Ma-
terial [46]). We have that I(b)(η/4) ≤ Ix,h ≤ I(b)(η),
where

I(b)(η) = −
M∑
i=0

πi log

[ M∑
j=0

πje
−(j−i)2η

]
(5)

with

η =
∆h2

4Dr

(2r + (k − 1)w)(2r2 + (3k − 1)w + (k2 + 1)w2)

(r + (k − 1)w)(2r2 + 2(k − 1)rw + (k2 + 1)w2)
.

FIG. 2. (a) Mutual information between the neural activity
x = (xE , xI) and the input h, as a function of the excitation
strength w and the relative intensity of inhibition k. If k <
kc (kc is the black dotted line), the system is unstable. (b-
c) Information between the neural activity and the inputs
is maximized at the edge of stability when k → kc. In this
limit, Ix,h converges to the entropy of the input Hinput, which
quantifies the information contained in the input.

Since I(b)(η/4) > 0, we have that Ix,h is always non-zero.
Eq. (5) shows that, in the limit of a slow input, the ex-
citatory and inhibitory populations are able to capture
information on the external stimulus. In the interme-
diate regime between the fast- and slow-input limits, we
cannot solve the Fokker-Planck equation explicitly. How-
ever, a direct simulation of the system shows that the
mutual information smoothly interpolates between the
two regimes, as we see in Figure 1d. Taken together,
our results underscore the significance of timescales for
neuronal circuits and their capability of processing infor-
mation on external time-varying stimuli [48–51].

Crucially, the synaptic strengths of the excitatory and
inhibitory populations drastically affect their mutual in-
formation with the input. Indeed, as we show in Figure
2a, Ix,h strongly depends on the interplay between exci-
tation and inhibition. Furthermore, the bounds in Eq. (5)
tighten as k approaches kc, eventually collapsing to one
single value in the limit k → kc, which corresponds to
the edge of stability of the system (see Fig. 2b):

Ix,h −→
k→kc

Hinput . (6)

Eq. (6) tells us that, at the edge of stability, the neu-
ral populations are able to fully capture the information
contained in the external input, which is exactly its en-
tropy Hinput. Intriguingly, we also find that this is the
maximum value the mutual information can attain, as
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FIG. 3. (a) Dynamics of the mutual information in the presence of a prolonged stochastic input. (b-c) The stationary mutual
information Istx,h diverges at the edge of stability, whereas the sensitivity χx,h = ∂2

t Ix,h(t)|t=tstim peaks at intermediate values

of k for large w. (d-e) The peak of the sensitivity occurs for kmax(w) > kc, while Istx,h → +∞ for k → kc. (f) Thus, a larger
inhibition strength k benefits the response at short times in terms of how quickly information increases when the input signal
arrives. On the contrary, at long times, information is maximized by reducing k and approaching the edge of stability at k = kc.

shown in Figure 2b-c. Thus, modulation of the inhibition
strength plays a prime role in determining how efficiently
the system can encode the external inputs, and the cor-
responding mutual information sharply increases as the
edge of stability is approached.

So far, we have considered the steady-state response
of the system to a time-varying input. However, under-
standing how neural populations dynamically acquire in-
formation when they receive a single stimulus, and how
quickly they can do so, is crucial as well. To this end, we
now introduce a scenario where the system in its station-
ary state is perturbed by an external stochastic input. In
this case, the mutual information in time reads

Ix,h(t) = Hx(t)−
∫ ∞

−∞
dh psth (h)Hx|h(t) (7)

where psth is the distribution of the strength of the stim-
ulus, and Hx|h is the conditional differential entropy of
x at a given input value h. We assume that psth is fully
characterized by the mean input strength, µh, and its
variance, σh, so that ph = N (µh, σh). Then, we have
that

Ix,h(t) =
1

2
log

det

[
Σst +K(t)

(
σ2
h 0
0 0

)
K(t)T

]
det (Σst)

(8)

where Σst is the covariance matrix of the unperturbed
system at steady state, and K(t) is the time-dependent
gain matrix that we derive in the Supplemental Mate-
rial [46]. In Figure 3a, we plot the time evolution of the
mutual information. At long times, we find once more
that the mutual information is maximized at the edge
of stability (Figure 3b), with Ix,h diverging as k → kc.
We note that, since the differential entropy for the con-
tinuous input distribution is not necessarily positive, the
bounds in Eq. (5) cannot be straightforwardly applied.
In particular, while the maximal information content of
the input was associated with its switching dynamics in
the previous setting, there is now no a priori limit to the
information that the system can encode.

The scenario becomes more intricate at short times
after the stimulus. In the inhibition-stabilized regime,
where w > 1, the response of the neural populations ex-
hibits a faster increase for stronger excitatory couplings
away from the edge of instability. To assess the sys-
tem’s responsiveness, we introduce a metric of sensitiv-
ity defined as χx,h = ∂2

t Ix,h(t)|t=tstim , which quantifies
the instantaneous increase in mutual information when
the stimulus arrives at time t = tstim [52]. In Figure
3c, we show that χx,h peaks at an optimal inhibition
strength kmax > 1, whose complete expression is given in
[46]. Crucially, this optimal value depends on the excita-
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tion strength as well, i.e., kmax ≡ kmax(w) (see Fig. 3d).
This highlights that the inhibition regime for the opti-
mal response at short times is drastically different from
that at long times (see Figs. 3d-e). In particular, since
kc(w) < kmax(w) for all w, our results unravel a funda-
mental trade-off between achieving maximum accuracy
and the speed at which the neural populations encode
information about the external stimulus, akin to a speed-
accuracy trade-off [53]. As we show in Figure 3f, long-
time accuracy is generally achieved at lower inhibition,
whereas sensitivity maximization requires a larger value
of k.

Overall, our analysis marks a significant step towards
the understanding of how the structure of connectivity
shapes information encoding in neuronal population dy-
namics. We showed analytically in an exactly solvable
regime that the mutual information between an input and
the receiving neuronal populations is maximized at the
edge of stability, highlighting the importance of the bal-
ance between excitation and inhibition. As non-normal
synaptic interactions are crucial for achieving this opti-
mal state, our findings confirm that the underlying struc-
tural connectivity is essential for the emergence of criti-
cal behaviors that support optimal information encoding
and complex dynamical evolution both in whole-brain
connectomes [54] and in artificial recurrent neural net-
works [55]. Notably, alterations in excitatory-inhibitory
balance have been experimentally related to the loss of
information-processing efficiency observed in pathologi-
cal conditions [56, 57]. Further, our results point to-
wards the hypothesis that the bran might be poised at
criticality to optimize its information-processing capabil-
ities [37, 50, 58, 59], and that computation at edge-of-
chaos may be optimal [35].

Our predictions are also consistent with recent ex-
perimental studies in which theoretical tools from re-
sponse theory have been applied to extensive whole-brain
neuronal recordings. The emergent dynamics of sev-
eral brain regions has been shown to lie at the edge of
stability [60, 61], with a distance from instability that
only slightly varied along the cortex. Such heterogene-
ity might be explained as an increase in the inhibition
level [62]. Our findings suggest that this observed fea-
ture may be related to the tuning of sensitivity to differ-
ent timescales [63, 64]. Importantly, the external stimu-
lus considered here may be immediately generalized to a
high-dimensional signal representing, for example, multi-
ple stimuli with different characteristics (e.g., frequency,
intensity) targeting spatially separated populations.

Although we focused on a paradigmatic - yet widely
used - model, our approach applies in principle to any
neuronal connectivities and can be used to investigate
more detailed synaptic structures and their effects on
information-processing performances. Although it will
be crucial to understand how strongly non-linear regimes
affect the behavior of the mutual information and the

information-theoretic features of the system in general,
our work paves the way to the unraveling of the funda-
mental mechanisms supporting information encoding and
sensitivity in neuronal networks.
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