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Abstract
Recurrent neural networks (RNNs) with random, but sufficiently strong and balanced coupling display

a well known high-dimensional chaotic dynamics. Here, we investigate if externally applied inputs to these
RNNs can stabilize globally synchronous, input-dependent solutions, in spite of the strong chaos-inducing
coupling. We find that when the balance between excitation and inhibition is exact, that is when the
row-sum of the weights is constant and 0, a globally applied input can readily synchronize all neurons onto
a synchronous solution. The stability of the synchronous solution is analytically explored in this work
with a master stability function. For any synchronous solution to the network dynamics, the conditional
Lyapunov spectrum can be readily determined, with the stability of the synchronous solution critically
dependent on the largest real eigenvalue component of the RNN weight matrix. We find that the smaller
the maximum real component of the weight matrix eigenvalues, the more readily the network synchronizes.
Further, the conditional Lyapunov exponents are easily computed numerically for any synchronization
signal without simulating the RNN. Finally, for certain oscillatory synchronization signals, the conditional
Lyapunov exponents can be determined analytically.

1 Introduction
Chaotic recurrent neural networks (RNNs) have proven to be a powerful tool in analyzing the dynamics
and function of populations of biological neurons [1–4] , and as a general tool in machine learning to
learn the dynamics behind signals and sequences [5–11]. These networks are often initialized in a standard
“balanced" fashion, where the excitatory connection weights on average are matched by the inhibitory
connection weights, leading to a high-dimensional chaotic state [1–3]. This has both served as a model
for excitatory/inhibitory balance in biological circuits, as well as a useful initial configuration for networks
where learning algorithms simultaneously shape the structure and function of RNNs in a goal-directed
manner [5, 6, 11]

While learning can produce stable dynamics in otherwise chaotic RNNs, common inputs into the network
have also been shown to suppress chaotic dynamics, but not fully synchronize the neurons [12–15]. Notably,
recent work has considered the role of synchronized common inputs and independent inputs in facilitating
the suppression or (lack thereof) of chaotic dynamics [16]. For example, in [16], the authors extend the
dynamic mean-field theory (DMFT) approach to analyzing chaotic RNNs. They show that an inhibitory
(but input-balanced) network fed with common oscillatory inputs effectively tracks and cancels these inputs
with the recurrent dynamics. Independent (in phase) inputs could however destabilize the chaos [16]. For
oscillatory inputs, the frequency of oscillatory inputs is also a critical factor in eliminating/suppressing
chaotic [12]. Collectively, these results imply some suppression or modulation of the chaotic dynamics
possible with common inputs. However, the ability to fully synchronize the network, with either common
or independent inputs to the neurons has not been considered.

In this work, we also consider the impact of common inputs to all neurons in an otherwise chaotic RNN.
However, we investigate the conditions under which the inputs will fully synchronize all neurons in the RNN
to a common solution. First, we show that under precise, row-balancing of the excitatory and inhibitory
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components on the RNN weight matrix, there always exists a synchronous solution driven by common
inputs. When the weight matrix is not row-balanced, the synchronous solution still exists however it requires
independent (different) inputs for each neuron. Further, we analytically derive the stability conditions
through the master stability function [17] on the input-induced synchronous solution. The stability condition
depends only on the real components of the eigenvalues of the RNN weight matrix, and properties of the
transfer function of the neurons and the synchronous solution. As the MSF approach was utilized, the
derivation does not rely on DMFT, and only assumes a diagonalizable weight matrix. The stability of the
synchronous solution was determined by computing the full conditional Lyapunov spectrum [18,19], which is
easily calculable numerically by approximating a single limit. For certain oscillatory signals, the Lyapunov
spectrum can be analytically determined. The stability results were numerically confirmed for simulated
RNNs with different weight configurations and different synchronization signals.

2 Results
The equations for a standard recurrent neural network [1, 2] with common inputs are given by:

ẋi = −xi +
N∑

j=1
ωijϕ(xj) + c(t), i = 1, 2 . . . N (1)

where c(t) is the externally applied input to all neurons. This input will drive the RNN onto a particular
trajectory, with the RNN acting as the response system [18, 19]. The function ϕ(x) is the transfer function
or firing rate for the neuronal dynamics. We will assume that f(x) is sigmoidal, and 0 ≤ ϕ′(x) ≤ M , for
some constant M > 0. The weight matrix is assumed to be random, but with precisely balanced row sums.
In particular,

ωij = Jij − 1
N

 N∑
j=1

Jij

 (2)

where

E(Jij) = 0, E(J2
ij) = g2

N
.

where E is the expectation operator, and g scales the coupling strength.
The row-sum condition (2) implies a precise balance between the excitatory (ωij > 0) and inhibitory

(ωij < 0) connection weights as
∑N

j=1 ωij = 0. Given an input c(t), we know that a synchronous solution
exists with the condition (2), by considering xi(t) = xs(t), i = 1, 2, . . . N . The synchronous solution is given
by the differential equation

ẋi = ẋs = −xs +
N∑

j=1
ωijϕ(xs) + c(t)

= −xs + c(t)

and thus the network admits a synchronous solution of:

xs(t) =
∫ t

0
exp(t′ − t)c(t′) dt′ + xs(0) exp(−t) (3)

To investigate the behaviour of these networks, we simulated a network with N = 1000 neurons with
c(t) = cos(2πνt) with ν = 0.05. The synchronous solution is xs(t) → 2 sin(2πnut)+cos(2πνt)

4π2ν2+1 for a sufficiently
large t (the exp(−t) decays asymptotically, Figure 1A-C). For a sufficiently small g, but still larger than
the approximate transition to chaos (g > 1) for the unforced networks, the neurons readily synchronize to
xs(t) (Figure 1B). Once c(t) is set to 0 after synchronization, the neurons transiently remain synchronized
(although not fully) for a period of time on the system xi ≈ xs(t), with

dxs

dt
= −xs (4)
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until eventually the chaotic dynamics re-emerge (Figure 1B-C). For a sufficiently large g, the neurons no
longer fully synchronize to xs(t), as xs(t) is no longer a stable synchronous solution (Figure 1D-F).

In order to analyze the stability of xs(t), we will apply the Master Stability Function (MSF) approach.
Note that as we are considering the dynamics of the RNN on the synchronous solution xs(t), a DMFT
analysis of the large network (N → ∞) limits is unnecessary. The main result of this work is that for
any c(t) ∈ C[0, ∞), where C[0, ∞) is the set of continuous functions on [0, ∞), the conditional Lyapunov
spectrum, li of the corresponding xs(t) is determined by

li = −1 + µi lim
T →∞

1
T

∫ T

0
ϕ′(xs(s)) ds = −1 + µiq, i = 1, 2 . . . N (5)

where µi is a real component of the eigenvalue of the matrix ω Thus, the spectrum can be approximated
without simulating the RNN in equation (1) with the following 3 step process

1 Choose xs(t) (or c(t)) with c(t) determined by c = ẋs + xs.

2 Compute xs(t) over a long-time period, T ∗

3 Approximate the spectrum with li ≈ −1+µi
1

T ∗
∫ T ∗

0 ϕ′(xx(s)) ds = −1+µiq
∗, where 1

T ∗
∫ T ∗

0 ϕ′(xx(s)) ds
is an approximation to q.

Note that the conditions 0 ≤ ϕ′(x) ≤ M imply the existence of

q = lim
T →∞

1
T

∫ T

0
ϕ′(xs(s)) ds

through a straightforward application of the squeeze theorem from basic calculus.

2.1 Derivation of the Lyapunov Spectrum of xs(t)
The derivation of the Lyapunov spectrum in equation (5) is routine but somewhat tedious, and follows
from an immediate application of the master stability function. First, with xs(t) determined essentially by
choosing the appropriate c(t) (c(t) = xs(t) + ẋs(t)), we consider perturbations off of xs(t):

ẋi = xs(t) + ϵi(t)

which yields the following:

ẋs(t) + ϵ̇i(t) = −xs − ϵi +
N∑

j=1
ωijϕ(xs + ϵj) + c(t)

ẋs(t) + ϵ̇i(t) = −xs − ϵi +
N∑

j=1
ωij

[
ϕ(xs) + ϕ′(xs)ϵj + O(ϵ2

j )
]

+ c(t)

Thus, the perturbations ϵj , j = 1, 2, . . . N satisfy the variational equations to leading order

→ ϵ̇i(t) = −ϵi + ϕ′(xs(t))
N∑

j=1
ωijϵj

or in matrix form:

ϵ̇ =
(
−IN + ϕ′(xs(t))ω

)
ϵ

In the MSF approach [17], ω is assumed to be diagonalizable:

ω = P −1DP .

The substitution η = P −1ϵ. This yields:

η̇ =
[
−IN + ϕ′(xs(t))D

]
η
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which leads to the following master-stability-function blocks:

η̇ = (−1 + λiϕ
′(xs(t)))η (6)

where λi is an eigenvalue of the matrix ω. When λi is a real eigenvalue, equation (6) governs the dynamics
of the perturbations. The solution to equation (6) is determined by

η(t) = exp
(

−t + λi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′

)
η(0) (7)

In the case of an eigenvalue having a complex conjugate pair, λ = µi ± iκ, then we have the following:

η̇+ = (−1 + (µ + iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η+

η̇− = (−1 + (µ − iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η−

Consider the following system:

η1 = η+ + η−, η2 = η+ − η−
i

(8)

Then we have

η̇1 = (−1 + (µ + iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η+ + (−1 + (µ − iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η−

= (−1 + µϕ′(xs(t)))η1 − κϕ′(xs(t))η2

η̇2 =
[
(−1 + (µ + iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η+ − (−1 + (µ − iκ)ϕ′(xs(t)))η−

]
i−1

= (−1 + µ(f ′(xs(t))) (η+ − η−) i−1 + ϕ′(xs(t))κϕ′(xs(t))(η+ + η−)
= (−1 + µ(ϕ′(xs(t)))η2 + ϕ′(xs(t))κη1

And thus we have the block system η = (η1, η2)

η̇ =
(

−1 + µiϕ
′(xs(t)) −κiϕ

′(xs(t))
κiϕ

′(xs(t)) −1 + µiϕ
′(xs(t))

)
η (9)

Fortunately, equation (9) has an exact solution which can be determined by using the matrix exponential.
The expanded form of the exact solution is:

η1(t) = exp
(

−t + µi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′

)[
η1(0) cos

(
κi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′))

)
− η2(0) sin

(
κi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′))

)]
(10)

η2(t) = exp
(

−t + µi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′

)[
η2(0) cos

(
κi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′))

)
+ η1(0) sin

(
κi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′))

)]
(11)

Thus, the master stability function blocks (for the perturbations off xs(t)) can be analytically solved
for in this case. When λ is a real eigenvalue, the solution is governed by (7), while when λ is a complex
eigenvalue, the solution is governed by (10)-(11). The asymptotic behaviour of the perturbations η(t) in
both cases is critically dependent on

Ai(t) = exp
(

−t + µi

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′

)
.

which determines the amplitude of the ith perturbation (associated with µi).
Each conditional Lyapunov exponent can then be determined by

li = lim
t→∞

1
t

log(Ai(t))

= −1 + µi lim
t→∞

1
t

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′ (µi ̸= 0).

Thus, the Lyapunov spectrum is given by

l0 = 0, li = −1 + µi lim
t→∞

1
t

∫ t

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′ = −1 + µiq, i = 1, 2, . . . N − 1

For the special case where xs(t) is a periodic function, with period ν−1, the long term average of the
integral is the average area underneath f ′(xs(t)′) for a single period of the oscillation:

q = lim
T →∞

1
T

∫ T

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′ = ν

∫ ν−1

0
ϕ′(xs(t′)) dt′ (12)
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2.2 Non Row-Balanced Weights

We remark here that if the weights are non-row balanced, then the network can still be forced to synchronize
with non-common inputs. Suppose xs(t) is a synchronous solution, and define ci(t) as the non-common inputs
to each neuron. Then:

ẋi = ẋs = −xs +
N∑

j=1
ωijϕ(xs) + ci(t)

ẋs = −xs + ωiϕ(xs) + ci(t)
→ ci(t) = ẋs + xs − Ωiϕ(xs)

where

Ωi =
N∑

j=1
ωij .

A straightforward calculation shows that for ϵi(t), where xi(t) = xs(t) + ϵi(t)

ϵ̇i(t) = −ϵi +
N∑

j=1
ωijϕ′(xs)ϵi, i = 1, 2, . . . N

which implies that the conditional Lyapunov spectrum for xs(t) in the row-balanced case (with common
inputs) is identical to the non-row balanced case (with neuron-specific inputs).

2.3 Numerical Evaluation of the Lyapunov Spectrum

With the Lyapunov spectrum determined in equation (5), the condition for the stability of xs(t) is

µi ≤ q−1 = lim
T →∞

1
T

∫ T

0
ϕ′(xs(s)) ds′, ∀µi

Thus, all real-components of the eigenvalues of ω must lie to the left of q. To test this condition, we utilized
two synchronous solutions xs(t) with synchronization signals c(t)

xs(t) = cos(2πtν1) + sin(2πtν2) (Sum of oscillators)
xs(t) = AX(t) (Lorenz Signal)

where X(t) is the time-rescaled X component of the Lorenz system:

dX

dt
= τσ(Y − X)

dY

dt
= τ(X(ρ − Z) − Y )

dZ

dt
= τ(XY − βZ)

The parameters for these systems can be found in Figure 2. For each desired synchronous solution, the
synchronization signal c(t) was computed with c(t) = ẋs(t) + xs(t). The corresponding q was computed
numerically in each case (Figure 2A). The computed q values for the two solutions were: q ≈ 0.5870 (sum
of oscillators) and q ≈ 0.6702 (Lorenz system), which implies a loss of stability when µi > 1.4921 (Lorenz)
and µi > 1.7036 (sum of oscillators).

A randomly generated weight matrix, ω, was created with g rescaling the random weight matrix at three
discrete values 1.4, g = 1.5 and g = 1.7, with the synchronization signals c(t) applied separately.
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2.4 An Exactly Solvable Case

For f(x) = tanh(x), then f ′(x) = 1 − tanh(x)2, the MSF blocks are given by

η̇ = (−1 + λ − λ tanh(xs(t))2)η (Real Eigenvalues)

η̇ =
(

−1 + µ − µ tanh(xs(t))2 −ω + ω tanh(xs(t))2

ω − ω tanh(xs(t))2 −1 + µ − µ tanh(xs(t))2

)
η (Complex Eigenvalues)

Consider the following synchronous solution (xs(t)):

xs(t) = tanh−1(A cos(2πft)), A < 1.

c(t) = ẋs + xs

= − 2Aπf sin(2πft)
1 − A2 cos(2πft)2 + tanh−1(A cos(2πft))

where f is the frequency of xs(t) and A is the amplitude.
which yields:

η̇ = (−1 + λ − λA2 cos2(2πft))η (Real Eigenvalues)

η̇ =
(

−1 + µ − µA2 cos2(2πft) −ω + ωA2 cos2(2πft)
ω − ωA2 cos2(2πft) −1 + µ − µA2 cos2(2πft)

)
η (Complex Eigenvalues)

The exponential decay of these two solutions is governed by:

−t + µt − µ

∫ t

0
A2 cos2(2πνt′) dt′ = −t + µt − µ

(
A2

2 t + A2

8πν
sin(4πνt)

)

Thus, we require for all real µ,

−1 + µi − µi
A2

2 < 0, ∀µi

which implies that

µi <
1

1 − A2

2
, ∀µi

is the condition for the local asymptotic stability of xs(t). Interestingly, the stability of the synchronous
solution is not dependent in this case, on its frequency. We tested this result over three orders of magnitude
of the frequency range of xs(t) with f = 10−j for j = 0, 1, 2, and A = 0.6. The predicted loss of stability
occurs when the maximum real eigenvalue crosses the µi = 1.2195 (Figure 3). For g = 1.2, xs(t) is stable at
all three frequency values, and loses stability for g = 1.25 (Figure 3A-B). Note that a cursory evaluation of
equation (12) yields q = 1 − A2

2 .

3 Discussion
The high-dimensional chaotic dynamics in RNNs has been well studied for its computational properties, and
as a model for excitatory/inhibitory balance [1–7]. Recent work has shown that these chaotic dynamics can
be partially suppressed with common inputs [12], although this depends on the specific network considered
[16]. Here, we derive the conditions at which a global and fully synchronous solution, elicited by common
inputs, completely suppresses the chaotic dynamics. In particular, if the row-sum of the chaos inducing
weight matrix is exactly 0 for all neurons, a common input will synchronize all neurons, even in the chaotic
regime (g > 1, N ≫ O(1), [1, 2]). The spectrum of conditional Lyapunov exponents was determined, with
a simple numerical scheme for its determination. There is a critical point for the largest real component of
the eigenvalues of the weights that causes a loss of stability in xs(t). If any eigenvalue is larger than this
crossing point, then the synchronous solution loses local asymptotic stability.
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As these results were derived with a master stability function, and do not rely on DMFT, they are globally
applicable for any weight matrix coupling RNNs of the form in Equation (1). The only constraint on the
weight matrix is that it be diagonalizable. Thus, even for low-rank perturbations of random matrices [20]
or block matrices representing differing cell types [3], the stability of the synchronous solution elicited by
common inputs can be readily determined if the matrices are row-balanced. If the connection matrices are
not precisely row-balanced, then independent inputs to each neuron with a common component can fully
synchronize the network.

We note that the input driven synchronization of chaotic RNNs differing from (1) has been considered
by others, with a master stability function approach. For example, smaller, time-delayed neural networks
have been considered in [13]. The authors construct and analyze (with Lyapunov functions) the stability of
a synchronous solution in recurrent neural networks coupled with time-delayed connectivity.

Finally, we note that the analytical description of the conditional Lyapunov exponents for otherwise
chaotic RNNs may be of use in validating recent advances in computing Lyapunov exponents [21, 22].
However, we remark that the conditional Lyapunov exponents computed here are exclusively for the globally
synchronous solution induced by an input, rather than the intrinsic chaotic dynamics considered in [21,22].
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Figures

Figure 1: Full Synchronization of a Chaotic RNN (A) The eigenvalues of a randomly generated weight
matrix, with g = 1.3 and N = 1000. The matrix is row balanced, with a constant row-sum of 0. The red-
boundary denotes the approximate eigenvalue bound λ = |g| for a random, non-row balanced weight matrix.
(B) The xi(t) variables for 5 neurons in a network with a common input that turns on at t = 400. The
input is given by c(t) = cos(2πnut) with ν = 0.05. The input is turned on at t = 400 and off at t = 800.
(C) c(t) versus time (D) Identical to (A), only with g = 1.6. Note that the randomly generated weights in
(D) are rescaled (by g) versions of the weights in (A) (E) Identical to (B), with the same c(t). The neurons
no longer fully synchronize with stronger g. (F) Identical to (C).
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Figure 2: Numerical Results vs. Analytical Predictions (A) The numerical computation of q. The
synchronous solution, xs(t) (Lorenz system in red, oscillator sum in blue) is simulated on [0, 5000], with the
limit for q being approximated with q(t) = 1

t

∫ t
0 f ′(xs(s)) ds. The steady state value of q(t) (at t = 5000 was

used) for (B). (B) The eigenvalues of a randomly generated, row-balanced weight matrix, as described in
the main text for progressively larger g. The vertical lines correspond to q−1, the points at which xs(t) loses
stability for the Lorenz solution (red) and the oscillator sum (blue). (C) xi(t) for 5 neurons on the interval
[300, 700] with xs(t) being the the x component of the Lorenz system. The initial transient from t ∈ [0, 300]
is not plotted. (D) Identical to (C), with the sum of oscillators xs(t).
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Figure 3: Frequency Independent Transition from Stable to Unstable Synchrony (A) The eigen-
values (black dots) for a randomly generated weight matrix scaled by g = 1.2 (left) or g = 1.25 (right). The
vertical line corresponds to the analytically predicted loss of stability point for the synchronous solution
xs(t) = tanh−1)(cos(2πf)). (B) Varying f for g = 1.2 (left) and g = 1.25 (right). The synchronous solution
xs(t) is unstable for g = 1.25 at all three frequency values, and stable for g = 1.2. The amplitude was set
to A = 0.6 in these simulations.
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