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We analyze experimentally and theoretically the response of a network of spiking nodes to external perturbations. The
experimental system consists of an array of semiconductor lasers that are adaptively coupled through an optoelectronic
feedback signal. This coupling signal can be tuned from one to all to globally coupled and makes the network col-
lectively excitable. We relate the excitable response of the network to the existence of a separatrix in phase space and
analyze the effect of noise close to this separatrix. We find numerically that larger networks are more robust to uncor-
related noise sources in the nodes than small networks, in contrast to the experimental observations. We remove this
discrepancy considering the impact of a global noise term in the adaptive coupling signal and discuss our observations
in relation to the network structure.

I. LEAD PARAGRAPH

Complex real world systems are often modeled as networks
of interacting nodes. The collective dynamics of such net-
works is strongly determined by the dynamics of the individ-
ual nodes but also by their couplings and the different forms
of disorder which may exist within the network. The case
of spiking nodes is particularly relevant due to the prominent
role of neural excitability and collective phenomena in high or
low level cognition tasks. Beyond the case of static networks,
whose topology and coupling strengths are constant in time,
adaptive networks, whose coupling strength evolves with the
state of the network itself, are currently attracting attention, in
spite of the challenges presented by their analysis. Finally, far
from the idealized case of a perfectly homogeneous network
operating under perfectly controlled conditions, most real net-
works include both quenched disorder and various sources of
noise. Here, we study experimentally, numerically, and the-
oretically the excitable response of an adaptive network of
semiconductor lasers. All lasers are coupled via a slowly
evolving optoelectronic feedback, such that they can be ef-
fectively coupled or not depending on the network state and
history. We discuss how excitability can be an emerging prop-
erty of the network for some specific coupling, and the exis-
tence of a separatrix that governs the excitable dynamics at the
network level. Finally, we analyze how network heterogene-
ity and different sources of noise are necessary to provide a
complete theoretical picture of the experimental observations:
uncorrelated noise in the nodes pushes them out of unstable
fixed points and global noise in the coupling variable brings
correlations across the network.

II. INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of complex networks is at the center of many
high-impact research areas including climate science, com-
plex systems engineering, and neuroscience, to name a few
(see, e.g.1 for a recent overview on the topic). Due to its
prominence in neuroscience, one area of particular interest is
the collective dynamics of spiking elements, with emphasis

on stochastic effects2,3 or topology4 or both5,6. In addition,
in the context of physics-based neuromorphic computing7,8,
spike-based machine intelligence is currently emerging as an
expressive and energy-efficient paradigm building on a variety
of hardware platforms based on electronic but also on pho-
tonic implementations9–11.

Several purely photonic spiking architectures have
been analyzed in recent years, including lasers and
microresonators10,12–15. However, it is often hard to couple
many optical or optoelectronic nodes. Although theoretical
work presents promising approaches16–18, experimental
architectures rarely go beyond delayed self-coupling19–22

or very few nodes22–26. At the interface between photonics
and electronics, optoelectronic systems present remarkable
advantages due to their flexibility27,28 and their capacity
to operate back and forth conversions between optical and
electronic signals29.

In the following, we focus on the effects of coupling on
the excitable dynamics of a noisy and heterogeneous net-
work of semiconductor lasers with nonlinear optoelectronic
feedback30. One of the key features of this network is that the
coupling between lasers takes place through a (slowly) evolv-
ing variable. Thus, contrary to most networks where nodes
are dynamic but coupling strengths are static, this system can
be interpreted as an adaptive network, which may bring very
peculiar phenomena such as Canard cascades31 and Canard
resonance32. Such adaptive networks33, while often used in
the modeling of natural34–36 or man-made systems37–39, are
comparatively much less experimentally studied.

Here, we study the response to external perturbation of ho-
mogeneous or heterogeneous networks with different kinds of
adaptive couplings in the presence of noise. Without feed-
back, the semiconductor lasers are ON (lasing) or OFF (not
lasing), depending on the parameters. The network becomes
excitable due to the adaptive coupling. In the case of sum-
coupling, we show that this effect appears as the network
size increases, thus showing a form of emergent excitability40.
When comparing a population of single nodes with feedback
that are excitable (a setup reminiscent of a single layer in a
feedforward neural network) to a globally coupled network,
we observe that excitability is lost on the ensemble in presence
of noise, but that mean-intensity coupling can restore collec-
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tive excitability.
Finally, we analyze the impact of different noise sources on

the statistical properties of the excitable response of a hetero-
geneous network to perturbations. In section III we present
the experimental arrangement and in section IV the experi-
mental observations. In section V A, we present a mathemat-
ical model of the experiment and analyze the existence of a
separatrix in phase space, both for the single node with feed-
back and at the network level. In VI, we perform numerical
simulations which shed light on the role of noise sources in the
experimental observations. We discuss our results in section
VII and provide a summary in section VIII.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SYSTEM AND CONNECTION
CONTROL

The principle of the experimental arrangement (inspired
by27) is shown in Figure 1. It is based on an array of semi-
conductor lasers, adaptively coupled through a nonlinear op-
toelectronic feedback. We briefly describe the key points of
the experiment here for self-consistency and refer the reader
to30,32,41 for a more detailed description. An array of 451 Ver-
tical Cavity Surface Emitting Lasers emits mutually incoher-
ent light beams. These are steered towards a photodetector
which converts the optical intensity into a voltage signal. This
signal is logarithmically amplified to provide a saturable non-
linearity and high-pass filtered so as to remove its continuous
component. The resulting voltage is fed back into the con-
trol input of the power supply driving the whole array. On
the optical path between the laser array and the photodetector,
an iris diaphragm can be fully opened (in which case the sum
of all laser intensities reaches the photodetector) or closed to
different degrees. In the latter case, a sub-population (down
to one single individual laser) illuminates the photodetector
and therefore enters the optoelectronic feedback loop. Be-
tween the iris and the detector, a neutral density filter can be
used to scale the amount of light reaching the photodetector.
When the iris is closed around a unique beam, this single laser
drives the whole population. Opening the iris around three
lasers leads to this sub-population of three driving the array
via the incoherent sum of their light intensities. Tuning the
neutral density filter (or equivalently the transamplifier gain
of the photodetector) to downscale this sum by a factor three
leads to the mean intensity of this sub-population driving the
array. In the following, we refer to these two situations re-
spectively as sum- and mean-intensity coupling.

Power
Supply

Laser array

Feedback loop

High pass 
filter

Logarithmic
amplifier

Detector

Iris 
diaphragm

Neutral
density
filter

AllSome

(a) Setup: laser array with optoelectronic feedback (b) Coupling control

FIG. 1. Operating principle of the experiment (a) and connectivity
control (b). By opening or closing the iris diaphragm, a subpopula-
tion can be selected for coupling to the optoelectronic feedback loop.
The neutral density filter allows for sum or mean intensity coupling.

The system is a slow-fast system with the optoelectronic
feedback being the slowest variable. We refer the reader
to30,32 for a more complete description of the different dy-
namical regimes but the key observation is that increasing the
drive current of the laser array beyond their coherent emis-
sion threshold leads the system towards a relaxation oscilla-
tion state in which it collectively and periodically oscillates
between the branches of its critical manifold. Near this os-
cillatory state, we have described the excitable dynamics of a
single node in32. Here, we focus on excitability at the network
level.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL OBSERVATIONS

A. Sum coupling: From non-excitable nodes to an excitable
network

Due to the simplicity of the experimental setup, we can ef-
fectively analyze how the number of nodes coupled back into
the network impacts its overall dynamics. In the following,
we experimentally analyze how the system’s response to ex-
ternal perturbations varies with the number of nodes coupled
back into the network, while keeping all other parameters con-
stant. We apply a drive current just below the the coherent
emission threshold, so that the non-lasing state is stable, (and
no spikes are triggered by noise). We perturb the network
globally by shining a short pulse of light of 20 microseconds
duration with controllable intensity on the photodetector in
the feedback loop. We monitor the voltage signal which cor-
responds to the sum intensities of the perturbation pulse and
of the selected sub-population. We perform this experiment
for seven values of the optical power of the perturbation and
for each value we record the results over 1000 independent
realizations to assess the statistical significance of the obser-
vations.

The results are shown on Figure 2. For each power, the
curves show the average over the 1000 realizations, sur-
rounded by a shaded area corresponding to the 5-95% proba-
bility boundaries (i.e. only 10% of the trajectories fall outside
of that area).

When a small number of nodes is coupled back (panel (a),
seven nodes) the measured signal corresponds essentially to a
linear response of the system to the perturbation followed by
a relaxation towards the stable state. For a larger number of
nodes (panel (b) and even more so panel (c)) the response of
the system becomes increasingly nonlinear as is apparent from
its shape, which differs noticeably from the one in (a). In all
these cases, there is essentially no dispersion of the trajecto-
ries around their mean value, the residual width being mostly
attributed to detection noise. Finally, for the largest number
of nodes (panel (d), 60 nodes) the clear signature of excitabil-
ity appears: perturbations smaller than 0.24µW elicit a mostly
linear response while above this threshold large excursions are
observed. Close to that threshold, the trajectory distribution is
broader pointing at the sensitivity of the system to noise in
this regime. We underline that, for small network size (cases
(a,b,c)), even applying much stronger perturbations does not
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FIG. 2. Response to perturbations depending on the number of nodes
in the feedback loop: (a) 7, (b) 19, (c) 37, (d) 60 nodes. When the
number of nodes is sufficiently large (d), the network as a whole
becomes excitable.

elicit an excitable response. We have checked that by apply-
ing perturbations up to 2 µW, an optical power equivalent to
the maximal optical power emitted by the network in case (d),
at the peak of the excitable response.

From the above, one concludes that when the number of
nodes is sufficiently large, the network collectively behaves
as an excitable system. This shows that in this case, excitabil-
ity is an emerging property of the network. As we discuss
below in section VI however, this emergence is not observed
in the mean coupling configuration and it can be immediately
interpreted as a result of the sum- coupling.

B. Ensemble average of uncoupled nodes vs mean-intensity
coupled network

We now compare an ensemble of nodes, each with adap-
tive self-feedback, and an adaptive mean-intensity coupled
network. The nodes each are excitable due to the feedback,
but they are not coupled to each other - this can be thought of
as a single layer of a feedforward neural network. We com-
pare this layer to a mean intensity coupled network, based on
the same type of nodes and coupling parameters. We apply an
external perturbation, and measure the response in presence
of temporal noise.

To measure the response of a single laser with feedback, we
close the iris so that only one laser is coupled back to the driver
controlling the whole array, as was done in32. From there, the
mean response of an ensemble of size N can be obtained by
averaging over N independent realizations of an experiment.
In a completely deterministic system, this ensemble, which
consists of perfectly identical nodes, would respond identi-
cally, leading to the emission of an excitable spike if and only
if the perturbation is sufficient to overcome the excitability
threshold. Instead, in presence of noise, the average response

of the ensemble differs markedly from the response of a single
node. On the top row of Figure 3, we plot for four increas-
ing perturbations strengths ten responses of a ensemble with
N = 88. On the first panel (perturbation power 0.24µW ), one
distinguishes an initial fast pulse (which corresponds basically
to the linear response of a single node with feedback when no
excitable orbit is triggered), sometimes followed by a longer
and variable return to the original rest state. On the second
panel (0.25µW ), the linear part of the response is still visible
but it is followed by a larger, yet highly variable excursion.
This larger excursion then becomes dominant and less vari-
able for the largest two perturbations (third and fourth panel,
0.27 and 0.31µW ). The origin of this behavior is clearly re-
lated to the presence of noise, which makes the excitability
threshold crossing for each node a stochastic process. In this
case, for intermediate perturbation strength, the response of
the ensemble is affected by absence of response of some nodes
and (to a lesser extent) by variations in the response time of
the nodes. Thus, at the ensemble level, the excitability prop-
erty of the nodes is lost due to the presence of noise and the
ensemble does not collectively behave as an excitable system.
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FIG. 3. Ensemble average response of independent nodes with adap-
tive feedback vs response of fully connected adaptive network to ex-
ternal perturbation in the excitable regime. Top row: ensemble av-
erage of 88 nodes with feedback in response to increasing external
perturbations, 10 ensemble averages are shown in each case. Bottom
row: response of a fully connected network of 88 coupled nodes to
increasing external perturbations, 10 realizations are shown in each
case.

On the contrary, a mean-intensity coupled network con-
sisting of N = 88 nodes does show collective excitability, as
shown on the bottom row of Figure 3. For this experiment,
the iris which selects the part of the population which couples
back to the whole network is open so that the light emitted by
88 lasers reaches the feedback detector. In this case, the dy-
namics of these 88 lasers rule that of the whole array and we
observe the dynamics of the 88 selected lasers. As previously,
we show for four increasing perturbation strengths ten exam-
ples of the network responses. Contrary to the previous case,
only two types of responses are observed: either linear relax-
ation to the original stable state or a large excursion with very
low variability between realizations. Due to the presence of
noise (also at the network level), some responses are skipped
and some are delayed but, contrary to the case of the ensem-
ble, the network is collectively excitable due to the very fast
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convergence towards the slow manifold of the network30,32.

C. Response to perturbations: one node with feedback vs
network

It is clear from the previous observations that the dynam-
ics of the system (node with adaptive feedback or adaptively
coupled network) in response to perturbations is not fully de-
terministic. We analyze this effect in more detail by mea-
suring statistically the efficiency of perturbations as is usu-
ally done experimentally to characterize excitability. This re-
sponse curve is shown on Figure 4 for a single node and for
a mean-intensity coupled network. To obtain these curves,
we first close the iris around one single laser and tune the
bias current and neutral density filter close to but below the
slow-fast relaxation oscillation regime, where excitability is
expected. We then apply 100 perturbations and count the
number of spikes emitted in response to these perturbations.
The same procedure is repeated over 200 values of the pertur-
bation power, from 0.08 to 0.18 µW . For the network case,
we open the iris around 19 lasers and tune the neutral density
filter to divide the total intensity across the iris by 19 to reach
the mean-intensity coupling. Then, we tune the current value
so as to place the network in the excitable regime and we re-
peat the whole procedure of applying series of perturbations
of different powers. In all cases, care has been taken to sep-
arate the perturbations sufficiently in time so that they can be
considered as independent realizations of the experiment. The
curves for Niris = 1 and for Niris = 19 both show unequivocally
the existence of an excitability threshold, situated at slightly
different values of the perturbation power. Both curves clearly
indicate that the emission of a spike is not a purely determin-
istic process and the effect of noise can be observed from the
steepness of the transition from 0 to 1 in the efficiency.

In order to quantify the stochastic part of the dynamics, we
fit the sigmoid function:

S =
1
2
[1− erf(λ (P-P0))] (1)

to both response curves, where S it the perturbation success
rate and P0,λ are the excitability threshold and scale param-
eter. This equation has only been derived formally for the
response of a single excitable element close to a saddle-node
on a circle bifurcation42 and we do not attempt to establish it
in our much more complex (high dimensional) case. Never-
theless, it fits very well all of our data and as such it is useful
to quantify via the parameter λ how the probability of trigger-
ing a spike depends on P and comparing this dependence in
different configurations.

We find that λN=1 = 10.8± 1 ∗ 10−2 and λN=19 = 10.6±
0.3. Thus, up to the precision of the fits, the network of 19
nodes and a single node with feedback have identical sensitiv-
ity to noise.

We further analyze the transition region between 0 and 1
efficiency by observing the different realizations for the per-
turbation power such that the efficiency is close to 0.5. We
compare on Figure 5 two configurations, Niris = 1 (top) and
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FIG. 4. Experimental measurement of the efficiency of perturbations
in triggering an excitable response for one single laser with adaptive
feedback and when 19 lasers adaptively coupled via their mean inten-
sity. In both cases the efficiency is measured over 100 independent
realizations.

Niris = 88 (bottom). At time 0.42 ms, the optical pulse serv-
ing as perturbation is switched on and at time 0.43 ms it is
switched off. From that time on, both the single node with
feedback and the adaptive network follow unsteered trajecto-
ries driven by their phase space structure and intrinsic noise.
In both cases, one observes relaxation to the original state or
departure towards the excitable orbit. In both cases however, a
few trajectories remain for a very long time (up to 0.04 ms) in
a central region where the final orbit seems to be still undeter-
mined. These trajectories suggest that either systems remain
very close to a separatrix where the dynamics is slow and ul-
timately noise driven. Most striking is the fact that there are
here no obvious differences in the behavior of a unique node
with feedback and that of a large network. On the one hand,
it suggests the existence of similar separatrices in both cases.
On the other hand, it raises questions about the role of differ-
ent noise sources and diversity in this system, as one could ex-
pect that independent noise sources in the case of the network
would lead to a much weaker sensitivity to noise. Instead, we
see that the distributions of the trajectories for a single node
with feedback and for a network are essentially identical. As
we shall see in the following sections, this observation can be
fully explained by the structure of the separatrix of the net-
work and the role of distinct noise sources.

V. PHASE SPACE ANALYSIS

A. Model

In the following, we briefly remind the model and analyze
the deterministic origin of excitability first at the single node
level and second at the network level, showing that in both
cases a separatrix exists. We then perform numerical simu-
lations which highlight the role of the distinct noise sources
in the triggering of an excitable pulse in response to perturba-
tions.
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FIG. 5. Experimental observation of near threshold distribution of
the trajectories of a single node with feedback (top) and a mean in-
tensity coupled network (bottom). Both distributions are very similar
but, perhaps unexpectedly, the dispersion of the network trajectory is
slightly larger than that of a single node. The k and ∆0 parameters
have been chosen such that the perturbation has approximately 0.5
efficiency.

The physical model for a single laser with feedback de-
scribed by its emitted intensity s, population inversion n and
the optoelectronic induced current modulation I that consti-
tutes the adaptive feedback, reads30:

ṡ =
[
g(n−nt)− γ0

]
s (2)

ṅ = I0 + kI − γcn−g(n−nt)s (3)

İ = −γ f I + ˙f f (s) (4)

where g,nt ,γ0 describe the stimulated emission gain factor,
the carrier transparency value and the intensity relaxation rate
respectively. I represents the pumping current and γc the pop-
ulation decay rate. The optoelectronic signal is characterized
by a linear gain term k, a slow relaxation rate γ f and a sat-
urable (logarithmic) function of the emitted intensity f f (s).

The dimensionless model equations for N lasers indexed
by i after proper scaling (x = g

γc
s, y = g

γ0
(n − nt) and w =

I − f f (
γc
g x)) are:

ẋi = xi (yi −1)
ẏi = γ (δi − yi + k(w+A f (⟨x⟩+P(t)))− xiyi)

ẇ =−ε(w+A f (⟨x⟩+P(t))) ,
(5)

where ⟨x⟩ = 1
N

N
∑

i=1
xi. The external perturbation pulse is mod-

eled as P(t) = P ·1[t0,t1](t) and, like in the experimental setup,
it is added to the light in the optoelectronic loop. We choose
the same saturable nonlinearity as in the experiment f (x) =
ln(1+αx). Here, (x(t),y(t)) represent the dynamics of the in-
dividual lasers, while the variable ẇ(t), that is common for the

whole network, represents the slowly varying adaptive cou-
pling strength, driven by the mean intensity ⟨x⟩.

We model spontaneous emission noise by supplementing
Eq.(5) with an additive noise term in the evolution of the com-
plex laser electric field Ei, |Ei(t)|2 = xi(t).

dEi =
1
2
(1+ iαH)Ei(yi −1)+σdBi , (6)

where Bi are independent Brownian processes and σ is the
noise strength. We include the linewidth enhancement factor
αH for completeness, but it does not play a role in observed
dynamics.

In addition to spontaneous emission noise, we also model
electronic noise in the feedback detector and subsequent am-
plifiers with an additional stochastic term. The third equation
in (5) becomes

dw =−ε(w+A f (⟨x⟩+P(t)))dt +
√

εσwdBw , (7)

where Bw is a Wiener process and σw quantifies the electronic
noise strength (scaled by

√
ε for time scale consistency).

B. Single-node spiking dynamics

In this section, we provide a geometric understanding of the
spiking dynamics of a laser with feedback, e.g. N = 1. The
phase space structure of this model has already been analyzed
in30, and we summarize the main results here, which is re-
quired for the analysis of the excitable dynamics. Not taking
into account the perturbation, for δ < 1 the system has a sta-
ble non-lasing OFF equilibrium at X (1)

0 = (0,δ ,0). Hence, at
t = t0, the system is close to this equilibrium.

Since ε is small, we consider the limit ε → 0 and study
the system in the slow-fast framework43. The slow manifold
consists of two branches: the OFF branch is given by x =

0,y(w) = δ + kw. The OFF branch is attracting for w < 1−δ

k .
On this branch, w(t) and y(t) move towards the stable non-
lasing fixed point (0,δ ,0).

On the ON branch, we have y= 1. The intensity x(w) solves
the equation

x = δ −1+ k(w+A f (x)) , (8)

which has two roots x(1)sl < x(1)1 for w large enough; the latter
root forms the attracting part of the ON branch, the former is
the repelling part. For δ < 1, there is no fixed point on the ON
branch.

The spiking follows typical excitable dynamics: triggered
by the pulse, the system may reach the attracting ON branch.
On the ON branch, w(t) and x(t) slowly decrease, until the
minimal value of w is reached. At this point, the system jumps
back to the OFF branch, and returns slowly along the OFF
branch to the fixed point.

Whether the system spikes in response to the pulse depends
on the noise in the light intensity as we discuss below. We
show timetraces of the system in response to a perturbation
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pulse in Fig. 6(a-c). The green part, before the pulse, shows
that the system is close to the stable non-lasing fixed point.
Due to spontaneous emission noise, we see that x > 0. In-
deed, x = 0 is an invariant manifold of the system, and with-
out accounting for spontaneous emission noise, the perturba-
tion (in the shape that we apply it) cannot cause an excur-
sion x > 0. During the pulse, indicated by the red timetraces,
we can observe that y(t) increases towards y = δ + kA f (P)
(but it does not reach this new equilibrium value), while x(t)
remains small, but starts an average increase as y > 1. The
pulse is short compared to the slow time scale of the system
(ε(t1 − t0)≪ 1), and indeed w(t) does not change during and
immediately after the pulse.

Therefore, we analyze the spiking dynamics in the fast flow
for w = 0. Beside the OFF equilibrium X (0)

0 = (0,δ + kw),
the fast flow has two more equilibria for which the laser is
ON (e.g. x > 0 and y = 1) corresponding to branches of the
slow manifold. Thus, we have the following equilibria where
X (1)

0 ,X (1)
1 are stable and X (1)

sl is a saddle point:

X (1)
0 = (0,δ + kw),

X (1)
sl = (x(1)sl ,1),

X (1)
1 = (x(1)1 ,1).

The stable manifold of X (1)
sl serves as a separatrix between the

basins of attraction of the two stable equilibria. We show the
vector field, along with this separatrix, in Fig. 6(d,e). The
black dots show the position of the system in phase space at
t = t1, for 100 realizations. They clearly show that that the
pulse brings the system from the neighborhood of the stable
equilibrium (indicated by the red dot) to the vicinity of the
separatrix. The noise then makes the dynamics escape, or not
escape the basin of attraction of the stable equilibrium Xeq

0 , a
paradigm intensively studied by Freidlin and Wentzel44 in the
small noise limit σ → 0.

C. Spiking at the network level

Let us have a look at the general case with N lasers (Eq.
(5)). We refer to earlier work32 for a more complete analysis
of the branches of the slow manifold. If all δi < 1, the OFF
equilibrium xi = 0,yi = δi,w = 0 is stable. Without a pertur-
bation, the system remains in the vicinity of this fixed point.

Also here, we interpret the spiking dynamics in terms of
the fast flow ε → 0. For the fast flow, the system has a mul-
titude of equilibria, as each laser can be ON or OFF. How-
ever, for identical lasers, only two equilibria are stable: the
OFF equilibrium, and an equilibrium where all lasers are ON;
we refer to the appendix for proof. We conjecture that the
2N − 1-dimensional hyperplane that separates their basins of
attractions is the stable manifold of the symmetric saddle point
between them.

If all lasers are ON (yi = 1), we find the equation

xi = δi −1+ k(w+A f (⟨x⟩)) , (9)

y
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FIG. 6. Top: 100 realizations t1 − t0 = 200a.u.. Left/Right: Vector
field for ε = w = 0. Nullclines are in black. The red dot is X (1)

0 .

The equilibrium near x ≈ 2.5 is X (1)
1 . The green dot is the saddle

fixed point X (1)
sl with its stable manifold displayed in green. The

parameters are αH = 4,k = 1.7,δ = 0.98,γ = 0.004,A = 1.43,σ =
0.001,P = 0.039,α f = 0.9,N = 1,ε = 0.0002,σw = 0.007. 100 re-
alizations.

which gives

⟨x⟩= ⟨δ ⟩−1+ k(w+A f (⟨x⟩)) ,

and this is very similar to the equation we studied in the case
N = 1 (Eq. (8)). We thus find two values for the mean inten-
sity, satisfying

⟨x⟩= 1
N

N

∑
i=1

xi = x(N)
sl (resp. x(N)

1 )

where x(N)
sl ,x(N)

1 are defined analogous to the previous section.

Using (9), this gives two symmetric equilibria X (N)
sl ,X (N)

1 for
which all lasers are ON. The separate intensities xi are then
given by xi = ⟨x⟩+δi −⟨δ ⟩.

For a mean-intensity coupled network of identical lasers,
the stability of all fixed points is calculated in the appendix
- a similar picture holds if the lasers are sufficiently similar
(i.e. different δi values)45. Just like for a single laser, X (N)

1 is
a stable equilibrium for the fast flow. We find that X (N)

sl is a
saddle point, with one unstable direction and 2N−1 stable di-
rections. We conjecture that the stable manifold of this saddle
point acts as a separatrix.

We demonstrate the dynamics numerically for the case N =

2. The equilibria X (2)
sl can be computed using BifurcationKit46

for different values of w and have a one dimensional unstable
manifold (see Figure 7 Left). The nonlinear stable subman-
ifold of X (2)

sl is 3d locally being an hyperplane because the
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number of eigenvalues with negative real part is 3. At this
point, we propose that this manifold serves as a separatrix be-
tween the numerically observed stable equilibria X (2)

0 and X (2)
1

as in the case N = 1.

a) b)

FIG. 7. Left: real part of the eigenvalues (green is double) of the
jacobian at the equilibrium X (2)

sl as function of w. Right: Separa-
trix for ε = w = 0 and N = 2 projected on {y2 = 0}. The red dot
is X (2)

0 . The black dot is the projection of X (2)
sl on {y2 = 0}. The

parameters are αH = 4.0,k = 1.7,δ = [0.97,0.99],γ = 0.004,A =
1.25,σ = 0.001,P = 0,α f = 0.9,P = 0.078. 100 realizations, visu-
alized with47.

Although computing the stable manifold is numerically
challenging, the above hypothesis can be confirmed by using
the following alternative approach. We compute the separatrix
using a bisection method by sampling the trajectories which
converge to X (2)

1 in Figure 7 Right. Doing so, we observe that,
up to numerical accuracy, X (2)

sl belongs to this separatrix. We
thus conjecture that the separatrix and the stable manifold are
the same, at least close to X (2)

0 .
From the above, we conclude that the situation in the case

N = 2 is very similar to the case N = 1 in the sense that also
when two lasers are coupled, there exists a true separatrix be-
tween the linear relaxation and the excitable orbit for the dy-
namics of the whole network in the 2N+1 dimensional space.
We conjecture that this holds true for general N.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Starting from the geometrical and theoretical analysis re-
ported above, we attempt to reproduce numerically the ex-
perimental observations of the response of the mean-intensity
coupled network to external perturbations. We first focus on
the role of the properties of the network itself (size and diver-
sity among the nodes) and second on the distinct sources of
noise.

As we shall see, the response curves become steeper with
N if the Brownian processes Bi are uncorrelated, in contradic-
tion with the experimental observations. This contradiction
can not be explained by diversity in the network but it can
be solved by taking into account a physically plausible global
noise source.

On Figure 8, we measure the probability to trigger a spike
depending on the perturbations strength P. On the top panel,
a single node is compared to two networks with N = 4 and

FIG. 8. Numerical observation of the efficiency of a perturbation
in triggering a spike in presence of noise only in the fields. Top:
larger homogeneous networks (∆δ = 0) show a steeper response.
Bottom: for a fixed network size (here N = 16), the width of the
distribution of the δi noticeably modifies the excitability threshold
but has almost no impact on the steepness. The other parameters are
(ε = 2.10−4,αH = 4.0,k = 1.7,δ = 0.95,∆δ = 0.08,γ = 0.004,A =
1.43,σ = 0.001,α f = 0.9,σw = 0).

N = 16. For each network and for each value of P, we per-
form 1000 independent realizations of applying a single per-
turbation to the network and count the proportion of success-
ful spike generation. For all network sizes, we find that the de-
pendence of the probability is well fit by the sigmoid function
introduced in 1. However, contrary to the experiment (Fig-
ure 4), we observe that the response curve becomes markedly
steeper when the network grows, with λN=1 = 115,λN=4 =
245,λN=16 = 490. This observation is realized with popula-
tions of N identical lasers but we have checked that this phe-
nomenon persists even in the case of diversity in the popula-
tion. This is shown on the bottom panel of Figure 8, where
we compare the response for different populations of iden-
tical size N = 16 but different distributions of δi character-
ized by ∆δ = (0,0.02,0.04) such that δi = δ +∆δ ( i−1

N−1 −
1
2 ).

We see that a population with a broader distribution has a
lower excitability threshold (the whole curve is shifted to-
wards smaller values of P) but the slope is only minimally af-
fected (λ = 490,457,416 for ∆δ = 0,0.02,0.04 respectively.
We note that all moments of the distribution of the δi (and
not only mean or variance) actually have an impact on the
excitability threshold P0 but the impact on the steepness λ is
always very small. From these observations, we conclude that
a larger network (even a heterogeneous one) is less sensitive
than a smaller network to the presence of uncorrelated spon-
taneous emission noise. However, this does not match the
experimental observation (Figure 4).

In fact, we have checked numerically that this reduced sen-
sitivity of larger networks diminishes when the noise sources
Bi are correlated (and even disappears in the case of fully cor-
related noises). Thus, correlated noise sources could provide
an explanation for the experimental observation of Figure 4.
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FIG. 9. Influence of global noise σw on the response of net-
works to perturbations. When σw is small, large networks have a
much steeper response curve. On the contrary, when σw is large
enough, networks of different sizes N = 1,8,16 display identically
steep response curves as illustrated in the inset (to be compared
to the experimental observation Figure 4). The parameters are
(ε = 2.10−4,αH = 4.0,k = 1.7,δ = 0.95,∆δ = 0.08,γ = 0.004,A =

1.43,σ = 0.001,α f = 0.9). For the inset, σw = 0.9∗
√

2∗10−8. Sim-
ilar results are obtained when ∆δ = 0.

This is however physically not plausible since the Brownian
processes Bi model spontaneous emission. As we show on
Figure 9, noise in the adaptive coupling variable w provides
a source of correlated noise to the whole network and allows
for the reproduction of the experimental observations. Here
we measure the slope of the response curve depending on the
amount of noise σw in the coupling variable w. This measure-
ment is realized by performing 500 independent realizations
of applying a perturbation and counting the proportion of suc-
cessful spike generation for 25 different values of P. This
procedure is repeated as a function of the global noise σw and
each resulting curve is then fit with the usual error function
(1). We report the measurements in Figure 9 for different net-
work sizes N = 1,8,16, all other parameters being equal. As
observed earlier, when σw = 0 the response curve is steeper
(larger value of λ ) when the network is larger. When σw in-
creases however the differences diminish and for σw ⪆ 0.75
the value of λ becomes essentially independent of the net-
work size N. Thus, the presence of a non-zero global noise
σw is key to reproducing the experimental observation of Fig-
ure 4. This is shown on the inset of Figure 9, where we show
two response curves with identical slopes for a single node
with feedback and an N = 16 network.

Including both uncorrelated and global sources of noise, we
can reproduce the experimentally observed time traces when
triggering an excitable spike either for a single node with feed-
back and for a mean intensity coupled network with N=16 as
shown on Figure 10. We have checked that the very long tran-
sients where the system remains close to the separatrix (both
for N = 1 and N = 16) are only mildly affected by the global
noise term σw and that these transients persist for all accessi-
ble values of σw.

FIG. 10. Numerical observation of near threshold distribution of the
trajectories of a single node (top) and a mean intensity coupled net-
work (bottom) in response to perturbation with an approximately 0.5
efficiency. The parameters are (ε = 2.10−4,αH = 4.0,k = 1.7,δ =
0.95,∆δ = 0.08,γ = 0.004,A = 1.43,σ = 0.001,α f = 0.9,σw =

0.7∗
√

2∗10−8).

VII. DISCUSSION

As we have seen above, different sources of noise must be
included in the model in order to account for the experimen-
tal observations. First, uncorrelated noise sources in the xi
node variable are necessary for the network to ever leave the
initial state xi = 0, which, even if unstable, is always a fixed
point of the system. The network coupled through the mean
intensity is globally much less sensitive to these sources of
noise than single nodes with feedback. This can be under-
stood by noting that the synchronization manifold is always
stable anywhere along the slow manifold. Since the 2N − 1
dimensional stable manifold of the saddle point plays the role
of a separatrix for the spiking process at the network level,
noise affects the emission of a spike only along the symmetric
direction xi = ⟨x⟩, which leads to an effective noise variance
of σ2/N. Thus, reproducing the experimental observation of
a very smooth response curve even for large networks requires
the introduction of a correlated noise source. The only phys-
ically plausible mechanism for this is electronic noise σw in
the w variable, which adaptively couples all lasers. Since w
parametrizes the separatrix, the introduction of σw effectively
introduces a stochastic shift of the latter in the course of time,
explaining the smooth response curve of large networks. It
is remarkable that driving the coupling of this adaptive net-
work with a random process has an equivalent effect to in-
troducing correlations in the stochastic terms of each node,
effectively enhancing the noise component along the synchro-
nization manifold which drives the emission of a spike at the
network level.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

Summarizing, we have analyzed experimentally and nu-
merically the dynamics of an adaptive network of spiking
nodes, focusing on the role of noise sources in sum and mean-
intensity coupling configurations. The individual nodes are
not excitable, but, in the former case, the network can become
excitable when it is large enough. In the latter case, we have
discussed how coupling can restore excitability at the network
level, in contrast to the case of a an ensemble of excitable
nodes with feedback. We have examined how network hetero-
geneity shifts the network response curve without altering its
slope, leading us to consider the impact of node and coupling
noise terms to fully reproduced the experimental observations.

The overall dynamics is explained by the 2N − 1-
dimensional stable manifold of a symmetric xi = ⟨x⟩,yi = ⟨y⟩
saddle point separating the phase space for the slow manifold
of the network, which we could show analytically in the ho-
mogeneous case. A further understanding of the dynamics of
this adaptive network should be completed by studying the
Canard orbits31,32 that form the intricate branches of the slow
manifold, and their interplay with different noise sources.
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Appendix A: Linear stability analysis network

We recall that f (0) = 0. The fast flow of a population of N
identical lasers, with w = 0, is modelled by

ẋi = xi(yi −1)
ẏi = γ(δ − y+ kA f (⟨x⟩)− xy) (A1)

The system has an OFF equilibrium X (N)
0 , with xi = 0,yi = δ

and two symmetric ON equilibria X (N)
1 and X (N)

sl , with yi = 1.
Besides these symmetrical equilibria, the system has a num-
ber of asymmetric equilibrium points, where some lasers
are ON and others are OFF. These are given by (xi,yi) =

(⟨x⟩ON ,1), with ⟨x⟩ON = ⟨δ ⟩ON − 1 + k(w + A f (N+

N ⟨x⟩) for
the ON lasers. Here, N+ denotes the number of lasers that
are ON, and the suffix ON denotes an average over those
lasers, ⟨x⟩ = N+

N ⟨x⟩ON . Note that, depending on N+, there
can be one or two roots for ⟨x⟩ON . For the OFF lasers, we find
(xi,yi) = (0,δi + kA f (⟨x⟩).

The stability of the equilibria is calculated as follows. The
Jacobian of the network can be written as

J =


JS,1 JC JC · · ·

JC JS,2 JC
. . .

...
. . .

 (A2)

with

JS,i =

(
yi −1 xi

γ( kA
N f ′(⟨x⟩)− yi) −γ(1+ xi)

)
(A3)

and

JC =

(
0 0

γ
kA
N f ′(⟨x⟩) 0

)
(A4)

For any laser that is OFF, we find eigenvalues λ1,i = yi−1 and
λ2,i =−γ . Since yi = δ −1+ kw for the OFF fixed point, this
equilibrium is stable for δ < 1 and w ≈ 0.

For the asymmetric fixed points, this results in λ1,i =
⟨x⟩ON > 0; all these asymmetric equilibria have hence at least
one unstable direction per OFF laser.

For the symmetric ON fixed points, we evaluate the Jaco-
bian along the symmetric direction

(
xsym
ysym

)
=

(
x
y

)⊗ 1
1
...

 .

This results in a Jacobian Jsym = JS+(N−1)JC = J1, the Jaco-
bian of a single laser. In the symmetric direction, the stability
is the same as for a single laser.

In the transverse directions,

(
xT,k
yT,k

)
=

(
x
y

)⊗ 1
e

2kπi
N

...


, with k = 1, . . . ,N−1, we find a transverse Jacobian JT = JS−

JC =

(
y−1 x
−γy −γ(1+ x)

)
. For y = 1 (the ON fixed points),

the transverse directions are always stable.

Hence, we have one stable ON fixed point X (N)
1 . The other

fixed point X (N)
sl is a saddle, with one unstable direction along

the symmetric direction, and 2N − 1 stable directions. All
the transverse directions are part of the stable manifold in the
neighborhood of the saddle, and hence the separatrix.

This picture remains qualitatively the same for slightly dif-
ferent δi

45.
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