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The brain encodes external stimuli through patterns of neu-
ral activity, forming internal representations of the world. Re-
cent experiments show that neural representations for a given
stimulus change over time. However, the mechanistic origin
for the observed “representational drift” (RD) remains unclear.
Here, we propose a biologically-realistic computational model of
the piriform cortex to study RD in the mammalian olfactory sys-
tem by combining two mechanisms for the dynamics of synaptic
weights at two separate timescales: spontaneous fluctuations on
a scale of days and spike-time dependent plasticity (STDP) on
a scale of seconds. Our study shows that, while spontaneous
fluctuations in synaptic weights induce RD, STDP-based learn-
ing during repeated stimulus presentations can reduce it. Our
model quantitatively explains recent experiments on RD in the
olfactory system and offers a mechanistic explanation for the
emergence of drift and its relation to learning, which may be
useful to study RD in other brain regions.
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Introduction
The brain is a powerful computing machine, “trained" by mil-
lions of years of evolution to process, represent, and inter-
pret the thousands of incoming stimuli it is exposed to on a
daily basis. The prevailing hypothesis suggests that the brain
encodes information about such external inputs through pat-
terns of neural spiking activity in sensory areas, often ob-
served to reside within lower-dimensional manifolds (1–3),
which constitute an internal representation of the external
world (4, 5).

Nevertheless, when observed, the ubiquitous “drift" of
neural codes seems to differ in its properties across brain
regions. For instance, despite the measured changes at
the single-cell level, overall population statistics have been
shown to remain invariant across weeks in the piriform cor-
tex (6) and posterior parietal cortex (7), whereas in the hip-
pocampus, drift at relatively short timescales of hours is as-
sociated with an increased sparsification of the population re-
sponse (8, 9). Similarly, neural population responses to drift-
ing gratings in mouse visual cortex have been shown to be
stable across weeks, while encoding of natural movies in the
same region appeared to change considerably across weeks,
indicating the existence of a stimulus-dependent drift in vi-
sual cortex (10). In contrast, drift rate in olfactory cortex was
demonstrated to be fairly independent of the chemical nature
of the odor but, remarkably, it could be slowed down by in-

creasing the frequency of stimulus presentation (6).
Representational drift (RD) is generally believed to be

caused by changes at the synaptic level, which are difficult to
measure, especially in behaving animals. Several recent stud-
ies have thus focused on studying RD by using computational
approaches to model the dynamics of synaptic weights. In
particular, several hypotheses have been investigated regard-
ing the origin of RD, including: i) spike timing-dependent
plasticity (STDP) or synaptic turnover, in combination with
homeostatic normalization of synaptic weights (11); ii) noisy
synaptic-weight updates with white (12) or correlated (13)
noise; iii) node or weight dropout (14); and iv) implicit reg-
ularization of the population activity (9). Alternatively, it
has been recently proposed that RD could be driven by fluc-
tuations in the intrinsic excitability of neurons, rather than
changes at the synaptic level (15).

In this paper, we focus on the mammalian olfactory cor-
tex, for which new experimental findings on RD have been
recently reported by Schoonover and colleagues using mice
(6). To draw a quantitative comparison with their experi-
mental results, we develop a biologically realistic compu-
tational model of the mouse olfactory cortex, showing that
a simple multiplicative stochastic process over the synaptic
weights can account for the observed drift in the representa-
tion of odors, while naturally giving rise to the empirically
measured log-normal distribution of weights and stable pop-
ulation statistics. Furthermore, our model can also explain
why RD slows down when the frequency of stimulus presen-
tation increases, as recently observed in experiments (6).

To the best of our knowledge, our model provides the
first quantitative explanation of the observed drift in the ol-
factory system. More importantly, an intuitive mechanistic
picture emerges in which RD is caused by slow and spon-
taneous fluctuations in synaptic weights, while learning at a
faster timescale drives the system deterministically towards a
low-dimensional representation manifold, which effectively
suppresses RD. We found that this general mechanistic pic-
ture, although applied here in a relatively realistic model of
the olfactory cortex, could also be useful in understanding
RD in other regions of the brain.

The background: Odor encoding in the olfac-
tory cortex

To provide additional context for the problem, we first
present an overview of the processes involved in odor per-
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ception in the mouse olfactory cortex, focusing on the neu-
ral architecture that underlies the internal representations of
odors (see, for instance, (16) for a recent review).

Odor perception begins when volatile molecules in the
environment, known as odorants, bind to receptors in olfac-
tory sensory neurons (OSNs) of the nasal ephitelium during
inhalation (see sketch in Fig. 1a). The pioneering work of
Buck and Axell, back in 1991, revealed that each OSN in
the mouse expressed just one out of ∼ 1000 different odor-
ant receptor genes (17). Although these receptors exhibit
high affinity for specific odorants, they are broadly tuned
and can also bind to other volatile compounds with lower
affinity. Nonetheless, olfactory sensory neurons (OSNs) with
the highest affinity receptors for a particular odorant at a
given concentration consistently fire first upon its presenta-
tion (18, 19).

During the next step of odor processing, all OSNs ex-
pressing the same type of receptor project their axons onto a
unique set of glomeruli in the olfactory bulb (OB) (20, 21)
(Fig. 1a). These spheroidal structures host the synaptic con-
nections between the OSN axon terminals and the dendrites
of the secondary neurons: the mitral/tufted cells (MTCs). For
a given odorant, although OSNs with less specific receptors
can be eventually activated, the MTCs associated with the
most odorant-specific receptors will fire the earliest, effec-
tively transforming the initial receptor-specific encoding into
a temporal encoding in the OB.

The information encoded in temporal patterns of MTCs
activity in the OB is conveyed through random and over-
lapping lateral olfactory track (LOT) connections into the
piriform cortex (PCx), i.e., the temporal encoding in the
OB is further translated into an ensemble code in the PCx,
where odorant identity is determined by specific sets of prin-
cipal neurons (pyramidal cells, mainly) recruited during the
sniff (22). Importantly, cortical odor responses are mostly
determined by the earliest-active glomeruli (the ones with
higher specificity for the given odorant) due to the fast re-
cruiting of inhibitory interneurons (feed-forward inhibitory
neurons (FFINs) and feed-back inhibitory neurons (FBINs),
see Fig. 1a) that suppress the cortical response to later, less-
specific OB inputs (22–25). For simplicity, in the following
results we will not distinguish between "odors" and "odor-
ants" and will use both terms indistinctly.

The modeling framework
A spiking network model of the olfactory cortex. In or-
der to make direct comparison with experiments, we devel-
oped a realistic model of the olfactory bulb (OB) and piriform
cortex (PCx) based on the spiking network model proposed
by Stern et al. (22). As illustrated in Fig. 1c, the pyrami-
dal neurons (PYRs) in PCx receive excitatory inputs directly
from MTCs through LOT connections as well as recurrent
connections with other pyramidal cells. The PYRs are also
subject to inhibitory currents from FBIN and FFIN neurons,
which receive excitatory inputs from PYRs and MTCs, re-
spectively.

RD occurs in a timescale of days, which is ∼ 104× longer

than the timescale studied in (22) for fixed synaptic weights.
To make computation for such long time scales feasible, we
reduced the number of neurons in our model but compen-
sated it by increasing the connectivity so that, for each type of
neuron, the average incoming excitatory and inhibitory cur-
rents remain the same as in (22) so that the network remains
balanced (see Methods and Fig. S.1j for details). The rela-
tive values of all network parameters (membrane timescales,
average synaptic weights, fraction of responsive glomeruli,
etc.) were kept as in (22). Following Stern et al. (22), each
respiration cycle consisted of an inhalation period of dura-
tion τinh = 200ms followed by an exhalation period of du-
ration τexh = 300ms (see Fig.1b). MTCs respond with an
enhanced firing rate to the presence of an odor only in the in-
halation period. An example of the emergent pattern of MTC
activity during the presentation of a particular odor is given
in Fig. S.1a. To account for the baseline resting-state activity
observed in the PCx in the absence of odor inputs, we in-
cluded random Poissonian spiking of all pyramidal neurons
at a relatively slow rate fspont = 1Hz (see Fig. S.1a).

Modeling dynamics of synaptic plasticity. The key new
ingredient we introduced in our model is synaptic plasticity.
Empirical evidence on the fundamental role of synaptic mod-
ifications in different parts of the olfactory cortex (26–31)
suggests that synaptic plasticity is the most plausible origin
for RD. However, in order to explain the observed RD be-
haviors in olfactory system, the responsible synaptic plastic-
ity mechanisms need to satisfy several constraints: (i) give
rise to stable log-normal-distributed values of the synaptic ef-
ficiencies, as it has been extensively documented by both in
vivo and in vitro experiments (32, 33); (ii) operate on a “slow”
intrinsic time scale of days or weeks, in agreement with the
observed time scale of the drift in the olfactory cortex (6);
(iii) lead to drifting representations of inputs across time; (iv)
guarantee the empirically-observed invariance of population
statistics despite the changing representations of the stimuli;
and (v) explain the observed dependence of the drift rate with
the frequency of stimulus presentation (6). In our model, we
incorporate a combination of two synaptic plasticity mecha-
nisms that, together, can satisfy these constraints.

I. The slow stochastic synaptic dynamics. It was shown by
Loewenstein et al. (32) that dendritic spines in the audi-
tory cortex of mice exhibited substantial changes in size
at timescales that ranged, precisely, from days to months.
Moreover, not only could the stationary probability distribu-
tion of spine sizes be very well fitted by a log-normal distri-
bution, but also the magnitude of change in spine sizes was
found to be proportional to the size of the spines, hinting at
the existence of an underlying multiplicative dynamics (32).
Inspired by these empirical findings, we propose to model
the slow dynamics of synaptic weights as a geometric mean-
reversion (GMR) stochastic process 1:

J̇(t) = ω(µ−J(t))+σJ(t)ξ(t), (1)

1In order to preserve the sparsity in the connectivity matrices, only
changes in already existing synapses were allowed.
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Fig. 1. Model and experimental setup. (a) When a given odor reaches the nasal epithelium, the different odorants composing it (green, purple and gray molecules in
the figure) bind to specific receptors in olfactory sensory neurons (OSNs). Next, OSNs expressing the same type of odorant receptor project their axons into the same
glomerulus, where they connect to the dendrites of mitral/tufted cells (MTCs). Random projections of MTCs axons into the piriform cortex (PCx) conform the lateral olfactory
track (LOT). In the PCx pyramidal (PYR) neurons receive excitatory inputs from MTCs, as well as inhibitory connections from FFINs and FBINs. Illustration created using the
BioRender software. (b) Diagram of the model, depicting the different types of neural populations considered and their interactions. (c) Testing protocol for PCx responses to
odor presentation, following the experimental setup in (6). For each test day and trial, an odor Oi is presented for 4s, followed by an inter-stimuli (IS) transient of the same
duration. During odor presentation, the spiking frequency of MTCs change during the inhalation (IN) and exhalation (EX) periods that constitute one respiration cycle (see
main text). Test days are spaced in time by inter-days (ID) transients lasting 8 days.(d) Trajectories of 100 randomly chosen weights between MTCs and pyramidal neurons
under the GMR process. (e) Evolution of the probability distribution for the MTC-to-pyramidal weights, showing how an original Gaussian shape evolves towards a lognormal
distribution.

where J represents a non-zero synaptic weight between two
neurons, µ is the average value of the associated stationary
log-normal weight distribution, ξ(t) is a zero-mean, unit vari-
ance, Gaussian white noise, and ω and σ are constants for the
deterministic force and noise terms, respectively 2. As an il-
lustration, Fig.1d highlights the stochastic evolution of some
LOT weights under our proposed rule, whereas Fig.1e shows
how multiplicative fluctuations evolve an initially Gaussian
distribution for the weights towards a heavy-tailed (lognor-
mal) stationary distribution.

II. The fast stimulus-dependent synaptic dynamics. From the
Schoonover et al work (6), the drift rate for representations of
previously “learned” odors decreases with the frequency of
stimulus presentation. This suggests the existence of a sec-
ond mechanism concomitant to the previous one, operating
on a much faster time scale of seconds (i.e., on the scale of
the stimulus presentation). In this paper, we implemented a
multiplicative STDP learning rule as proposed in (34) (see

2It is shown in the SI that this synaptic plasticity mechanism can be ap-
proximated to a simplified version of the phenomenological one proposed
by Loewenstein et al. (32).

Methods for details), which can alter synapses on a “fast"
time scale during odor presentation.

For simplicity, we only implement these two synap-
tic plasticity mechanisms in mitral-to-pyramidal (LOT)
and pyramidal-to-pyramidal (recurrent) connections, while
synaptic weights involving inhibitory neurons remain fixed.
Furthermore, we neglect the effect of STDP during transient
time without stimulus due to the fact that the background ac-
tivity due to random sparse inputs from baseline activity at
the MTCs and low-rate random Poissionian spiking of pyra-
midal neurons (Fig. S.1a) is very small. For the same reason,
given that the time spanned between test days is several or-
ders of magnitude greater than the timescale of stimuli pre-
sentation, we also neglect the effect of the slow GMR process
during the short periods of odor presentation.

Mimicking the experimental setup. In order to compare
the results from computational analyses of our model with
existing empirical evidence, we aimed at reproducing the ex-
perimental setup and analyses used by Schoonover et al. (6).

Prior to the beginning of the experiment, we let MTC-
to-pyramidal and pyramidal-to-pyramidal weights stochasti-
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cally evolve under Eq. 1 for 32 days, to ensure that a quasi-
stationary weight distribution was reached (see Fig. 1d and
Fig. S.1b). Then, following the experimental study, the total
simulated experiment consisted of 32 days during which the
network dynamics is driven solely by the spontaneous pyra-
midal and MTCs activity. At 8-day intervals, a test period
is included during which 8 different odors are sequentially
presented. More specifically, each odor is presented 7 times
(trials) during each test period, spanning 8 respiration cycles
(4s) in each trial, followed by a 4s inter-odor transient be-
tween trials (see Fig.1b).

For our analysis, we only consider neurons that show
significant trial-averaged response over baseline activity to
at least one odor in one day (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, α =
0.005). Specifically, for each test day d, odor o and trial
m, we averaged pyramidal responses in time across 2 two-
second windows after odor onset, then subtracted for each
neuron its average baseline spontaneous rate to construct
population firing rates, xd,o,m ∈ R2NP Y R . Unless other-
wise stated, all measures are performed on such spontaneous,
baseline-subtracted population vectors of pyramidal activity,
which we refer to as representations.

Finally, to identify the primary pyramidal neurons (i.e.,
those directly activated by the OB, without the need for re-
current excitation), we simulated again the first and last test
days under the exact same conditions, but setting to zero all
pyramidal-to-pyramidal synaptic efficacies. Secondary neu-
rons for a given odor and day were then identified as those
that showed over-baseline spiking activity in the original ex-
periment, but were unresponsive after removing intracortical
connections.

Results: Quantitative comparison between
model and experiments
Representational drift in the PCx. Using our model, we
studied characteristics of RD systematically and compared
our results with experimental measurements by Schoonover
et al (6). First, we focused on the single-unit firing
rate responses for each odor across days. As shown
in Fig. 2a, we found the responses to the same odor
became increasingly dissimilar over time. The squared
Pearson-correlation (R2) decreases with time interval: R2 =
0.94,0.70,0.56,0.46,0.35 for within-day, 8-day, 16-day, 24-
day, 32-day intervals, respectively, which quantitatively
agrees with experimental results (6). The drift can also be
measured by the average distance between a given odor rep-
resentation on the first test day and the representation of the
same odor on a later day as shown in Fig. 2b.

Next, we analyzed the angle between trial-averaged pop-
ulation vectors (corrected for within-day variability; see
Methods) on different test days in our model and compared
it to the experimental measurements. In Fig. 2c, we showed
the accumulative distributions of the normalized angles be-
tween representations for the same odor but on different test
days as well as the angle between representations of two dif-
ferent odors measured on the same day (gray line) for ref-
erence. It is clear from Fig. 2c that as the time interval in-

creases, the cumulative distributions shift to the right indicat-
ing an increase in the angle. However, even for the longest
time interval of 32-days (red line in Fig. 2c), the same-odor
angle is still smaller than the same-day different-odor angle
(gray line). Quantitatively, the average angles for different
interval times are in excellent agreement with experimen-
tal measurements (6) as shown in Fig. 2d (black symbols:
simulations; gray symbols: experiments). Moreover, mea-
sures of the average drift rate per day (see Eq.(21) in Meth-
ods) resulted in a distribution with r = 1.3◦ ± 0.4◦ (Fig. 2e),
which is in quantitative agreement with the experimental re-
sult (6): rexp = 1.3◦ ±1.2◦. Pearson correlations between all
trial-averaged population responses to a common odor were
also computed across all possible pairs of test days (Fig. 2f),
showing that the average pair-wise correlation decreased with
the time span between representations (Fig. 2g) in agreement
with experiments.

To rule out the possibility that the observed changes in
odor-evoked responses originate from changes in overall pop-
ulation activity (for instance, the network becoming more re-
active to stimuli), we studied the population-level statistics
of the system. We found that despite the drifting response of
individual neurons, the population-level statistics (see Meth-
ods section) remain stable across days. As shown in different
panels in Fig. 2h, the fraction of responsive neurons (see also
Fig. S.1c), population sparseness (Eq. (24)), lifetime sparse-
ness (Eq. (25)), and within-day correlations (Eq. (16)) remain
stable over the 32-day period, consistent with experimental
observations (6).

The quantitative discrepancies with the experimental val-
ues may be caused by the particular choices of model pa-
rameters such as the size of the system, the sparsity of LOT
connections, and the way we modeled the odors at the OB
level. For example, in our model, odor responses involve
on average a smaller fraction of the total PCx population
(greater population sparseness), and the responsive neurons
are specifically tuned to a small numbers of stimuli (greater
lifetime sparseness; see Fig. S.1d in the SI). However, these
quantitative differences do not affect the general conclusion
regarding stability of the population-level statistics.

As expected, drift in cortical representations was mani-
fested at the single-neuron level as observed in the experi-
ments (6). In particular, pyramidal neurons fall into several
categories in terms of their responses to the odors over time:
(i) neurons that gained sensitivity to an odor (Fig. 2h and
Fig. S.1f, unit #20; Fig. S.1g, units highlighted in blue); (ii)
initially responsive neurons that eventually lost their respon-
siveness (Fig. 2h and Fig. S.1f, unit #998; Fig. S.1g, units
highlighted in red); and (iii) neurons that showed a relatively
stable response across all days (Fig. 2h and Fig. S.1f, unit
#115). Quantitatively, only 1.92 ± 0.35% of all considered
pyramidal units showed a stable response (Wilcoxon rank-
sum test, α = 0.005) across the full panel of odors (exper-
imental value: 2.5 ± 0.5% (6)). Similarly, the percentage
of pyramidal units maintaining a stable response to a given
odor was 7.3±0.9% (Fig. 2i), also in perfect agreement with
the experimentally measured value (6.6 ± 0.9% (6)). Thus,
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Fig. 2. Odor representations drift despite invariant population statistics. (a) Regression of firing rate responses within day (even vs odd trials, top panel) and across 8-
to 32-days intervals for 500 randomly chosen odor-unit pairs. Black dashed line indicates identical response. (b) Euclidean distance between same-odor representations on
first and later test days, averaged over odors and trials, and normalized by average within-day distance for different odor representations.(c) Cumulative probability distribution
for the corrected angle between same-odor representations on a given day (black), across 8-, 16-, 24- and 32-day intervals (blue, green, yellow and red, respectively),
and between different odors on the same day (gray). (d) Evolution of average corrected angle with interval between test days. (e) Histogram for the observed drift rate in
degree angles per day. (f) Average population vector correlations for same-odor representations across days. (g) Average correlation decay against time interval between
test days. (h) Population statistics, including, on each test day and from left to right: fraction of responsive neurons (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, α = 0.005); average population
sparseness; average lifetime sparseness and average within-day correlations. (i) Fraction of pyramidal neurons that show a stable response to a given odor across the
experiment, averaged over all odors. (j) Trial-averaged instantaneous firing rates for three pyramidal neurons in response to a given odor, measured on days 0 (purple), 8
(blue), 16 (green), 24 (yellow) and 32 (red) . Dotted line marks the end of stimulus presentation. For all plots, when measures are reproduced from (6), experimental results
(gray markers) are compared with our simulations (black markers). Error bars were computed as the standard deviation across n = 6 realizations of the experiment (i.e.,
across mice in the experimental results and different initial conditions in the simulations). Shaded blue regions in linear regressions represent 95% confidence interval.
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Fig. 3. The geometry of odor representation manifolds changes with time. (a) Schematic depiction of a hypothetical representation manifold geometry, marking one of
the angles defined by the population vector responses to three different odors. (b) Edge-angle similarity matrices at test days. Note that for each odor/node there are 21
possible associated angles, which define the number of rows in the similarity matrix (c) Edge-angle corrected dissimilarity measure as a function of the time interval between
test days (ρ and P denote the correlation coefficient and p-value for the linear regression). Error bars were computed as the standard deviation across n = 6 realizations of
the experiment (i.e., across mice in the experimental results and different initial conditions in the simulations).

in line with the experiments, our model induces progressive
changes in the selectivity of units which accumulate over
time across the duration of the experiment (Fig. S.1h).

From our model, we can also identify two types of pyra-
midal neurons responsive to a given odor: primary neurons,
which are directly excited by the OB, and secondary neurons,
which are recruited by the primary neurons through the recur-
rent connections. While the relative fraction of primary and
secondary responsive units is stable across days (Fig. S.1e),
we found that primary neurons are relatively more stable
across the 32-day experiment than secondary ones (Fig. S.1i).

Geometry of the representation space. Despite the ob-
served drift for individual odors, it has been suggested that
the relative positions of different stimuli in the representa-
tional space may remain invariant (12). To test whether such
an invariant geometry was present in our model, we com-
puted the relative angles among odor representations follow-
ing the same methodology as in (6). More specifically, for
each individual day p, an odor similarity matrix Ap can be
computed. As shown in Fig. 3b, each column corresponds to
an individual odor (e.g., the green dot in Fig. 3a) and each
row corresponds to a pair of other odors (e.g., the yellow and
gray dots in Fig. 3a). Thus, each matrix element of Ap is de-
fined as the cosine similarity angle θ spanned by three odors
in the representation space (see Methods for details).

As shown in Fig. 3b, the similarity matrices for differ-
ent days change significantly with time, indicating the ab-
sence of a time-invariant geometrical structure in the odor
representation space. As a way of quantifying this change in
the geometry (relative position) of the representation space
for different odors, we measured the matrix dissimilarity
(∥Ap,q∥F := ∥Ap −Aq∥F , where F stands for Frobenius
norm) between any two test days p and q (see Methods).
Fig. 3c shows the value of this quantity against the time inter-
val between the considered similarity matrices. In agreement
with experimental results (gray markers), changes in edge an-
gles between encoded odor responses accumulate over time,
indicating a lack of geometrical invariance in the representa-

tion space for the olfactory system.
However, although there is a lack of strict geometrical in-

variance with respect to the relative odor angles, the odors are
always separable in the representational space. Furthermore,
as we will describe in the Discussion section later in this pa-
per, some geometrical properties of the odor representations
such as the dimensionality of representations are found to be
statistically invariant over time.

The effects of stimulus-dependent plasticity. So far, we
only considered the effects of the slow stochastic synaptic
dynamics for RD. We now turn our attention to the effects of
learning on RD motivated by the insightful experiments by
Schoonover et al. (6). Specifically, in (6) a cohort A of n= 5
mice were presented with a panel of 4 odors daily across 16
days prior to the beginning of the experiment. Beginning on
day 0, the same set of already “familiar” odors was still pre-
sented on a daily basis (Fig. 4a, cohort A, blue odors), but
mice were also subject to a set of four “unfamiliar” odors at
8-day intervals (Fig. 4a, cohort A, red odors). Interestingly, a
slower drift rate for the representations of familiar odors (i.e.,
those presented daily on the 16 days prior to the experiment)
was observed when compared to the drift for the unfamiliar
ones. Notably, a second cohort of mice in which the famil-
iar odors were not presented daily after day 0, but at 8-day
intervals instead (Fig. 4a, cohort B, blue odors), showed no
statistically significant changes in the drift rate with respect
to the unfamiliar ones. Taken together, these results suggest
that “learned" representations of familiar stimuli would nat-
urally drift as rapidly as representations of new inputs unless
the familiar stimuli are presented with a higher frequency.

Here, we test whether our model, which incorporates
the fast stimulus-dependent plasticity governed by the STDP
learning rule, can explain these experimental observations
by following the same protocols used in the experiments
(Fig. 4a 3) For our simulations of cohort A, we saw that

3In order to track the weight dynamics, we reduced the network size and
adjusted the density and average weight of connections accordingly to keep
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Fig. 4. Representational drift depends on the frequency of stimulus presenta-
tion. (a) Experimental setup to assess the dependence of the drift on the frequency
of stimulus presentation, showing the two different cohorts of mice considered in the
original experiment. (b) Cumulative probability distribution for the drift rate in each
simulated “cohort” and across familiar and unfamiliar odors. (c) Mean drift rate (in
degrees per day) across odors in each of the simulated experiments, with the ex-
perimental values from (6) plotted for comparison. For each condition, values were
averaged over 8 odors and n = 5 “mice" (i.e., different initial networks), with error
bars representing a 95% CI.

angles between same-odor representations measured on dif-
ferent days are larger in the unfamiliar odor case than in
the familiar odor case (Fig. 4b, see also Fig. S.2d in SI).
Quantitatively, this translates into an average drift rate for
the unfamiliar odor that is twice as fast (runf = 1.1(0.9 −
1.3)◦ per day), as compared to the case when in which
familiar odors were presented daily (rfam = 0.58(0.64 −
0.53)◦ per day), in excellent agreement with the experiments
as shown in Fig. 4c. In the case of familiar odors presented
every test day, we found that responses of individual neurons
were more stable (Fig. S.2b), showing slowly decaying cor-
relations (Fig. S.2c) and smaller average distances between
across-days representations (Fig. S.2e).

We conducted additional simulations changing the inter-
val between stimulus presentations from 1 to 8 days (thus
interpolating between the conditions for familiar odors in co-
hort A and B). Our model results show that RD continuously
decreased with the stimulus presentation frequency. While
the reduction is minimal for the 8-day presentation interval,
it increases to ∼ 30 − 40% for the 1-day presentation fre-
quency (see Fig.4c and Fig. S.2f in SI). We also verified that
the model results were not due to the reduced system size,
nor the particular new set of parameters (see Fig. S.2g in SI).

Verified by its agreement with experiments, our model
can be used to gain insights about the underlying mechanism
for how learning suppresses RD. By systematically probing
the dynamics of the system, including the synaptic weights
in our model, an intuitive picture of RD and the effects of
learning emerged. As illustrated in Fig. 5a, through exposure
to a particular odor, synaptic plasticity mechanisms lead to
a learned representation, D0, of a given odor in the PCx ac-

our simulations computationally feasible (see Methods)

tivity space. The representations of a particular odor are not
unique – they span a low-dimensional sub-manifold in the
full representation space as illustrated in Fig. 5a. During the
long time interval, T , between odor presentations, neural ac-
tivity wanders off the sub-manifold due to stochastic synaptic
dynamics to a point DT away from it. However, the weight
change induced by learning during presentation of the odor at
time T → T +∆t can drive the system back to another point,
DT +∆t, on (or near) the representation sub-manifold. Thus,
the odor-dependent learning effectively reduces RD by sup-
pressing fluctuations away from the low-dimensional odor-
specific sub-manifold, i.e., ∥D0 − DT +∆t∥ < ∥D0 − DT ∥
(see Fig. 5a).

To verify this intuitive picture, we measured the dynam-
ics of relevant MTC-to-pyramidal weights in our model dur-
ing an experiment where a particular familiar odor was pre-
sented every day after familiarization (Fig. 4a). As shown in
Fig. 5b, odor presentation induces directed weight changes,
i.e., changes with the same sign, while weights fluctuate ran-
domly in-between test days.

To characterize the collective weight changes in the
whole system, we projected the dynamics of non-zero LOT
connections onto the first three principal components that
are obtained by applying PCA to the recorded weights dur-
ing odor presentation on the first day (Fig. 5c). As we can
see, while the random multiplicative fluctuations caused by
the GMR process push the weights in all directions, STDP-
mediated changes can compensate the random drift, consis-
tently across one of the principal component directions (see
arrows in Fig. 5c).

Finally, to quantify the overall changes in weight space,
we computed the normalized Euclidean distance with respect
to the original set of weights using the first 10 principal com-
ponents, which account for ∼ 99% of the total variance:

∥∆Jmtc(t)∥ = ∥Jmtc(t)−Jmtc(0)∥
∥Jmtc(T )−Jmtc(0)∥ , (2)

where Jmtc(t) is a 10-dimensional projection of the LOT
weights at time t, and T represents the last time step after 9
simulated days. Fig. 5d shows that the Euclidean distance is
reduced after each presentation of the stimulus (vertical dot-
ted lines), which effectively decreases the rate at which drift
takes place.

Conclusions and Discussion
Understanding how information from the external world is
encoded in cortical neuronal activity requires careful analy-
sis of experimental data in combination with computational
modeling based on realistic neural networks. Here, we focus
on the olfactory cortex and the experimentally observed rep-
resentational drift (RD) in the response of pyramidal cells, as
reported by Schoonover et al. (6).

To understand the underlying mechanism for the ob-
served RD phenomenon, we incorporate dynamics of synap-
tic plasticity in a realistic spiking neural network model of the
mouse olfactory cortex. Our model reproduces all the main
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Fig. 5. A mechanistic picture of learning-dependent drift. (a) Schematic de-
piction for the evolution of an initial odor representation, D0, to a new represen-
tation, DT +∆t, reached after a long transient of length T and the presentation
of the stimulus for a time span ∆t ≪ T . (b) Evolution of some weights during
the simulated experiment with a familiar odor presented daily. Inset: close-up of a
particular weight evolution, with black arrows pointing to the times of odor presen-
tation. The large changes in weights during the odor presentation are highlighted
by green arrowed lines. Weights were sampled every ∆t = 60s during transient,
and ∆t = 50ms during stimulus presentation. (c) Projection of the weights dy-
namics into the first three principal components resulting from applying PCA dur-
ing the presentation of the odor on the first day. Slow random fluctuations during
inter-tests transients (light blue) are followed by fast, directed changes during odor
presentation (dark blue). Arrows indicate time direction during the experiment. (d)
Normalized distance, in the projection space spanned by the first 10 principal com-
ponents, between the initial weight configuration and the weights at time t. Dotted
vertical lines mark the time of odor presentation, coinciding with sharp drops in the
measured distance (highlighted in red).

experimental findings reported in (6) quantitatively. More
importantly, it elucidates a general mechanism underlying
RD and the effects of learning, which may be applicable to
other brain regions that exhibit RD. In what follows, we dis-
cuss our main findings and possible future directions.

Slow drift by stochastic weight variations. Synapses in
the cortex are highly dynamic and can change in time regard-
less of the existence or absence of a stimulus, with synaptic
efficiencies spontaneously fluctuating over a long timescale
of days without altering their overall statistics. As a result
of this stochastic process, the response of cortical pyrami-
dal cells to a given odor signal—constituting the cortical
representation of the odor—drifts slowly, while the statisti-
cal properties of the representation remain stable over time.
Our study finds that the spontaneous weight fluctuations are
best described by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with mul-
tiplicative noise (Eq. 1), also known as the geometric mean
reversion (GMR) process. Our realistic network model, with
weight dynamics governed by the GMR process, not only
quantitatively reproduces all experimental results on RD in
the piriform cortex (6) but also results in a log-normal distri-
bution of the weights in steady state, consistent with empiri-
cal observations across brain regions (33, 35).

Learning suppresses representational drift. In the pres-
ence of odors that induce strong responses in the olfactory
system, significant changes in synaptic weights can occur
via local learning rules, such as spike-timing-dependent plas-
ticity (STDP), during the relatively short time window of
odor presentation. Rather than being random, these sys-
tematic weight changes drive the system towards a lower-
dimensional sub-manifold in the representational space, as
illustrated in Fig. 5a, effectively compensating for the devia-
tions induced by the spontaneous noisy drift. Consequently,
when the frequency of odor presentation is increased, drift
rate is reduced, as illustrated in our model (Fig. 4 and
Fig. S.2f) and in agreement with experimental observations
(6). Notably, this mechanism of drift reduction requires the
existence of a “learned” representation induced by previous
exposure of the animal to a given odor (referred to as the “fa-
miliarization" phase in the experiments (6)).

Absence of an invariant geometry. Consistent with the
experiments by Schoonover et al (6), our model shows that
the geometry of the drifting representation manifold is not in-
variant across time. Specifically, the relative angles between
pairs of odor-specific responses in the representational man-
ifold do not remain constant over time, both in the original
experiments and our model. This observation contrasts with
the findings in a recent study by Qin et al. (12), who de-
veloped a model to explain RD with Hebbian/anti-Hebbian
networks. In their work, the learning dynamics aims to min-
imize the mismatch between the similarity of pairs of inputs
and corresponding pairs of outputs, resulting in a coordinated
drift that preserves the manifold geometry.

On the functional side, we contend that geometric con-
siderations are crucial when the inputs or stimuli to be en-
coded have a well-defined geometry. This is certainly the
case for spatial locations or motion orientations encoded in
the hippocampus, which is one of the focuses of study in
(12). In these scenarios, the representation manifold must
reflect the actual spatial organization of stimuli, and this ob-
jective is best achieved if the representation manifold pre-
serves geometric properties such as relative angles. Instead,
in our modeling study of the piriform cortex presented here,
the set of possible stimuli, i.e., odors, lacks any specific or-
ganization. As long as they are separable, the relative angles
between representations of different odors do not seem to en-
code useful information; in particular, the similarity between
two different odors may not be directly related to the scalar
product (an Euclidean distance measure) in either the input
space or the representational space.

Indeed, studies by the Sharpee group (36, 37) have pro-
posed that the olfactory space is hyperbolic rather than Eu-
clidean, which could reflect a hierarchical organization in the
odor space (38). Therefore, in future extensions of our work,
we will seek to replace randomly organized odors with hierar-
chically structured ones to analyze whether the resulting rep-
resentation manifold exhibits hyperbolic geometry (by keep-
ing, e.g., hyperbolic inner products and angles fixed).
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Invariant properties of the representation manifold.
Even though the geometry of the representation manifold is
not invariant, certain aspects of the representation remain pre-
served. In particular, the covariance matrix for pyramidal
neurons presents an underlying block structure that is pre-
served over time. While the identity of the neurons partic-
ipating in each block changes across days, the number of
strongly correlated blocks remains constant and matches ap-
proximately the number of odors presented to the system
(Fig. S.1k). Notably, a similar phenomenology was found
by Kossio et al. in a work that studied RD using an asso-
ciative memory computational model (11). In particular, the
authors proposed a mechanism by which STDP and home-
ostasis could maintain a constant representational structure
despite the existence of drifting neural assemblies. However,
unlike in our model, the emergence of this neuronal assem-
blies required a mechanism to generate symmetric connectiv-
ity matrices, which also encoded the block structure within
their architecture (11).

Besides the invariant representational structure in cor-
relations, a principal component analysis of the pyramidal
activity in response to the presented stimuli shows that the
effective dimensionality of the representation manifold re-
mains constant and is close to the number of encoded odors
(Fig.S.1l). We speculate that for hierarchically structured
odor stimuli, the covariance matrix should exhibit a nested
hierarchical block structure and, consequently, could be de-
scribable by an invariant hyperbolic geometry (37, 38).

Beyond the olfactory cortex: shedding light on the
slow vs fast drift conundrum. Experimental studies have
shown the emergence of drifting representations on very
long timescales of days or weeks in diverse brain regions
(6, 7, 39, 40). However, in a recent work by Khatib et al.
(41), where mice were trained to navigate a familiar maze, it
was found that for a set amount of time, the more frequently
the mice explored the environment, the greater the degree of
drift observed in the neural representation of the spatial loca-
tion in dorsal CA1 of the mouse hippocampus, a result that
has been recently addressed computationally (9).

We would like to point out that, contrary to what it might
seem, this result is not at odds with the empirical observa-
tion made by Schoonover et al. regarding drift slowing down
with the frequency of stimulus presentation. Indeed, for the
experiments in (41), drift was measured between popula-
tion neuron activities recorded with a time difference of ∼ 3
hours. Following our hypotheses, at these shorter timescales
changes in representations are not really the result of a drift
as caused by the noisy weight dynamics, but actually orig-
inate from what we called a learning force through STDP
effects while mice were traversing the familiar environment.
This conclusion is indeed supported by the findings of two
other experimental papers in the dorsal CA1 region of the
mice hippocampus (42), and the telencephalic area Dp of the
adult zebra fish (30), which we discuss below.

In the Geva et al. (42) study, the authors carried out an
experiment similar to the one in (41), but sampled neural ac-
tivity for a time-span of 3 weeks. Within such much-longer

recordings, they were able to confirm the existence of time-
dependent drift that mostly affected changes in activity rates,
and an experience-dependent drift that affected neural tuning
curves. In another study, Jacobson et al. (30) showed that
the substantial variability observed in zebra-fish Dp neural
activity for a given odor across trials, which they called rep-
resentation shift, was severely reduced by an NMDA recep-
tor antagonist, implying that these modifications were indeed
experience-dependent.

All these findings suggest that representational drift, as
measured between population responses to the same input
across days, is caused by two contributing mechanisms: (i) an
actual random drift, which we hypothesize stems from noisy
multiplicative weight dynamics; and (ii) a learning force,
induced by STDP on a shorter timescale when the repre-
sented external input is experienced (e.g., positions in space
(40–42)) or presented (e.g., odors (6, 30) or visual stimuli
(10, 43)). While the first mechanism always leads to random
drift, the effects of learning on RD depend on the timescale
of measuring representational drift. On longer timescales (of
days or weeks), learning leads to suppression of RD as it ef-
fectively reduces the effects of random drift. However, for
shorter measurement timescales, learning can increase the
measured drift as it drives the system deterministically to-
wards its learned representation sub-manifold. The role of
learning and its dependence on the measurement time scale
are demonstrated analytically in a toy model in SI (Supple-
mentary Note 2).

Although the main focus of this article was on reproduc-
ing and explaining through a biologically realistic computa-
tional model the experimental findings of Schoonover et al.
in (6), preliminary results suggest that our proposed mecha-
nisms for drift are also in very good agreement with exper-
imental observations in other regions, such as a non-trivial
alignment of drift changes with the directions of noise vari-
ance in the mouse posterior parietal cortex (44) (see SI, Sup-
plementary Note 3).

Methods
OB dynamics. In our simulations, and following the model
by Stern et al. (22), all MTCs belonging to glomerulus i
share a specific onset latency time, τ̃o

i , which is different for
each odor, o. In particular, these latency times were randomly
drawn from a uniform distribution such that only an average
10% of all MTCs become responsive to a given odor within
the inhalation period (i.e., τ̃o

i < τinh).
Thus, while MTCs have a baseline firing rate at 1.5Hz,

if glomerulus i is activated during inhalation of a given odor,
o, the instantaneous firing rate of all units belonging to this
glomerulus jumps to 100Hz at time τ̃o

i , and then decays ex-
ponentially to the baseline rate with a characteristic time con-
stant τmtc = 50ms.

For all simulations, one trial of odor presentation lasted
8 respiration cycles, each consisting of a 200ms inhalation
period, followed by a 300ms exhalation period. Figs. 1-3,
Fig. S.1 and Fig. S.2g: NMT C = 2250 and nglom = 90, so
that each glomerulus has 25 associated MTCs.
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For simulations involving familiar and unfamiliar odors
(Figs. 4-5 and Fig. S.2a-f), we setNMT C = 300 and nglom =
60, so that each glomerulus has 5 associated MTCs. In this
latter case and to avoid undesired cross-stimuli effects due to
the network limited size (i.e., the familiarization process to
one odor significantly affecting the representation of a sec-
ond odor), we conducted simulations presenting one odor at
a time, resetting to the exact same initial conditions for the
network at the beginning of each experiment.

PCx dynamics. The below-threshold voltage dynamics of
pyramidal neurons and FBINs take the general form of a LIF
equation:

τm
dVi

dt
= −(Vi(t)−Vrest)+ Itot

i (t) , (3)

where Itot
i (t) = Iexc

i (t)+Iinh
i (t) is the sum of all incoming

excitatory and inhibitory currents to neuron i, τm = 15ms is
the membrane characteristic time scale and Vrest = −65mV
is the resting potential. In the following equations, JXY

ij
denote the synaptic efficiencies between presynaptic neu-
ron j belonging to population X and postsynaptic neuron
i belonging to population Y (m:MTC, p:pyramidal, f:FFIN,
fb:FBIN). Defining Λj =

∑
f δ(t− tfj ) as the train of spikes

fired by neuron j, one can write for pyramidal units:

τexc
dIexc

i

dt
= −Iexc

i +
NMT C∑

j=1
Jmp

ij Λj +
NP Y R∑

j=1
Jpp

ij Λj , (4)

τinh
dIinh

i

dt
= −Iinh

i +
NF BIN∑

j=1
Jfbp

ij Λj +
NF F IN∑

j=1
Jfp

ij Λj .

(5)

Similarly for FBINs:

τexc
dIexc

i

dt
= −Iexc

i +
NP Y R∑

j=1
Jpfb

ij Λj , (6)

τinh
dIinh

i

dt
= −Iinh

i +
NF BIN∑

j=1
Jfbfb

ij Λj , (7)

whereas for FFINs:

τexc
dIexc

i

dt
= −Iexc

i +
NMT C∑

j=1
Jmf

ij Λj , (8)

τinh
dIinh

i

dt
= −Iinh

i +
NF F IN∑

j=1
Jff

ij Λj . (9)

In the above equations, τexc = 20ms and τinh = 20ms rep-
resent the characteristic decay time for the excitatory and in-
hibitory input currents. Notice that, for simplicity, we reab-
sorbed the membrane conductance gm into the definition of
input current, so that all currents and synaptic efficiencies are
expressed in units of voltage. Moreover, while in the origi-
nal work by Stern et al. all synaptic weights connecting the

same type of neurons were set to a common value (22), in
our model, weights were randomly drawn from a lognormal
probability distribution with a given average ⟨J∗⟩ and stan-
dard deviation σ = ⟨J∗⟩/2.

Once a neuron reaches its firing threshold, Vth =
−50mV, its membrane potential is reset and clamped to a
value Vreset = −65mV for a refractory period, τref = 1ms,
before it can evolve again according to Eq. (3). We did not
allow membrane potentials to decrease below a minimum
value, Vmin = −75mV. For all types of neurons, the dynam-
ical equation was integrated using a 4th-order Runge-Kutta
algorithm with a time step ∆t= 0.0005s.

For Figs. 1-3, Fig. S.1 and Fig. S.2g, weight distribution
averages and density of connections were chosen to enforce
the same excitatory and inhibitory currents to each popula-
tion as in (22): ⟨J∗

mp⟩ = ⟨J∗
mf ⟩ = 4mV, ⟨J∗

fp⟩ = ⟨J∗
ff ⟩ =

3mV,⟨J∗
pp⟩ = 1mV,⟨J∗

pfb⟩ = 4mV,= ⟨J∗
fbp⟩ = ⟨J∗

fbfb⟩ =
3mV. Density of connections: pmp = pmf = 0.022, pfp =
pff = 0.4, ppp = ppfb = pfbp = 0.1, pfbfb = 0.065.

For experiments involving familiar and unfamiliar odors
(Figs. 4-5 and Fig. S.2a-f), we reduced the number of neurons
in the piriform cortex to NP Y R = 100 and NF BIN = 20,
limiting the inhibition of pyramidal cell activity to FBINs
only, thus disregarding the effect of FFINs, which have been
shown to simply modulate the amplitude but not the shape of
pyramidal responses (22). For the average weights: ⟨J∗

mp⟩ =
3mV, ⟨J∗

pp⟩ = 5mV, ⟨J∗
pfb⟩ = ⟨J∗

fbp⟩ = ⟨J∗
fbfb⟩ = 20mV.

Density of connections: pmp = 0.025, ppp = 0.1, pfbp =
ppfb = pfbfb = 0.4.

Weight dynamics. There are two different synaptic plastic-
ity in our model, i.e., the slow stochastic weight changes de-
scribed by the geometric mean-reversion process and the fast
weight dynamics due to learning.

The geometric mean-reversion process. The dynamics of
synaptic weights in both, mitral-to-pyramidal and pyramidal-
to-pyramidal connections, were modeled as a geometric
mean-reversion process:

J̇k = ω(µ−Jk(t))+σJk(t)ξk(t), (10)

where k indexes all non-zero synaptic efficiencies in the
weight matrix, ω and σ are constants for the drift and dif-
fusion terms, µ= ⟨J∗⟩ is the average non-zero weight in the
initial Gaussian distribution (and will be, likewise, the aver-
age weight of the resulting stationary lognormal distribution)
and ξ(t) is a zero-mean Gaussian noise, such that ⟨ξk(t)⟩ = 0
and ⟨ξi(t)ξj(t′)⟩ = δijδ(t− t′). In all simulations, we chose
ω = 5 × 10−7 and σ = 4.5 × 10−4. Before the beginning of
each experiment, we also let the weights evolve for 32 days
under the above rule to ensure that a stationary lognormal
probability distribution had been reached (see Fig.1e).

Spike-timing dependent plasticity. It has been experimentally
observed that long-term potentiation (LTP) and long-term de-
pression (LTD) of synaptic weights depend on the exact tim-
ing of the pre- and postsynaptic spikes (45–47). LTP is typ-
ically induced when the presynaptic spike precedes the post-
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synaptic one by an interval of 10 to 20ms, whereas LTD oc-
curs if the order of spikes is reversed (see Fig.1a, bottom).
This mechanism of STDP has been largely studied from a
theoretical point of view (34, 48–51) and many models have
been proposed to investigate its functional implications (see
(52) and (53) for reviews on the topic).

Mathematically speaking, the change in the synaptic
weight induced by pre- and postsynaptic spikes at time tpre

and tpost, respectively, can be written as:

∆J = Γ(J ; tpost − tpre) (11)

where Γ(w; tpost − tpre) is the plasticity window, which can
lead to potentiation (LTP) or depression (LTD) depending on
the relative timing of the spikes, ∆t∗ = tpost − tpre:

Γ(J ;∆t∗) =


f+(J)exp

(
−|∆t∗|

τ+

)
, if tpre < tpost

f−(J)exp
(

−|∆t∗|
τ−

)
, if tpre > tpost .

(12)
Within the above expression different choices of the scaling
functions for potentiation, f+(w), and depression, f−(w),
can give rise to different models of STDP (53). Here we use
a multiplicative STDP, as originally proposed in (34) —on
the basis of experimental observations in (54)—, for which
the LTP and LTD scaling functions read:

f+(J) = a+ , (13)
f−(J) = −a−J , (14)

for some constant values a+ and a−. All simulations were
ran using τ+ = 17ms and τ− = 34ms for the LTP and LTD
windows, respectively, and a+ = 0.0005⟨J∗⟩. The gain fac-
tor for LTD, a−, was chosen in each case so that the aver-
age weight of the stationary distribution under the STDP rule
(⟨Jst⟩ = (a+τ+)/(a−τ−), see (48)), matches the average
weight, ⟨J∗⟩, of the expected lognormal distribution under
the GMR process.

Measures of drifting representations. For each day d,
odor o and trial m, the representation of an odor, xd,o,m, was
computed by averaging pyramidal responses in time across
four 2s-windows after odor onset, then concatenating the cor-
responding vectors so that xd,o,m ∈ R4NP Y R . For each neu-
ron (i.e., element in xd,o,m) its average baseline spontaneous
rate, computed as the average rate across all days during the
transient periods, was subtracted in all cases before comput-
ing any drift-related quantity.

Correlation between same-odor representations at days p
and q, with p ̸= q, was defined as the average across odors of
the Pearson’s correlation coefficient between trial-averaged
population vectors at the corresponding days:

cp,q = 1
nodors

nodors∑
o=1

⟨(xp,o −xp,o)(xq,o −xq,o)⟩
σxp,oσxq,o

(15)

where xp,o =M−1∑M
m=1 xp,o,m is the trial-averaged popu-

lation response to odor o on day p, and xp,o and σxp,o define
its mean and standard deviation, respectively.

Trivially, one can then define within-day correlations be-
tween odor responses by averaging population vectors across
even and odd trials separately:

cp = 1
nodors

nodors∑
o=1

⟨(xeven
p,o −xeven

p,o )(xodd
p,o −xodd

p,o )⟩
σxeven

p,o
σxodd

p,o

, (16)

where xeven
p,o ( xeven

p,o ) is the population response to odor o on
day p averaged over all even (odd) trials.

On the other hand, the average correlation between same-
odor responses separated by a time interval of ∆-days, is:

c∆ = 1
n∆

∑
p,q : |p−q|=∆

cp,q , (17)

where n∆ is the number of pairs of test days separated by a
time interval ∆.

Similarly, the average angle between a pair of population
vectors representing the same odor at days p and q can be
written as:

θp,q = 1
n∆

nodors∑
o=1

θo
p,q = 1

nodors

nodors∑
o=1

cos−1
(

xp,o ·xq,o

∥xp,o∥∥xq,o∥

)
.

(18)
and the average within-day angle at each day p is defined as:

θp = 1
nodors

nodors∑
o=1

cos−1 xeven
p,o ·xodd

p,o

∥xeven
p,o ∥∥xodd

p,o ∥
. (19)

To correct for within-day variability in the angle between rep-
resentations of the same odor, we followed (6) and computed
the average within-day angle, θ = 1

ndays

∑
p θp , between

same-odor, same-day population responses. Thus, the aver-
age corrected angle between any two representations mea-
sured on tests separated by ∆-days was finally computed as:

θ∆ = n−1
∆

∑
p,q : |p−q|=∆

(θp,q −θ) . (20)

Using the above quantity, it is possible to measure the rate of
drift (in angles per day and corrected for within-day fluctua-
tions) as:

r =
〈
θ∆
∆

〉
∆

, (21)

where the average is taken across all possible time intervals,
∆, between any pair of test days.

Measures of drifting geometry. Matrix dissimilarity be-
tween days p and q was taken as:

∥Ap,q∥F := ∥Ap −Aq∥F =

√√√√ M∑
k=1

nodors∑
i=1

|ap
k,i −aq

k,i|2 ,

(22)
where ∥Ap,q∥F = 0 for identical matrices. Given the above
measure, a corrected matrix dissimilarity was computed as:

∥Âp,q∥F :=
∥Ap,q∥F −∥Aw∥F

∥As∥F −∥Aw∥F

, (23)
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where ∥Aw∥F := (1/ndays)
∑ndays

p=1 ∥Ap
odd −Ap

even∥ is the
mean across all days of the within-day Frobenius norm be-
tween similarity matrices computed in odd and even trials,
and ∥As∥F is the Frobenius norm between similarity ma-
trices measured on the first and last day of the experiment
after odors shuffling. In this way, ∥Âp,q∥F is (on average)
bounded between zero, for angle drifts on the order of intra-
day fluctuations, and one, for the shuffled case.

Population statistics. To identify responsive units, on each
day and for each odor a Wilcoxon rank-sum test (55) was
performed between the spike count during the 4 seconds be-
fore stimulus onset on all trials and the spike count on all
trials during the odor presentation, using a significance level
of α = 0.005. On each day, the number of responsive neu-
rons was averaged over all presented stimuli and normalized
by population size to compute the average fraction of respon-
sive neurons (see Fig. 2e (left panel)).

Given spontaneous baseline-subtracted responses, rj,o,
for each unit, j, to a given odor, o, average population sparse-
ness was defined as:

Sp = N −1
nodorsN

nodors∑
o=1

1−

(
N−1∑N

j=1 rj,o

)2

N−1∑N
j=1 r

2
j,o

 , (24)

whereas the average lifetime sparseness across all units was
given by:

Slt = nodors −1
nodorsN

N∑
j=1

(
1−

(
n−1

odors

∑nodors
o=1 rj,o

)2

n−1
odors

∑nodors
o=1 r2

j,o

)
.

(25)
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Supplementary Note 1: Relation between the GMR process and Loewenstein et al.’s model
Let us begin by introducing the phenomenological model presented by Loewenstein et al. in (32), which describes the dynamics
of the logarithm of the size of the k-th dendritic spine in a given synapsis, X̃k, as a sum of two independent Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
processes:

log10(X̃k) = Y k
1 +Y k

2 +log10 µ̃ . (26)

In the above equation, µ̃ is the average of all spine sizes and Y k
1 and Y k

2 are OU processes described by:

τi
dY k

i

dt
= −Y l

i +
√

2τiσ̃iξ
k
i , i= 1,2 (27)

where ξk
i is a Gaussian white noise such that ⟨ξk

i ⟩ = 0 and ⟨ξk
i (t)ξk′

j (t′)⟩ = δi,jδk,k′δ(t− t′). In the above model, the values
for the timescales of the two processes, τ1 and τ2, as well as their stationary variance, σ̃1 and σ̃2, where fitted using empirical
measures of the spine sizes in the dendrites of auditory cortex neurons recorded in vivo in mice. For our purposes, let us further
simplify the above model considering that the dynamics is characterized by a single, most-relevant timescale, such that:

ln(X̃k) = Y k +ln µ̃ , (28)

where, without loss of generality, we changed the decimal logarithm for the natural one to simplify the upcoming analysis.
Let us now go back to the stochastic differential equation for a geometric mean-reverting process:

dXk

dt
= ω(µ−Xk)+σXkξk . (29)

Applying Ito’s Lemma to the function ln(Xk):

d(ln(Xk))
dt

= ω
( µ

Xk
−1
)

− 1
2σ

2 +σξk. (30)

In order to check the relation between the dynamics of both processes, let us assume that synaptic weights in our model, Xk,
describe a magnitude proportional to the spine sizes empirically measured in (32) (i.e., Xk ≡ αX̃k). Therefore, using Eq. 28
we can approximate:

µ

Xk
≈ 1−Y k

α
, (31)

which, substituting in Eq. 30, leads to:

dY

dt
= ω

(
µ

αµ̃

(
1−Y k

)
−1
)

− 1
2σ

2 +σξk . (32)

Comparing term by term with Eq. 27 for i= 1, and after several manipulations, one can finally see that both, the GMR process
and the phenomenological model proposed in (32) (although reduced to a single timescale), follow identical equations under
the following re-scaling of parameters:

σ =
√

2
τ
σ̃ (33)

ω = 1− σ̃2

τ
(34)

µ= µ̃α

1− σ̃2 . (35)
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Supplementary Note 2: The effects of learning-induced deterministic change in representa-
tion: A simple model
As we showed in the main text, changes in the neural representation of a particular odor occur through two mechanisms:
learning induces synaptic changes towards the odor-specific sub-manifold in a deterministic fashion, whereas the stochastic
weight dynamics causes random fluctuations akin to a Brownian motion. Here, we develop a simple model to demonstrate the
interplay of these two mechanisms and show how they affect the measured representational “drift”.

Let us consider a two-dimensional representational space (x,y) such that, for a particular odor, the representational sub-
manifold is a 1-D line at x= 0. Starting from an initial response (x0,y0) at time t= 0, the odor is presented at time ti = (i−1)τ
(i= 1,2, ...), where τ is the time interval between presentations. During the short presentation of the odor, the effect of learning
drives the representation towards the representation sub-manifold, i.e., the x= 0 line. Apart from these brief odor presentations,
the representation changes randomly. To capture these two effects, we can formulate a simple model to describe the dynamics
of the representation:

dx

dt
= f(x)

n∑
i=1

δ(t− ti)+ηx(t), (36)

dy

dt
= ηy(t), (37)

where the first term in the right-hand side of Eq. 36 represents the effects of learning during the brief odor presentation with
f(x = 0) = 0 and f ′(x = 0) < 0, which guarantees that x = 0 is the fixed line for the learning dynamics; while ηx(t) and
ηy(t) are random white noises mimicking the effect of stochastic weight changes: ⟨ηx,y⟩ = 0, ⟨ηx(t′)ηx(t)⟩ = 2Ωxδ(t− t′),
⟨ηy(t′)ηy(t)⟩ = 2Ωyδ(t− t′). For simplicity, we set f(x) = −αx where α > 0 measures the strength of learning. We also
assume Ωx = Ωy = Ω, which is the strength of the random drift. The measured representational drift after n odor presentations
or total time T = (n−1)τ is given by: σ2 = σ2

x +σ2
y where σ2

x ≡ ⟨(x0 −x(T ))2⟩ and σ2
y ≡ ⟨(y0 −y(T ))2⟩.

In the direction normal to the representational sub-manifold (i.e., the y-direction) learning does not play any role and we
have σ2

y = ΩT . On the other hand, learning does play an important role in the x-direction and σ2
x can be computed as follows.

Denote the values of x before and after the odor presentation at time ti as x−
i and x+

i , respectively. By integrating Eq. 36 from

t−i = ti − ϵ to t+i = ti + ϵ in an infinitesimal region around time ti of the odor presentation, we have:
∫ t+

i

t−
i

dx
x = ln(x+

i /x
−
i ) =

−α, which leads to the equation for the “jump" process:

x+
i = e−αx−

i . (38)

Between two consecutive odor presentations, the dynamics is a pure diffusion process, and we have:

x−
i+1 = x+

i + ξi , (39)

where ξi =
∫ ti+1

ti
ηx(t)dt is the displacement in x due to random weight change during time ti to ti+1. It is easy to show that

⟨ξi⟩ = 0 and ⟨ξ2
i ⟩ = Ωτ . Together with the initial condition, x−

1 = x0, we can the write:

x(T ) ≡ x+
n = e−nαx0 +

n∑
i=2

e−(n−i+1)αξi−1 , (40)

from which we obtain:

σ2
x ≡ ⟨(x0 −x(T ))2⟩ = x2

0(1−e−nα)2 +Ωτ e
−2α −e−2nα

1−e−2α
. (41)

In the above expression, the first term comes from the deterministic changes of the neural activity from the initial position
x0 towards the sub-manifold, x= 0; whereas the second term comes from the random drift damped by learning. The behavior
of σ2

x in the absence or presence of learning is summarized below:

• In the absence of learning (i.e., α→ 0), from Eq. 41 we have: σ2
x = Ωτ(n− 1) = ΩT , which is just random diffusion as

σ2
x is linearly proportional to time.

• In the presence of learning (i.e., for a finite α) the measured “drift”, σ2
x, is suppressed. Specifically, although σ2

x increases
with n transiently, it saturates to a constant when nα≫ 1: σ2

x(n≫ α−1) = x2
0 +Ωτ(1−e−2α)−1.

Overall, even though learning suppresses drift at long time (or large values of n), there may be an intermediate range of n
where the drift measured by σ2

x is actually bigger with a finite α. The reason is that even though a finite α always suppresses
the second term in Eq. 41, it actually enhances the first term that is proportional to x2

0 (notice that the first term vanishes in the
absence of learning). Therefore, depending on the initial distance to the representational sub-manifold, x0, the deterministic
changes towards the line x = 0 can dominate the measured “drift”, σ2

x, effectively making it larger than that without learning.
This is what we refer to in the Discussion section of the main text as fast drift (41).
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Supplementary Note 3: Alignment of fast stimulus-induced drift with the directions of noise
variability
As we showed throughout this work, the actual slow random drift, which we hypothesize stems from noisy multiplicative
synaptic dynamics, affects the tuning of single neurons to a given set of stimuli (Fig.2i-j), thus affecting the measured signal
correlation across days (i.e., pair-wise correlations between mean responses to different stimuli, see Fig.S.1k).

In contrast, noise correlations measure the observed co-variability in neural responses to the same stimulus repeated across
different trials, under the same behavioral conditions (56). From an experimental point of view, the effects of STDP-induced
changes —or, as we called it, the fast stimulus-dependent drift— , which can take place on a scale of milliseconds to seconds
between trials, would emerge in long-recording experiments as part of this noise variance or trial-to-trial variability in the
responses to the same stimulus set within a given test day.

Thus, if our hypothesis is right and the overall observed drift can have a contribution from fast, learning-induced dynamics
at short time scales, then for every input and pair of recorded days, a general drift vector (pointing in the direction of population
changes between such days in the N-dimensional space) should still have a small but significant projection in the directions
encoding noise variability (see Fig. S.4a). Remarkably, this is exactly what Rule et al. observed when analyzing long-term
calcium imaging recordings from mice in the mouse posterior parietal cortex (PPC) during a virtual reality T-maze task (44)
(Fig.S.4b, gray box).

To test whether whether the same phenomenon can be captured with our model, we measured the alignment of the drift
with the direction of maximum trial-to-trial variability by adapting the protocol introduced in (44). Let us define a drift vector,
∆µ⃗pq

o,m = xo,m,p − xo,m,q , as the trial-conditioned change in the mean firing rate response of the population to odor o, during
trial m, between days p and q. We now compute, for each odor, o, the noise or trial-to-trial covariance matrix on the first
test day, Σo, and define an statistic that determines the amount of overlapping between the drift vector and the noise encoding
direction as:

ϕpq
o,m

2 = ∆µ⃗pq
o,m

⊺Σo∆µ⃗pq
o,m

λmax|∆µ⃗pq
o,m|2

, (42)

where we normalized the drift vector to unit length and divided by the maximum eigenvalue, λmax, of the noise covariance
matrix. Thus, the above statistic provides a measure of the amount of drift that can be explained (or overlaps) with the principal
direction of noise correlations, being one if both vectors align perfectly, and zero if they are completely orthogonal (44). Finally,
to discount for the expected chance alignment that can take place between any two random vectors in an N -dimensional space,
ψ0 = ⟨tr(Σo)/(Nλmax)⟩ (where the average is taken over all odors, see also (44) for more details), we compute a corrected
final estimate as:

ρpq
o,m = ϕpq

o,m −ψ0
1−ϕpq

o,m
. (43)

Figure S.4b shows the distribution of the above measure across all trials and odors, for the case in which we have unfamiliar
odors presented every 8 days (red boxplot) and familiar odors presented every day (blue boxplot). As we can see, non trivial
overlapping is observed for representations of familiar odors, in which the presentation of the stimulus “pulls back" the weights
towards the submanifold previously learned during the familiarization process. The same quantity for the PPC, as measured in
(44), is shown for comparison purposes (gray boxplot).

16 | bioRχiv Morales et al. | Representational drift in the Olfactory Cortex



Supplementary Figures

Fig. S.1. Extended results on the effects of representational drift. (a) Raster plots for a sub-sample (10%) of each neural population
during two trials of an odor presentation on day 0 and day 32, together with the corresponding pyramidal population average firing
rate. (b) Lognormal probability distributions for MTC-to-pyramidal (top) and pyramidal-to-pyramidal(bottom) weights. (c) Fraction of
pyramidal neurons that respond to each odor. (d) Fraction of pyramidal neurons responsive to exactly n odors. (e) Fraction of primary
and secondary labels within responsive units. (f) Raster plots for the same three odor-unit pairs in Fig. 2j across test days. Each rows
represents a single trial of odor presentation. (g) Changes in neuron selectivity after 32 days (blue=gain; red=loss) to each odor with
respect to the beginning of the experiment. (h) Left: fraction of units that gained (blue) or lost (red) responsiveness, relative to the total
number of initially responsive units. Right, top: fraction of primary and secondary labels for all units responsive on last but not first test
day. Right, bottom: same as previous, but for all units responsive on first but not last day. (i) Composition of primary and secondary sets
on day 32 in terms of unit classes on day 0. (j) Change to pyramidal membrane potential from excitatory (blue) and inhibitory (orange)
sources over 1s, illustrating the existing balance between excitation and inhibition in our model. (k) Pearson’s correlation matrices for
pyramidal responses on three test days, with units clustered by correlation on day 0 (top), or correlation in each test day (bottom). (l)
Dimensionality (as measured by the normalized participation ratio) of drifting representation manifold, averaged over n = 6 experiments
(mean ± std, shaded blue area: 95% CI for regression).
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Fig. S.2. Extended results on the effects of learning. In all panels, unless otherwise stated, simulations mimic experiments with
Cohort A, with blue (red) denoting familiar (unfamilar) odors. (a) Schematic depiction of a typical simulated experiment. (b) Regression
of of firing rate responses across 8- to 32-days intervals for 100 randomly chosen odor-unit pairs. (c) Average population vector
correlation and (d) average corrected angle between same-odor representations across intervals between test days. (e) Euclidean
distance between same-odor representations across test days, averaged over odors and trials, and normalized by average within-day
distance for different odor representations. (f) Average drift rate in degree angles per day for simulations interpolating between Cohort
A (odors presented every day, first point) and Cohort B (odors presented every 8 days, last point). (g) From left to right: corrected
angle, average drift rate, cumulative probability distribution and Euclidean distance between same-odor representations for a network
with N = 1000 pyramidal neurons.
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Fig. S.3. A simple model for the interplay between learning and drift. (a) Trajectories in the (x,y) representational space for the
model described by Eqs.36-37 with a “learned” submanifold at x = 0 (green dashed line) and two different initial conditions: x0 = 0.25
(blue) and x0 = 1 (orange). For each initial configuration (square marker), we ran simulations with (α = 0.05) and without (α = 0)
learning. Star markers point to the end of the trajectories. (b) As in (a), but now we plot the distance to the x = 0 sub-manifold against
the simulated time. (c) Solution to Eq.41 for an initial condition x0 = 1, with learning (α = 0.05, green line) and without learning (α = 0,
black dotted line). In all simulations: T = 1000s, τ = 1s, Ω = 0.01, y0 = 0.5. For plots in (a) and (b), trajectories are integrated with a
time step dt = 0.002 and sampled every 500 steps.

Fig. S.4. Drift alignment with “noise” variability (a) Drift (black arrow) and noise (green arrow) directions in a 2-dimensional subspace
spanned by population responses to two odors: each circle represents population mean activity on a single trial. For each pair of test
days, given an odor, o, and trial, m, a drift vector ∆µ⃗o,m can be defined between the trial-conditioned population vectors. (b) Drift
alignment with noise direction averaged over all unfamiliar odors, presented every 8 days (red); over all familiar odors, presented every
day (blue); and the same quantity for the empirical measure in Rule et al. (44). Dotted black line shows the expected chance alignment
for two random vectors in an N -dimensional space.
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