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Noise can induce time order in the dynamics of nonlinear dynamical systems.

For example,

coherence resonance occurs in various neuron models driven by a noise. In studies of coherence
resonance, ensemble-averaged measures of the coherence are often used. In the present study, we
examine coherence resonance for time-averaged measures. For the examination, we use a Hodgkin-
Huxley neuron model driven by a constant current and a noise. We firstly show that for large times,
the neuron is in a stationary state irrespective of initial conditions of the neuron. We then show
numerical evidence that in the stationary state, a given noise sample path uniquely determines
the dynamics of the neuron. We then present numerical evidence suggesting that time-averaged
coherence measures of the dynamics is independent of noise sample paths and is equal to ensemble-
averaged coherence measures. On the basis of this property, we show that coherence resonance is
not only a phenomenon related to ensemble-averaged measures but also a phenomenon that holds

for time-averaged measures.

I. INTRODUCTION

Noise has unexpected effects on responses of nonlin-
ear systems. Coherence resonance is an example. When
an autonomous nonlinear system is driven by an exter-
nal noise, regularity of its periodic response is maximal
at a certain noise level. Coherence resonance was firstly
found in a model of a simple autonomous system [I]. Sub-
sequently, it was found in the Plant model (a model for
a bursting neuron) [2], a FitzHugh-Nagumo model [3],
a Hodgkin-Huxley model [4], laser models [B [6], and a
semiconductor superlattice model [7]. Coherence reso-
nance was observed not only in models but also in exper-

iments [8HI2].

In studies of coherence resonance, measures of the
regularity are often estimated by the ensemble aver-
age [3, 4, 13]. However, for comparison with experi-
ments, it may be rather important that coherence res-
onance holds for time-averaged measures. Nevertheless,
it is not necessarily clear whether coherence resonance
also holds for time-averaged measures.

In the present study, we examine coherence resonance
for time-averaged measures. In the examination, we use
a Hodgkin-Huxley neuron model driven by a constant
current and a noise.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. [l we de-
scribe a Hodgkin-Huxley neuron model we use. The
model is described by a set of stochastic differential equa-
tions. In Sec. [[TI] some concepts of the theory of ran-
dom dynamical systems are briefly explained. The the-
ory of random dynamical systems provides a framework
for pathwise analysis of stochastic differential equations.
We also briefly review the dynamical behaviors of the
Hodgkin-Huxley neuron. In Sec. [[V] we examine coher-
ence resonance of the Hodgkin-Huxley neuron for time-
averaged measures. In Sec. [V] we discuss the results.

II. MODEL

We use a Hodgkin-Huxley neuron model driven by a
constant current and a noise. The electrophysiological
activity of the Hodgkin-Huxley neuron is given by

C% = —gnam®h(v — Viva) — gren (v — Vi)
. —gr(v— Vi) + I+ o&(t), (1a)
5 = am(@)(A=m) =B (v)m, (1b)
‘% = an(v)(1 = h) — Bu(v)h, (1c)
% — an(v)(1 = n) = Ba(v)n, (1d)

where v represents the membrane potential; C is the
membrane capacitance; gng, gx, and gy are the max-
imum conductance for sodium ion, potassium ion, and
leakage channels, respectively; Vg, Vi, and Vj, are the
reversal potentials; m, n, and h are the gating variables.
In Egs. to a am (v), an(v), an(v), Bm(v), Br(v)
and 8, (v) are the voltage-dependent rate constants. The
voltage-dependent rate constants have the form [I4]:
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In Eq. , I represents a constant external current and
&(t) represents a Gaussian white noise: (£(t)) = 0 and
(E()E(t)) = 6(t —t'). The symbol o represents the am-
plitude of the noise.



IIT. PRELIMINARIES

A. Some concepts of the theory of random
dynamical systems

In the present study, we use some concepts of the the-
ory of random dynamical systems. The theory of ran-
dom dynamical systems provides a framework for path-
wise analysis of stochastic differential equations. Here, a
brief explanation of the concepts is given. More detailed
and rigorous descriptions of the concepts can be found
in [15].

1. Pullback method, random attractor, and invariant
measure

Here, we focus on the systems described by stochastic
differential equations as random dynamical systems, al-
though random dynamical systems include systems not
described by stochastic differential equations.

We assume that the dynamics of a system is described
by a stochastic differential equation:

X = fa) +oet) 3)
We denote a formal solution of Eq. for a given noise
sample path w as z(t,w) and the initial condition as xg.
In the field of random dynamical systems, the solution
z(t,w) is expressed as ¢(t,w)zo using a map p(t,w).

A random attractor .27 is defined as & = {A(w)}, cq
where € represents the set of all w, and A(w) is defined
as a w-invariant set that attracts, in a pullback sense, all
points in a region of the phase space. Here, p-invariant
means that the following equation holds:

p(t, w)A(w) = A(Ow), (4)

where 6; represents the shift operator and maps £(s;w)
to £(s+1t;w). It is known that for a Gaussian white noise,
f; is a bijection from €2 to (.

The pullback means lim;_, o ¢(t, 0_sw)xg. This corre-
sponds to characterizing the asymptotic behavior of the
system by the time evolution from t = —oo to t = 0 in-
stead of the time evolution from t = 0 to ¢t = co. The
reason for using the pullback will become clear in the
next section (Sec. [ITA2).

Random dynamical systems do not necessarily have
random attractors. A random dynamical system pos-
sesses a random attractor if all trajectories starting at
t' = —oo are within a bounded region B(w) at the time
t =0 [I5HI7).

From the point of view of probability theory, if a ran-
dom dynamical system has a random attractor, then the
system almost surely has a y-invariant conditional prob-
ability given a noise sample path w [I5], [16]:

feo (A(w)) = 1, (5)

where i, represents the p-invariant conditional proba-
bility given a noise sample path w. The probability i,
is called an invariant measure.

For a random dynamical system, the invariant measure
and the stationary solution of the Fokker-Planck equa-
tion for the system have one-to-one correspondence [I15]
16]:

By [po(dz)] = p(x)d, (6)
Hm o, 0 w)p(z)de = p(dz), (7)

where E,, represents the expectation and p(z) is a solu-
tion of the equation:

0 oy =0 (8)

The point in this section is that for large times, the
system is in a stationary state irrespective of initial con-
ditions if the system has a random attractor.

2. Ezample

Here, a simple example is provided to facilitate under-
standing of the concepts explained in the previous sec-
tion. The theory of random dynamical systems is appli-
cable not only to nonlinear systems with a noise but also
to linear systems with a noise. For simplicity, we use a
linear system with a noise as an example. The example
we use is as follows:

dx
— = —yz t 9
o = et og(t), (9)
where v is a positive constant.

For a given noise sample path w, a formal solution of

Eq. @ is given by
t
o(t,w)zg = e Mo + U/ e_V(t_s)f(s;w)ds. (10)
0

From Eq. , we can see that lim; o ¢(t,w)zo is inde-
terminate. This makes it difficult to characterize asymp-
totic behaviors of the system. However, this difficulty is

overcome by using the pullback. For the system given by
Eq. @, we have the pullback:

0

tlim o(t, 0_1w)xo = O’/ e’ ¢(s;w)ds. (11)
— 00

— 00

This pullback is bounded because @(t,w)zy is an
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. We denote the limit in
Eq. as z*(w).

The system given by Eq. @D has a random attractor
because the pullback is bounded. In addition, all solu-
tions converge to x*(w) irrespective of initial conditions
and z*(w) is p-invariant (see Appendix [A]):

p(t,w)z*(w) = 2% (bw). (12)



The random attractor A(w) is given by

Aw) = {2* ()}. (13)

If a random attractor is the family of singletons, the at-
tractor is called a random point attractor.

From Egs. and (13)), an invariant measure for the
system given by Eq. (9)) is given by

The measure d,-(,,) is called a random Dirac measure and
is given by 0+ () = 0 (z — 2™ (w)) dz.

The stationary solution of the Fokker-Planck equation
for the system described by Eq. (9) is given by

o) = e (-5). (15)

Thus, from Eq. (6, we have

22
E, [61,*(“,)] = exp (—02> dx. (16)
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The point in this section is that if a random attractor
of a system is a random point attractor, in the stationary
state, a given noise sample path uniquely determines the
dynamics of the system.

B. Dynamical behaviors of the Hodgkin-Huxley
neuron

Here, we briefly review the dynamics of the Hodgkin-
Huxley neuron given by Eqgs. to to clarify the
regions of I and o where coherence resonance occurs.

When ¢ = 0, in the Hodgkin-Huxley neuron given by
Egs. to , a saddle-node bifurcation of periodic
orbits occurs at I = 6.23 pA/cm? and a Hopf bifurcation
occurs at I = 9.78 pA/em?. For I < 6.23 pA/cm?, a
stable fixed point is the only attractor. For 6.23 A /cm?
< I < 9.78 pA/cm?, a stable fixed point, a stable limit
cycle, and an unstable limit cycle coexist and the unsta-
ble limit cycle is the separatrix between the stable fixed
point and the stable limit cycle. For 9.78 yA/cm? < I,
a stable limit cycle is the only attractor.

When I < 6.23 pA/cm?, moderate to high amplitude
noise induces stochastic firing in the Hodgkin-Huxley
neuron given by Egs. (la) to . This stochastic firing
is based on excitable dynamics: noise makes the neuron
an excursion into the region of the limit cycle. In this
region of the input parameters, coherence resonance is
observed [13].

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we firstly show analytically that the
Hodgkin-Huxley neuron has a random attractor and then

TABLE I. Values of the model parameters

Parameters Values

C 1 uF /cm?
9gNa 120 mS/cm?
JK 36 mS/cm?
gL 0.3 mS/cm?
VNa 50 mV

Vi =77 mV

Vi -54.4 mV

show numerically that the attractor is a random point
attractor. We then characterize the dynamics in the sta-
tionary state and examine coherence resonance for time-
averaged measures.

A. Existence of a random attractor

The Hodgkin-Huxley neuron given by Egs. to
has a random attractor and thus for large times, the neu-
ron is in a stationary state irrespective of initial con-
ditions. The gating variables m, h, and n are always
bounded between zero and one irrespective of the noise
sample path w. In addition, the pullback of v is also
bounded (see Appendix . Here, it is worth noting that
the existence of a random attractor does not depend on
the values of I and o.

B. Structure of the random attractor

We next show numerical evidence that the random at-
tractor is a random point attractor in a parameter range
where coherence resonance occurs. The initial conditions
for the numerical calculations are given in a grid form
over a wide region of the phase space: the initial condi-
tions are all possible combinations of v; = Vi + (Ve —
‘/K)/5(Z = 0717"' 75)a m; = 0+]/4(j = 0717"' 74)7
hy =0+ k/4(k =0,1,---,4), and n; = 0+ 1/4(l =
0,1,---,4); the number of the initial conditions are 750.
The values of the model parameters we use in calculations
are shown in Table [l

In the present study, we fix the value of I to 6.2
pA /cm? and change the value of . We firstly set o = 10
pA- ms'/? /em?. Figure (1] shows the pullbacks projected
onto v-n plane. The projected points converge to a sin-
gle point irrespective of the initial conditions. The result
is the same for the pullbacks projected onto the other
planes. These results mean that the trajectories in the
phase space converge to a single trajectory irrespective
of the initial conditions. For other sample paths of £(¢),
we have the same result. These results suggest that the
random attractor is a random point attractor and thus
for a given noise sample path, the dynamics of the neuron
is uniquely determined in the stationary state.



2200

2400

t [ms]

2600

2800

3000

2200

2400

t [ms]

2600

2800

3000

N ) (b)
RN .
' I, -
c 05 - €05
0 0
-50 0 50 -50 0 50
v [mv] v [mv]
1 1
(c) (d)
c 05 <05
0 0
-50 0 50 -50 0 50
v [mv] v [mv]
FIG. 1. Pullbacks of the Hodgkin-Huxley neuron for a sam-

ple path of £(t). T =6.2 pA/cm? and o = 10 pA- ms'/? /em?.
(a) t =1 ms. (b) t =200 ms. (¢) ¢ =500 ms. (d) ¢ = 2000

ms.

For other values (6, 8, 20, 40, 60, 80, and 100 pA-
ms!/2/em?) of o, we obtain the same result: the trajec-
tories in the phase space converge to a single trajectory
irrespective of the initial conditions. This result suggests
that the random attractor is also a random point attrac-
tor for those values of o and thus for a given noise sample
path, the dynamics of the neuron is uniquely determined
in the stationary state.

C. Dynamics in the stationary state

Unfortunately, the theory of random dynamical sys-
tems does not provide analytical methods to obtain fur-
ther insight into the dynamics in the stationary state.

Figure [2] shows the time courses of v in the station-
ary state for o = 10 pA- ms'/?/ecm? and o = 40 pA-
ms'/2/em?. We can see that the membrane potentials
show intermittent oscillations for both values of o. In-
terestingly, however, the oscillations appear to be more
regular at o = 40 pA- ms'/?/cm? than at o = 10 pA-
ms'/? /em?.

We then quantify the irregularity of the intermittent
oscillation. We cut the random point attractor by a sec-
tion v = —40 mV, 0.1 < m < 04, 0.2 < h < 0.8,
0.1 < n < 0.6 (Poincaré section). For a given noise
sample path w, we denote the n-th recurrence time of
the neuron to the Poincaré section as T),(w). We define
the time-averaged irregularity of an oscillation as

_ T2(w) — [T
R(w) = \/ (;(w)[ @) , (17)

where R(w) represents the time-averaged irregularity of

FIG. 2. Time courses of the membrane potentials. I = 6.2
pA/ecm?. Top panel: o = 10 pA- msl/z/ch, Bottom panel:
o =40 pA- ms'/? /em?.
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FIG. 3. The dependence of the difference between the

time-averaged and the ensemble-averaged irregularity on the
sample number of the recurrence times. I = 6.2 pA/cm?
and o = 40 pA- ms'/? /cm?. The open circles represent the
ensemble-averaged irregularity. The error bars represent stan-
dard deviation Sr(NN). The solid line is a guide for eyes.

an oscillation. In Eq. , T(w) and T2(w) are given by

_ 1 Y

Tw) = Jim =3 T(w), (18)
_ L&
TP(w) = lim > TR w). (19)

If an attractor is a deterministic limit cycle, the re-
currence time is a constant regardless of m and thus

R(w) = 0. On the other hand, when the recurrence time

follows an exponential distribution, R(w) = 1.
Here, we also define the ensemble-averaged irregularity



of an oscillation (R(w)):

VITRW) - (T (w))?
Ty

Figure [3] shows the sample number N dependence of the
standard deviation Sg(N). Here, the standard deviation
Sr(N) is given by

(V) = ¢ ((Fwvw) - ren)). @

where R(N,w) is an estimate of R(w) and is given by

\/%\2(1\7, w) - ﬁ(N, w)r
T(N,w) '

(R(w)) = (20)

R(N,w) = (22)

In this equation, %(N, w) and T2(N,w) are given by

= 1 N

T(N, w) = N Z Tn(w)a (23>

= 1 nl;

T2(N,w) = v T2 (w). (24)
n=1

From Fig. we can see that the standard deviation
monotonically decreases as the sample number increases.
This result suggests that R(w) is independent of w and
is equal to (R(w)).

In the following, we simply denote the irregularity as
R, but the estimation is based on the time average. As
we have just shown, for o = 40 pA- ms'/?/em?, R =
0.2465. On the other hand, for o = 10 gA- ms'/?/cm?,
R = 1.1385. The value of R is smaller for ¢ = 40 pA-
ms'/2/cm? than for o = 10 pA- ms'/2/cm?. This result
is consistent with the result obtained by the comparison
in Figure [2|

Figure[4 shows the dependence of the irregularity R on
o for different sample paths of £(¢). The curves overlap
well and are downward convex. The irregularity R is
minimal at ¢ = 60 pA- ms'/?2/cm?. This is exactly the
coherence resonance.

In studies of coherence resonance, the characteristic
correlation time of the autocorrelation function is also
used to evaluate the regularity [3 13]. For a stationary
stochastic process y(t), the characteristic correlation time
7. 18 defined as

T, = /Oo C?(t)dt. (25)
0

In this equation, C(t) is the autocorrelation function of
y(t) and is given by

Ciry = ) — W)t +7) — )

W -y 29

o [,uAms”z/cmz]

FIG. 4. The dependence of R on o for I = 6.2 puA/cm?.
Different symbols (circles, triangles, and squares) represent
the results for different sample paths of £(¢). The lines (solid,
broken, and dash-dot) are a guide for eyes. The irregularity
R was estimated from a minimum of 15057 and a maximum
of 71687 samples of the recurrence times.

where 7 represents the time difference. The characteristic
correlation time 7. takes a larger value as y(t) shows a
more regular oscillation.

In the stationary state, for the membrane potential,
the autocorrelation function corresponding to Eq. ,
Cy (1), is given by

(v (w) = W (W) (v (r,w) = (v
((v*(w) = (v*(@)))?)

(
In this equation, v*(w) and v*(7,w) are given by

Cy(1) = @) oy

v (w) = tll)rgo wnn(t, 0_w)vo, (28)
v (T,w) = (T, w)v" (W), (29)

where vy is the initial condition of v and ¢y, is a map that
provides the solution of Eqs. to (2f). On the other
hand, for a given noise sample path w, the time-averaged
autocorrelation function of v(t,w), C,(7,w), can be de-
fined as

1

T/
Cy(r,w) = lim —/ v*(t,w)v*(t + T,w)dt.  (30)
0

T'—oo T

Figure |5| shows the dependence of the standard devia-
tion Sc(1”) on T'. Here, the standard deviation Sc (1)
is given by

so) = i+ [ {(Curn T - ) ) o
@1

where C,(1,T',w) is an estimate of C,,(7,w) and is given
by

= 1 T’
Culr ') = / V(W) (4 T w)dt (32)
0
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FIG. 5. The dependence of Sc(T”) on 7. I = 6.2 pA/cm?
and o = 10 pA- msl/z/ch. The solid line is a guide for eyes.
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FIG. 6. The dependence of 7. on o for I = 6.2 uA/ch. Dif-
ferent symbols (circles, triangles, and squares) represent the
results for different sample paths of £(¢). The lines (solid, bro-
ken, and dash-dot) are a guide for eyes. The autocorrelation
functions of v(t,w) were estimated from simulations lasting
a minimum of 1000000 ms and a maximum of 8 000000 ms,
from which the starting 2000 ms were discarded.

We can see that the standard deviation monotonically de-
creases as T” increases. This result suggests that C, (7, w)
is independent of w and is equal to C, (7).

In the following, the characteristic correlation time for
v(t) is evaluated based on the time-averaged autocorre-
lation function of v(t,w). Figure@shows the dependence
of the characteristic correlation time 7. on o for differ-
ent sample paths of £(t). The curves overlap well and
are upward convex. The characteristic correlation time
7. is maximal at o = 10 uA- ms'/2/cm?. This is also the
coherence resonance.

V. DISCUSSION

In the present study, we examined coherence resonance
for time-averaged measures of the regularity. In the
examination, we used a Hodgkin-Huxley neuron model
driven by a constant current and a noise. We showed
that for large times, the neuron is in a stationary state
irrespective of initial conditions. We then showed numer-
ical evidence that in the stationary state, a given noise
sample path uniquely determines the dynamics of the
neuron. We then showed numerical evidence suggest-
ing that the time-averaged measures of the regularity of
the dynamics is independent of noise sample paths and
equal to the ensemble-averaged measures. In addition,
we demonstrated coherence resonance for time-averaged
measures.

The irregularity of an oscillation R is equivalent to the
coefficient of variation (CV) of interspike intervals, which
is often used in the study of coherence resonance [3} [13].
We denote the value of v on the Poincaré section as vy,.
We define the generation time of action potential as the
time when the membrane potential v exceeds vy,. When
Uth, = Up, the intervals between the generation times (in-
terspike intervals) are equal to the recurrence times to
the Poincaré section. In addition, the CV of interspike
intervals is defined as the standard deviation of inter-
spike intervals divided by the mean of interspike inter-
vals. Thus, R is equal to CV of interspike intervals. This
relation clarifies a nonlinear dynamical meaning of CV of
interspike intervals: the variation of the recurrence times
to a Poincaré section.

A Poincaré section is usually used to construct a
Poincaré map. The Poincaré map is useful for clarifying
qualitative properties of (n + 1)-dimensional continuous
dynamical systems governed by differential equations us-
ing n-dimensional discrete dynamical system theory. On
the other hand, in the present study, the Poincaré sec-
tion is used to reduce the four-dimensional continuous
stochastic process to a one-dimensional point process.
This reduction enables us to characterize the dynamics
of high-dimensional continuous dynamical systems from
the properties of low-dimensional simple stochastic pro-
cesses.

In studies of coherence resonance, not only CV of inter-
spike intervals and the characteristic correlation time but
also the power spectrum is used to evaluate the regular-
ity of the dynamics [4]. In the present study, numerical
evidence suggested that the time-averaged autocorrela-
tion function is independent of noise sample paths and
equal to the ensemble-averaged autocorrelation function.
The same is true for the power spectrum because the
autocorrelation function and the power spectrum have a
one-to-one relation by the Wiener-Khinchin theorem.



Appendix A: Proof of Eq. (12

Here, we prove Eq. . Substituting xy =

af e’ ¢(s;w)ds into the right hand side of Eq.
leads to

0
o(t,w)z™ (w) Ue_“’t/ e’ ¢(s;w)ds
)
+a/ e V=9 (s w)ds
0

¢
= cr/ e V8¢ (s w)ds

— 00

0
:g/
—00

= 2" (Ow).

e7E(s + t;w)ds

Appendix B: Boundedness of the pullback of v

The boundedness of the pullback of v has already been
proven for I = 0 in Ref. [I§]. The boundedness of the
pullback of v for I > 0 can also be proven in the same
way. Eq. with C' =1 uF/cm? can be rewritten as

dv

= Gt)alt) —v) + T+ o€ (1), (B1)
where G(t) and a(t) are given by
G(t) = gnam®h + grn* + gz, (B2)
3 4
alt) = eV Eg(f)” Vet Ve ()
Here, we define v as V' (¢) =
ffoo exp(— f; G(r)dr)G(s)a(s)ds. This is a solution of

the equation:

We also define u as

t
u(t,w) = / =10 (I 4+ 0€(s,w))ds.  (B5)
This is a solution of the equation:
d
d%fb = —yu+ I+ d§(t). (B6)
When we define y as y = v — v’ — u, we have
dy
5 = Gy + (v = GO))ult,w). (B7)
From this equation, we have
dy® 2
L= 3G + 20y - GOl W)y (BY)
Thus, we have
y?
—By” + C u(t,w)], (B9)

dt_

where 8 and ( are positive constants. From Eq. and
the comparison theorem, we have

o(t,w)yo < e 2+C/ BU=9) [u(s,w)]* ds, (B10)

where ¢(t,w) is the map from the initial condition yg to
y2(t,w). The map is defined by the solution of Eq. (BS).

From Eq. (B10), we have

0
Jim o(t, 0w <C [ e fulsw)ds. (B

Eq. shows that there is a bound for the pullback of
y. The pullback of v is also bounded because 0 < gr, <
G(t) < gna+ 9K + g1 and min(V,.e,) < a(t) <max(Vyey),
where Ve, = Vg, Vi, or V. From Eq. 7 the pull-
back of u is given by /vy + afi)oo e7%€(s)ds. Thus, the
pullback of u is bounded. Given that v =y + v’ + u, the
pullback of v is bounded.
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