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Abstract

Macroscopic oscillations in the brain are involved in various cognitive and phys-
iological processes, yet their precise function is not not completely understood.
Communication Through Coherence (CTC) theory proposes that these rhythmic
electrical patterns might serve to regulate the information flow between neural pop-
ulations. Thus, to communicate effectively, neural populations must synchronize
their oscillatory activity, ensuring that input volleys from the presynaptic popula-
tion reach the postsynaptic one at its maximum phase of excitability. We consider
an Excitatory-Inhibitory (E-I) network whose macroscopic activity is described by
an exact mean-field model. The E-I network receives periodic inputs from either
one or two external sources, for which effective communication will not be achieved
in the absence of control. We explore strategies based on optimal control theory
for phase-amplitude dynamics to design a control that sets the target population in
the optimal phase to synchronize its activity with a specific presynaptic input signal
and establish communication. The control mechanism resembles the role of a higher
cortical area in the context of selective attention. To design the control, we use
the phase-amplitude reduction of a limit cycle and leverage recent developments in
this field in order to find the most effective control strategy regarding a defined cost
function. Furthermore, we present results that guarantee the local controllability of
the system close to the limit cycle.
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1 Introduction

Macroscopic oscillations, spanning a frequency range from a few to a hundred hertz,
are frequently observed in the brain [3], but their role is not completely understood.
Communication Through Coherence (CTC) theory [15, 16], suggests a functional
role for oscillations in the context of information transmission. This theory postu-
lates that synchronization plays a pivotal role in enhancing communication between
neuronal groups.

According to CTC theory, communication between two neuronal groups is estab-
lished when the oscillatory input from the presynaptic group (the sender) reaches the
postsynaptic group (the receiver) at its maximum phase of excitability. This mech-
anism can effectively implement selective attention [17, 18, 40, 2]. The primary
goal of selective attention is to transmit the information related to the stimulus
that an individual is consciously attending to. To achieve this, the oscillatory ac-
tivity of the postsynaptic group needs to be synchronized with the input from the
presynaptic group that codes for the attended stimulus. Simultaneously, selective
attention involves the suppression of irrelevant or distracting inputs. In the con-
text of CTC theory, this means that the coordination between pre and postsynaptic
groups should be such that oscillatory inputs from other, non-attended, presynaptic
groups are effectively suppressed.

Communication between populations of neurons involved in selective attention is
believed to be regulated by a top-down mechanism [11, 27], that is, a feedback signal
from higher-level brain regions that modulates the processing of signals in lower-level
areas. These feedback signals carry information related to an individual’s attentional
focus. In the prospect of the article, the top-down mechanism will be represented
by a control term, which corresponds to a signal that regulates the information flow
when several presynaptic inputs converge to a common postsynaptic neural group.
In particular, the control ensures that the oscillatory behavior of the postsynaptic
group aligns appropriately with the input signal from the presynaptic group which
encodes the attended stimulus.

In this paper, we present a theoretical study based on optimal-control theory and
phase dynamics to explore whether an top-down input signal can set the receiving
population in the optimal phase for communication with the sender.

We counsider a spiking network of excitatory and inhibitory cells (E-I network),
whose macroscopic activity, characterized by average firing rates and membrane
potentials, can be exactly captured using the low-dimensional mean-field models
introduced in [30, 10]. The E-I network, modeling the postsynaptic group, shows
macroscopic oscillations in the gamma range. We perturb it with periodic inputs
from different presynaptic neuronal groups encoding different stimuli. In a previous
study [38], we observed that presynpatic inputs with a higher frequency than the
intrinsic network gamma cycle have an advantage to entrain the target network and
communicate effectively. In this new study, we develop an optimal-control strategy
to set the oscillatory activity of the postsynaptic E-I network in the proper phase for
communication with a particular presynaptic group. The interesting result is that
our strategy applies to those cases in which the target neuronal group is oscillating
in a regime that is not suitable for communication [38].

In order to establish the communication paradigm we use the phase-amplitude
reduction [5] and apply optimal-control techniques to this framework [28]. To this
end, we first present novel results that guarantee the controllability of systems close



to a limit cycle (Proposition 1), which provides a solid basis for addressing the con-
trol problem. We adopt a Hamiltonian formulation for the optimal-control problem
based on Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle [1], in contrast to the Lagrangian formu-
lation [29] or the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman approach [32]. When incorporating the
phase-amplitude reduction to the optimal-control problem [28], we discuss different
strategies and formulate an accurate description of the dynamics along the dominant
contracting direction by taking advantage of the application of the parameterization
method [4, 23, 34]. Finally, we apply the latter one to solve the control problem for
the CTC setting.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we set the mathematical formalism
for the control problem. In Section 3 we discuss general results on the controllability
of systems close to a limit cycle. In Section 4 we discuss the mathematical formalism
for the phase-amplitude reduction in the context of control theory and in Section 5
we discuss the numerical implementation details. Finally, in Section 6 we present
the main results in which we apply the control techniques discussed in the previous
sections to the CTC problem. We end with a discussion in Section 7. The Appendix
illustrates the application of our results on local controllability to other models in
neuroscience beyond the mean-field models used in the main text.

2 Control theory for control-affine systems

In this section we set the background on control theory that will be used along this
manuscript.

Let f: R® x U — R” be a smooth function where U < R™ is the control set.
The control system writes as

T = f(I,’LL),
:E(O) = Zo, (1)
{E(tf) =xf.

where u € L*([0,¢5],U) is the control. We denote by x, (¢, zo) the flow of f(-,u) at
time t from xg.

Definition 1. The reachable set for (1) from x¢ at time t is defined by
A(zo,t) = {z1 e R" | Jue L*([0,t7],U) with x,,(t; x0) = z1}; (2)

the reachable set for (1) from xg is

A(zo) = U A(zo, t). (3)
>0
We say that (1) is controllable from xq if A(xzg) = R", and controllable if the
latter is true for every xy € R™. On the other hand, local controllability around xzg
means that xg belongs to the interior of A(xg).
When dealing with local controllability of nonlinear systems, we will use the
following classical result (see, for instance, [8]):

Theorem 1. Let (Z,u) be a solution of the control system (1). If the linearized
system along (Z,u) is controllable, then the nonlinear system is locally controllable
along the trajectory x with any control u close to u. That is, for all € > 0 there
exists 1 > 0 such that for all a,b e R™, with |z(0) — a| + |Z(ty) — b| < n, there is a
solution (x,u) with |u — u|w < e satisfying ©(0) = a, z(ty) = b.



We will also use the following theorem by Chang (see [7]) that establishes a
criterion of controllability for time-dependent linear systems.
Theorem 2. Let A : [0,t;] — M,(R) and B : [0,t;] — M, n(R) be smooth

matrices. Let us define B;(t) recursively by By = B and B; = B;_1 — AB;_1, where
B indicates the derivative with respect to time. Then, if

span{B;(t) @, & € R™};50 = R" (4)

holds for any t € [0,ty], the linear system & = Ax + Bu is controllable on [0,tr].

Most examples in nature, as well as the ones encountered in this paper, are
control-affine systems, that is, f(z,u) = Fo(z)+Xw, u; F;(x) in (1), with (F})io,...,m
being a family of vector fields on R™ and u = (uq, ..., U ), with u; € L*([0,¢],U)
fori=1...m,
T = Fo(l‘) + Z:Zl uze(‘r),
.T(O) = Zo, (5)
a(ty) =y,

with g,z € R™.

Let ¢ : R® x U — R be a smooth function and consider system (5), with the
extra condition of minimizing a cost function C(z,u) = Séf w(x(t),u(t))dt along the
trajectory. Therefore, the control system writes as

= Fy(x) + Z:il u; By (x),
z(0) = zo,

z(ty) =y,

§o (x(t), u(t))dt — min.

(6)

If (t) is a solution of (6), and u(¢) is the associated control, we call (z,u) an optimal
pair. We recall that = is uniquely defined thanks to Carathéodory’s theorem (see
for instance, [24]). To solve such problem we recall the classical necessary condition
for the optimality of a couple (z,u) given by the Pontrjagin’s Maximum Principle
(PMP) [1]. Define the Hamiltonian of (6) as

H(z,\ A\ u) = Ho(z,\) + 2 wiHi (2, \) + \p(z,u),
i=1

with H;(z,\) = (A, F;(z)), where {, ) denotes the dot product in R”, i =0,...,m,
and (A, \°) € R" x R. The problem reduces to finding solutions of a Hamiltonian
system in R™ x R™, a consequence of the Pontrjagin Maximum Principle (PMP):

Theorem 3 (PMP). If (x,u) is an optimal pair, then there exists a Lipschitz curve
A:[0,t7] = R™ and a constant \° < 0, such that (\,\°) # (0,0) and

(i) (z,\) is a solution of

D

D

(7)

T = I; I,A,)\‘%U),
A= %(m,)\7)\0,u).

0
(i) H(z(t),A(t),u(t)) = maxgey H(x(t), A(t), @) (without loss of generality, we
stop writing the dependence on \°).



(iii) H(z(ts), Mty),u(ty)) = 0.
Thus, provided that

H"* (2, \) = max H(z, \, @) (8)
aelU
is C?-smooth, optimal solutions are just projections on R™ of the solutions of the
Hamiltonian system defined by H™®* given by the canonical projection 7 : (x,\) €
R™ x R™ +— z € R™. Such pair (z, \) is called an extremal, and its projection on R"™
is an extremal trajectory.

In order to solve the two-boundary problem (6), we need to find the initial
condition A\g = A(0). To that end, we use a shooting method on the Hamiltonian
H™max,

Let us denote z(t, zg) € R™ x R™ the flow of the Hamiltonian system associated
with H™**. We will need the following definition.

Definition 2. The map
exph, : Ao € R" — 7(2(t, 20)) € R",

where zg = (29, Ag) € R™ x R”™ and 7 is the projection of the variable z, is called the
exponential map.

We also define the shooting function as
Shoot(A\o) = expy(Xo) — . (9)

We will use nonlinear Newton-type methods to find zeros of Shoot (see Section 5).

Finally, we remark that when A\’ = 0 (abnormal extremal) the Hamiltonian of
the optimal solutions does not depend on the cost of the problem. For the normal
case, A\ # 0, the pair (A, A\?) can be normalized as desired without loss of generality
due to linearity in A (see, for instance [1]), so, in what follows, we will set \* = —1/2.

3 Controllability of systems with a limit cycle

Models in neuroscience, either of single cells or neural populations, exhibit, in gen-
eral, oscillatory behavior, at least for some values of the parameters. It is often a
challenging task to achieve global controllability for high-dimensional systems (di-
mension higher than 3) with nonlinear dynamics, particularly when the control is
scalar. However, attaining local controllability around the periodic orbit turns out
to be a more feasible objective. Next, we present a novel result that provides suffi-
cient conditions for local controllability around a limit cycle. In the statement, we
use the classical notation adp(G) = [F,G], where F' and G are vector fields and
[F, ] is the Lie bracket.

Proposition 1. Let T' be a periodic orbit of period T of the system defined by a
vector field Fy on R™. Assume that

(i) 0 is in the interior of the convex hull of U, where U is the control set;
(it) 3z €T such that rank({ad’fpo Fi(z) hi<ism.k=0) = n.

Then, system (5) is controllable in a neighborhood of T', in timet = T. In particular,
I c intA(z) for every x € T.



Proof. It comes as a consequence of Theorems 2 and 1. We need to check that
(4) holds for the linearized system of (5) along I'. Let «(¢) be a trajectory of Fy
corresponding to the periodic orbit I'. The linearized system around ~(¢) writes as

& =DFy(v(¥))z + (Fi(v(¢), ..., Fn(v(¥))) u, (10)
—_——
A(t) B(t)

where DF denotes the differential of the vector field F'. Then,

Bi(t) = B(t)— A(t)B(t)
DFi(v()¥(t), ..., DER(v(£)¥(t)) — DFo(v(1))(F1(v(D)), - - - Fin(¥(2)))
[Fo, F1l, - o [Fo, Fin]) ((2))-

By induction, we get B;(t) = (ad%OFl,...,ad}OFm))(’y(t)). The condition of
Theorem 2 is checked and the linearized system is controllable. By Theorem 1,
this implies the local controllability around I' in one period. Furthermore, one can
note that A(z) = A(y) = U,er A(2) for all 2,y € T'. Therefore, the proposition is
proven. O

We investigate local controllability for two mean-field models that exhibit oscil-
latory behavior, to which we will later apply the control in the context of a problem
of neuronal communication. Despite not being a property much explored in neuro-
science models, local controllability holds in several classical models in Neuroscience;
we provide some examples of it in the Appendix.

Exact mean-field models for neuronal populations. We consider an
exact mean-field model [30, 9] describing the macroscopic dynamics of a population
of inhibitory neurons in terms of the mean membrane potential V', the firing rate r,
and the mean synaptic activation S, to which we add a control term to the mean
voltage V equation. Namely,

A
Tt = —— + 2V,
Y

Tm
TmV = V2 - (Tmﬂ-r)Q - TmJS + I(t) + Tm U(t), (11)
TdS =-S5+

where 7, and 74 are time constants modeling neural interactions, J is the synaptic
strength and A is a parameter controlling the heterogeneity of the cells in the net-
work, associated to the width of a Lorentzian distribution (see [30] for more details).
The term I(t) refers to the external current; for the computations of this section we
considered it to be constant I(t) = I. We will use the following set of parameter
values for this system:

Pr={A =03, 7, = 10, 74 = 10, J = 21, I = 4}. (12)

Following the notation of system (5), we define

(A/(7Tm) +2V7) [T 0
Fo(r,V,S) = (V2 — (Tmr)? — 7 JS + I) /Tm and F;=[1
(=S +71) /74 0



Corollary 1. If system (11) has a periodic orbit T' for a specific set of parameters
and u = 0, then it is controllable around I'.

Proof. We have

0 1 2r
F1: 1 ) [FOaFl]:i 2V )
0 m \ 0

and
2Vr — A/(77m)

V2 — (tamr)? + IS — 1
rTm/(274)

Thus, along a non-trivial periodic orbit, the above vector fields (Fy, adp,F1 and
ad%oFl) generate the whole tangent space unless » = 0 on the whole orbit. This
would imply A = 0, which excludes the possibility of having oscillations, and so
Proposition 1 applies. O

2
[FO7[F07F1]] = ’TT

We also study an exact mean-field model describing the macroscopic dynamics
of two populations of neurons, one excitatory (E) and one inhibitory (I) [10], which
follows the formalism developed in [30]. The controlled model consists of a set of
differential equations for the E-population,

TeTe = Ao/ (TTe) + 21 Ve,
.V, = V2 4+ ne — (Temre)? + TeSee — TeSei + Lo (t) + Teu(t),

: (13)
TsiSei = —Sei + Jeiti,
Tsesee = _See + Jeerev
and another identical set for the I-population,
it = 8/ (7)) + 213 Vi,
Vi = V2 + i — (7amr3)? + 7S — 7S + Li(t) + mou(t), (14)

TseSie = —Sie + JieTe,

TsiSi = —Si + Juiri.

Similar to system (11), r; and Vj, (k € {e,4}) represent the firing rate and the mean
voltage for each population k. The variable S,; models the synaptic interaction
from population b to population a. The terms Iy (t) (k € {e,i}) refer to the external
current applied to population k. Here, we consider

I (t) = I,

where I}, is a tonic current. In Section 6 the external current will be periodic.

In what follows we will set the parameters J.. = J;; = 0. Thus, the dynamics
reduces to a 6 dimensional system where S, = S;; = 0. Along the paper, the values
of the other parameters will be

Per = {Ae =1, A; = A, Ne = =5, N; = 7Ne, Te = 10, Ti = Tey Tsi = 1, 75 =1,
Jei = 157 Jie = Jei7 Ie = 107 Iz = O}
(15)
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Figure 1: (a) Logarithm of the determinant Dg; of the matrix (16) and (b) synaptic
coordinate Sg; along the periodic orbit I' of the E-I network model (13)-(14) with u = 0
and the set of parameters defined in (15).

As for system (11), we apply Proposition 1 to show that the dynamics of the E-I
population system (13)-(14) is controllable around its periodic orbit. In this case,
we need to rely on numerical computations to validate the hypothesis of Proposition
1. Thus, let us define Dg;(t) as the determinant of the matrix

A(t) = col(A;)(y(t)), with Ay = F) and A4, = ad;?othi =2,...,6, (16)

where Fp is the vector field defining system (13)-(14) with parameter values Pgr
and u = 0, () is the trajectory corresponding to the periodic orbit of the system
and Fy = (0,1,0,0,1,0)7. In Figure 1(a) we show the determinant Dg; (indeed the
logarithm of the determinant) and we can observe that it is clearly non-zero for the
points of the limit cycle close to the peak of S.; (see Figure 1(b)).

4 The phase-amplitude reduction

Our control strategy, inspired by [28], uses extensively the phase-amplitude reduction
of a dynamical system around a stable limit cycle [23, 5, 34]. We recall the principle
of this reduction in this section.

Let F: R™ — R" be an analytic vector field and

i = F(x), (17)

a dynamical system with a stable hyperbolic limit cycle I' parameterized by the
phase
v:0eT:=R\Z— ~v(0) e R". (18)

Let us denote by B the basin of attraction of the limit cycle I'. By the stable manifold
theorem [25], we can extend the phase definition to the whole basin of attraction
of the limit cycle. Indeed, Yyo € 8,360 € T such that |x(¢,y0) — v(t/T + 6)] = 0.

Here, x(t,yo) is the flow of the vector field (17). Therefore, we can define a function
© on B such that O(yg) = 0 (see [22]). The set of points with the same phase 6,
Z(0) = {x € B|©(x) = 6} is called the 6-isochron. The isochrons are the leaves of
the stable manifold of the limit cycle and the flow at time ¢ sends Z(0) to Z(6 +¢/T).



Assuming certain conditions on the Floquet exponents of the limit cycle I', one
can prove (see [4, 6, 34]) that there exists an analytic diffeomorphism

K:(0,0)eTxR" s 2zeR", (19)

such that system (17) writes as

|
0 = T,

o= Ao,
in the (,0) coordinates, with A = diag(u;)1<i<n—1, being the diagonal matrix of
the Floquet exponents of the periodic orbit u; € R. Here we assume that the Floquet
exponents are real and distinct, more precisely, t,—1 < --- < p1 < 0. Thus, we have
that

z(t, K (0o, 00)) = K (0o + t/T, 00e™),

where z(t, zo) is the flow of the vector field (17), with xg = K (6, 00).

Remark 1. The assumption for distinct eigenvalues is to ensure that there are no
resonances and the system can be transformed into a linear system in o. However,
it is not necessary to have real eigenvalues. Indeed, the case of complex eigenvalues
is similar (see for instance the discussion in [6]). For the purposes of this paper, we
only need that the Floquet exponent with smallest modulus is real, as we will see
in the example considered later on.

The variables o € R™™! are typically referred to as the amplitude coordinates
[23, 5, 34] and provide a measure to quantify the proximity to the limit cycle.
Analogously to the © function, we can define a vector-valued function 3 on B such
that X(yo) = o € R"1. The set of points with the same amplitude, J (o) = {x €
B|X(z) = o} is called the o-isostable. Notice that the vector-valued function (0, X)
is the inverse of K, that is, K o (©,%)(z) = z.

In this framework, when perturbing a system, two functions are of importance:
the Phase Response Function (PRF) and the Amplitude Response Function (ARF),
which measure changes in the phase and amplitude of an oscillation, respectively,
induced by a perturbation Az as a function of the point at which it is received.
Mathematically,

PRF(z) = O(x + Az) — O(x),

and
ARF(x) = X(z + Az) — X(x).

When applying a perturbation p(t) (not necessarily small) to system (17), that
is, # = F(zx) + p(t), the evolution of the (#,0) variables is given by the following
perturbed system:

0= 7+ VO(K(0,0)) - p(t),
0 =Ao+ VE(K(0,0)) - p(t).

(20)

The functions VO(K(0,0)) and V(K (0,0)) correspond to the first order ap-
proximation of the PRF and the ARFs and are called the infinitesimal phase and
amplitude response functions, respectively, i.e. iPRF(6,0) = VO(K(6,0)) and
iARF(0,0) = VX(K(0,0)). Computing the values of the iPRF and the iARF (as



well as the parameterization K in (19)) globally requires efficient numerical algo-
rithms (see [34] for efficient numerical methods). To circumvent the expense of such
numerical computations, many studies rely on the weak coupling approximation:
if the perturbation is small, the resulting trajectory stays close to the limit cycle,
and thus iPRF(0,0) ~ iPRF(0,0) =: Zy(0), iARF(0,0) ~ iARF(6,0) =: Iy(0)
(these functions are called infinitesimal phase and amplitude response curves, re-
spectively). Though analytic computations of these curves are out of reach, except
for very simple cases, one can easily compute them numerically using the fact that
the functions Zy and Iy = (Ip1, ..., lo,n—1) are periodic solutions of the following
linear differential equations (see [5, 23, 13]):

1d

g Z0(0) = —DFT(y(0)) Zo(6), (21)
and,
L 1o,(0) = (uikd — DF((0) To.(0), (22)

with a normalisation condition. Recall that v is the parameterization of the limit
cycle given in (18). In Figure 2, we show the iPRC and the iARC for the least
contractive normal direction (associated to the largest Floquet exponent) for systems
(11) and (13)-(14). The PRC is a very useful tool for the study of oscillators and of
primary importance for biologists as it can be measured experimentally, see [12, 41]
for more details and a complete study of the PRC.

In this paper, we will apply a scalar control in a given direction v € R™, that is,

& =F(z)+u(t)v, (23)

and we will study the control system in terms of the phase-amplitude variables

1
0= T +u(t) VO(K(0,0)) - v,

(24)
o =Ao+u(t) VE(K(0,0)) - v.

By controlled trajectory, we will refer to a solution of (23). An original trajectory
will be a solution of (17).

We will both work within and beyond the weak coupling approximation. That
is, we will consider approximations of the functions VO and VX in (24) by the
iPRC Zy(0) and iARC Iy(0), respectively (weak coupling hypothesis), and we will
also include its first order terms in o, to be able to treat the case of a larger control
while keeping precision in the numerical resolution of our dynamics. We denote
respectively Z; and I; the first order terms of VO and VX in o:

VO(K(8,0)) = Zy(0) + Z1(0)o + O(c?), (25)

and
VX(K(8,0)) = Iy(0) + I,(0)o + O(c?). (26)

These terms can be computed from the change of coordinates K.

Moreover, we will consider only the largest (the smallest in absolute value) Flo-
quet exponent p := u1, and (abusing the notation) the associated o = o1 coordinate
(we will see in the next section that for the examples considered there are several
orders of magnitude between the first and the second Floquet multiplier).

10
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Figure 2: (a) V component of the iPRC (Z}') and (b) iARC (I}) of the least contractive
normal direction for the limit cycle of system (11) with u = 0 corresponding to a self-
inhibitory population with parameter values given in (12); (c) V. component (blue curve)
and V; component (red curve) of the iPRC (Z3* and Z3*) and (d) iARC () and I?) of
the least contractive normal direction for the limit cycle of system (13)-(14) with v = 0
corresponding to an E-I network with parameter values given in (15).
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5 Optimal control using phase-amplitude variables

Our goal is to control the phase of an oscillating neural population (either the
self-inhibitory network (11) or the E-I network (13)-(14)) by means of an external
input to the population from a different neural source. We will assume that the
brain is working at an optimal-energy regime, meaning that this external input,
represented by the control, satisfies a minimum-energy hypothesis [20, 19, 21]. To
achieve this goal, phase-amplitude variables are more suitable for determining the
optimal control, since they enable a more direct and targeted control strategy.

In this section, we provide an overview of control problems involving phase and
amplitude variables and the numerical methods used to solve them. These control
problems are designed to close the cycle within a specified time ¢y by applying an
external input, the control, to the mean voltage equations. More precisely, the first
problem uses the phase reduction (section 5.1) and the second one also includes the
dynamics of the amplitude coordinate parameterizing the slow manifold (section
5.2).

In Section 6, we will explore the applications to neural communication, particu-
larly when the control is periodically applied over time.

5.1 Phase-only minimum energy control

We present the problem of controlling the phase of a limit cycle using the phase
reduction approach (assuming that the trajectory remains close to the limit cycle).
The control problem writes as

b= o+ 23 (O)ult)

6(0) = 6o, (0C))
0(ty) =1,
Séf u? — min,
where ZY (0) := Zy(0) - v and Zj is the iPRC given in (25). For the examples of this
paper the direction v will be the voltage direction, namely, Zy = ZY for system
(11) and Zy = Z)* + Z)" for the E-I system (13)-(14).
According to the PMP, a solution 6(t) of such problem is the projection on the
phase space of the solutions (6(t), A\g(¢)) of the Hamiltonian

H(G,/\g,u) = )\9/T+)\9Z(‘)'(9)u—u2/2, (27)

together with the maximization condition H (6(t), Ag(t), u(t)) = maxger H(0(t), Ao (t), @)
for all t € [0,ty], which is achieved for

u = A2y (0). (28)
Thus, we get

max _ L /\9 ()\028/(9))2
H (Q’AG)_%eaﬁ{H(evAGau)— ?‘f’f

The equations of motion for the Hamiltonian system are

0=1/T+ X (Z3(0))°,
Ao ==X} Z3(0) Zy'(6).

12



To solve this problem we use the shooting algorithm presented in Section 5.3 in
order to find the desired Ag(0).

In Figure 3, we show the trajectory of system (11) with ¢y = 0.8T (panels (a)
and (b)) and system (13)-(14) with t; = 1.2T (panels (c) and (d)) when applying
a control u obtained by solving the control problem (OC;) using the PMP. Notice
that, in both examples, the controlled system presents an orbit (red curve) that is
displaced away from the original (u = 0) limit cycle (blue) (see Figure 3(a) and (c)).
This situation can be problematic for several reasons: leaving the basin of attraction,
leaving the neighborhood of controllability, but, most importantly, breaking the
weak coupling approximation and leading to an imprecise result. To overcome this
problem, in Section 5.2 we include the amplitude variable in the control problem.

Notice that, once the control is turned off, the trajectory returns to the original
limit cycle with a phase shift close to 0.2 (resp. —0.27) when t; = 0.8T (resp.
t; = 1.2T), showing that the control is functioning as intended (see Figures 3c and
d).

5.2 Phase-Amplitude control

An option to gain more accuracy and to avoid trajectories leaving the basin of at-
traction or the controllability region, especially when setting more drastic conditions
(for instance, when t; is far away from T'), is to penalize the distance to the limit
cycle in the cost function. As in [28], this can be achieved by modifying the cost

functional as .
f

1mfﬁ+af o (1)2dt. (30)
0

ty

Ca(z, u) =f

0

Abusing of notation, we denote by o € R the amplitude coordinate in the direc-
tion of the largest Floquet exponent (recall that originally o € R"~!), and denote
by p the corresponding Floquet exponent. The parameter o quantifies the impor-
tance of the average squared distance, measured as the L? norm of o, in the cost
functional.

As a result of including the amplitude penalization, the optimal-control problem
incorporates now the dynamics on the normal direction to the limit cycle, o, and

has the form: )
0 = 7 T 2¥(0,0)u(t),

o= po+ IV(0,0)u(t),

0(0) = 0, (0) =0, (0Cy)
O(ty) =1, o(ty) free,

t
b
where ZV(0,0) = VO(K(0,0))-v and IV(8,0) = VE(K(6,0)) - v. For the examples
of this paper, the direction v will be the voltage direction, namely, ZV = ZV,
IV = IV for system (11) and ZV = ZVe + Z"i and IV = I + I"i for the E-I system
(13)-(14).

The functions VO(K (6, 0)) and VE(K (0, o)) will be approximated using Taylor
expansions in o given in (25) and (26), respectively. Thus, ZV(6,0) = ZJ(8) +
aZ¥(0) + O(0?) and IV(0,0) = Iy (0) + oIy (0) + O(c?), where ZY = Z; - v and
IY = 1I; - v, for i > 0. In practical implementations, we will consider only the first
dominant terms in o.

(u? + ao?)dt — min,
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Figure 3: (a,b) Inhibitory population model (11). (a) Original (u = 0) limit cycle of
period T' ~ 34.047 (blue curve), controlled trajectory with the optimal control u, starting
at the dot symbol, obtained by means of solving (OCy) with ¢ty = 0.87" (red curve) and
its continuation (i.e., for ¢ > ty) without control (black curve). (b) Time evolution of
the firing rate variable r for the trajectories in panel (a). (c,d) E-I population model
(13)-(14). (c) Projection on the (Ve,7e) plane of the original (u = 0) limit cycle of period
T ~ 20.811 (blue curve), the controlled trajectory (red curve) with the optimal control
u starting at the dot symbol, obtained by means of solving (OC;) with ¢y = 1.2T, and
its continuation for ¢ > t; without control (black curve). (d) Time evolution of the firing
rate variable r. for the trajectories in panel (c).

14

100



Therefore, according to the PMP, the maximized Hamiltonian (8) to solve the
control problem (OC5) is given by

zZv Iv 2
Hmax(9,0-7)\9,)\g) = )\G/T+/’(‘)\UO-+()\0 (970)+)\0' (9,0’)) B 202’
—_— 2 2
=Hy
which is achieved for
u=XxgZ(0,0) + X\, IV(0,0). (31)

Thus, the equations of motion for the Hamiltonian system are

0=1/T +2%(0,0)(XZ"(0,0) + N\ I¥(0,0)),

o =po+I1V(0,0) (N ZV(0,0) + A\, IV(0,0)),

Ao = —(XZ¥(0,0) + A\ I¥(0,0))(Xe06 Z¥ (0, 0) + Ag0sI¥ (0, 0)),

Ao = —pdg + a0 — (N Z¥(0,0) + ATV (0,0))(Ng0s ZY(0,0) + AoOo IV (0, 0)).

(32)

Notice that when we consider only 0-th order terms in ZVv and IV, the last term
in equation for A, is zero.

To solve (32), we need to first apply the shooting algorithm described in Sec-
tion 5.3 in order to find the initial conditions (Ag(0), A5 (0)).

For the inhibitory population model (11) with the parameters in (12), the system
has a periodic orbit with Floquet multipliers m; = e*T, that are real and distinct
my = 0.15 and my = 5-107%. Thus, the phase-amplitude reduction considers
the slowest contracting direction o associated to the eigenvalue mi, with Floquet
exponent j; = —5.44-1072. In Figure 4(a) we show the optimal control u obtained
by solving the control problem (OC5) for this model with 0-th order approximation
for functions ZV(6,0) ~ Zy(6) and IV(0,0) ~ Iy(0), t; = 0.8T and two different
values of the weight « in the cost function. One can observe that the controlled
trajectory for sufficiently large values of a stays closer to the original limit cycle.
This can be visualized in the evolution of the o variable (assessing the distance to
the limit cycle), which in the case a = 12 takes values closer to 0 compared with
a = 0 (see Figure 4(b)).

For the E-I system (13)-(14) with parameters in (15) the system has a periodic
orbit with Floquet multipliers m; = e*T that are given by m; = 5.4- 1072, mg =
ma = (2.3 +3.14) - 107%, my = —1.57-1071% and m5 = —3.99 - 10710, Thus, the
phase-amplitude reduction considers the slowest contracting direction o associated
to the eigenvalue mq, with Floquet exponent p; = —0.14. Notice that although
the other Floquet exponents are complex, the smallest one in modulus is real. In
Figure 4(c) we show the optimal control obtained by solving problem (OC3) with
first order approximation for functions ZV(0,0) ~ ZY(0) + cZY(0) and IV(0,0) ~
Iy (0) + oIy (0), and o = 0 (without amplitude penalization) and oo = 0.05. As one
can observe, by including the amplitude penalization the ¢ variable remains closer
to zero (see Figure 4(d)). By adding higher order terms in o, we obtain a better
precision in the description of the phase dynamics.

There is some arbitrariness in the choice of scale for the sigma variable, and this
affects the choice of the parameter « in the cost function. Notice the difference in
scales for the « of the inhibitory population model and the E-I network model.
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Figure 4: (a,b) For the inhibitory population model (11) and the set of parameters
given in (12) (a) optimal control u obtained by means of solving (OC3) with 0-th order
approximation with ¢ty = 0.87" and two different values of the parameter o in the cost
function: o = 0 (blue curve) and o = 12 (red curve); (b) Time series of the o coordinate
corresponding to the slowest contraction direction along the controlled trajectory z,(t)
(c,d) For the E-I population model(13)-(14) and the set of parameters given in (15), (c)
optimal control u obtained by means of solving (OC%) with first order approximation
in o for functions ZV and IV, ty = 1.2T and two different values of the parameter «
in the cost function: a = 0 (blue curve) and o = 0.051 (red curve); (d) time series of
the o coordinate corresponding to the slowest contraction direction along the controlled
trajectory x,(t)
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5.3 Numerical implementation of the method

In this section we discuss the numerical implementation of the method described in
the previous sections for systems (11) and (13)-(14) that we use along this paper,
but the method naturally applies to any system with a limit cycle.

6

e We compute the limit cycle, the period T" and the largest Floquet exponent

w by solving systems (11) and (13)-(14) with v = 0 and parameters as given
by (12) and (15), respectively, with a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5 and
using a Newton’s method on a suitable Poincaré map. The Floquet exponent
is obtained from the monodromy matrix.

We compute the iPRC Z; and iARC Iy by computing the resolventof the
differential equations and taking the eigenvector of the eigenvalue 1. This is
the initial condition that provides the periodic orbit that is obtained by solving
the differential equations in (21) and (22), respectively, with the same Runge-
Kutta method. The functions Zy and I are obtained on an adaptive grid, and
we interpolate them using Hermite’s polynomials.

We compute the first order terms Z; and I; by using approximations of the
parameterization K in (19) computed using the algorithms in [34] (the formula
for the terms Z; and I; in terms of the coefficients of K is described in detail
in Appendix C in [34]). The functions are obtained in a discretized grid and
we interpolate them with cubic splines.

We compute numerically the exponential map of Definition 2 by integrating
the Hamiltonian system (29) (resp. (32)) for problem (OCjp) (resp. (OC3))
using a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5 [37].

Use Newton’s method to find the zeros of the shooting function. The deriva-
tives of the shooting function can be obtained either using automatic differ-
entiation or finite differences, and both methods work well. At each iteration
of the method, the exponential map is computed as in the previous step. The
zeros of the shooting function provide the initial condition for Ay to solve the
Hamiltonian system (29) (resp. Ag and A, to solve the Hamiltonian system
(32)). The solution is stored in an adaptive grid provided by the ODE nu-
merical solver. This process gives us the optimal control in the same adaptive
grid (or, to be more precise, the extremal control) using equations (28) (resp.
(31)).

Finally, we plug the computed control u into the system (11) for the self-
inhibitory population and (13)-(14) for the E-I population in order to obtain
the controlled extremal solution in the original variables. Since the function
u is discretized, we interpolate using Hermite’s polynomials to integrate the
system using a Runge-Kutta method of order 4-5.

Applications to Communication Through Coher-

ence

In this section, we test our methodology to study how the control can help to es-
tablish communication between two oscillating neuronal groups in the context of
communication through coherence (CTC) theory. As explained in the introduction,
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the CTC theory suggests that two oscillating neuronal groups communicate effec-
tively when they are properly phase locked so that the presynaptic periodic input
volleys arrive at the peaks of excitability of the postsynaptic group (receiving popu-
lation) or, equivalently, at the phase of minimum inhibition. In this context, we use
the control as a top-down mechanism capable of delivering a specific input to align
the receiving population with the optimal phase to establish communication with
a given presynaptic population. To model the input from the presynaptic neural
group, we introduce a periodic input in the form of successive bursts of excitatory
current to the target network, that we will refer as the primary input. The target
network is modelled by means of the E-I network model introduced in the previous
section. In this context, we say that communication between two oscillating neuronal
groups is established if there is an amplification of the firing rate of the postsynaptic
population due to the external input, while the magnitude of the amplified response
is modulated by the input strength.

We work with two different settings. First, we perturb the E-I population with
one input in an adverse scenario for communication, namely, when the period of the
input is equal or larger than the natural period of the E-I population. We design a
control so that the input can establish communication with the target network. In
the second scenario, we add a distractor as a new input and we probe whether the
control is capable to maintain the communication with the primary while ignoring
the distractor.

Each input signal p;(¢) to the target population will be a periodic function mod-
eled by a von Mises probability density function in order to mimic realistic inputs
in the cortex, where the input volleys are concentrated around some phases of the
cycle. Mathematically, we define the T)-periodic input p;(t) as

exp ﬁcos(%(t —v))
pj(t) = A; ( To (Z )

, for t € [0,T5), (33)

~—

where [ = T% SOTj exp(k cos(2m (t —v)/T;)dt. That is, the temporal average over one
period is A;. The parameters x and v control the width and position of the peak of
the input volley, respectively. In this paper, we have chosen k = 12, to get a highly
coherent signal (small width), closer to what can be found experimentally. This
input p;(t) enters into system (13)-(14) through the terms I.(¢) and I;(¢). More
specifically, we take

Lo(t) = I + 7 ), pi(t), k€ {e,i} (34)

J

where I, are tonic currents. Notice the time constant Te; multiplying the periodic
inputs p;(¢).

Let us define some notation first. The solution of the original system (13)-(14)
without external perturbation p or control v will be denoted by x, the solution of the
controlled system (when no other perturbation is applied except the control u) will
be denoted by x*, the solution of the perturbed system (in the absence of control)
will be denoted by x? and the solution of the controlled system with the perturbation
will be denoted by x"P. The subscripts will be applied to all the variables of the
vector x, i.e. x* = (rk VF Sk Gk vk vk Sk SE) for ke {,u,p,up}.

In order to establish communication between two populations, the input from
the presynaptic population phase-locks with the adequate phase with the oscillatory
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activity of the target population, so that the presynaptic input produces an effect on
the firing rate of the postsynaptic population. Moreover, in [38] (as also suggested
in [39]) it is found that changes in the input strength A are transmitted and better
reproduced at the output by the spike synchronization properties of the E-population
(reflected through both the maximum firing rate and half-width of the E-volley)
rather than by the average firing rate r.. For this reason we measure changes in the
firing rate of the postsynaptic group in the spike synchronization.

Following [35, 38] we chose two factors to quantify communication: the syn-
chronization index (SI) p, which measures the synchronization or coherence of the
presynaptic and postsynaptic groups and the amplification factor Aa, which mea-
sures the amplification of the firing rate of the postsynaptic group due to the external
input. Next, we provide a precise definition of these two concepts.

To measure synchronization of the E-I network with a Tj-periodic input p;(t),
we consider the values of the phase variable 6 at integer multiples of the period
T;, i.e Oy = 0(to + kT;) € T, with £ € N. Recall that the time evolution of the
phase variable 6 is provided by system (20) (where we have considered VO and VX
approximated up to first order in ¢). Thus, the synchronization index p, also known
as vector strength or Kuramoto order parameter, [36], is a measure of how clustered
are the events over a cycle and is computed according to the following formula,

1 N
I 1 R 0 _
z = pe'? = NjE:le ,op=lzl (35)

Notice that perfect clustering is obtained when p = 1, whereas if phases are scattered
around the circle, then p ~ 0.

We also define the factor Aa as the rate change of the maximum of the firing
rate E-volley due to the external perturbation. Mathematically,

1N up t:
AO[ _ N Z’L:} Te ( Z)’ (36)

e
where {t;}); correspond to the times where local maxima of r%P(¢) are attained for
N cycles, and 7¢ is the maximum of the excitatory firing rate when only the control
is applied. We recall that in the latter case we obtain a periodic orbit.

6.1 Control-induced communication for a single input

From previous work [38], we know that inputs whose period is equal or greater than
the natural period of the firing rate of the postsynaptic population are not capable
to entrain the E-I network to communicate effectively; see Figure 5. Notice that the
perturbation does not phase-lock to r. when Ty > T (Figure 5(c)) and even when
there is entrainment for Ty = T (Figure 5(a)) the perturbation does not affect the
firing rate of the E-cells (see that there is no difference in the firing rates r. and r?
in Figure 5(b)). In this section, we will show that, even in this adverse situation, an
adequate control can set the target system in the optimal phase for communication
with the presynpatic population.

Accordingly, we consider the external input to be a single periodic stimulus p; ()
of von Mises type (33). We test three different periods: Ty = T, Ty = 1.17T, and
Ty = 1.2T, where T is the period of the unperturbed cycle in the E-I network.
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Figure 5: Firing rate of the target network in the presence of a perturbation but in
the absence of control. (a,c) Temporal evolution of the perturbed (but non-controlled)
firing rate of the E-cells r2 (red), I-cells 7% (blue) and the external input p; (black curve)
over a few cycles for the system (13)-(14) with u(¢) = 0 and the perturbation p; defined
in (33) with A7 = 0.05 and (a) 73 = T and (c¢) 71 = 1.17. (b,d) Time series of the
original firing rate r. without perturbation (orange) and the same 7% as in panel (a,c),
respectively. Notice that the perturbation has barely no effect on the E-firing rate when

there is no control.
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Given T = aT, for 1 < a < 2, our control strategy consists of choosing a value ¢y
for the optimal-control problem (OC53) so that the period of the target population
is increased. More precisely, the period is lengthened to allow the input volleys
to arrive while the inhibition has not yet been activated and is at its minimum.
Mathematically,

ty = a(T + [ — t"‘imin)’ (37)

where 7; 1. and 7, denote the maximum and the minimum, respectively, of the
firing rate of the inhibitory population r; of the unperturbed system on the limit
cycle.

Then, we compute the extremal control for one period by means of solving (OC5)
with ¢; as in (37) for ¢ = 1,1.1,1.2, using the methodology described in Section 5
and we apply the control periodically to the original system (13)-(14). Figure 6(a)
shows the controls ui, w11 and uy2, computed for one cycle, repeated over several
cycles. Notice that the shape is similar to the opposite of the sum of the PRCs (see
Figure 2(c)). Figure 6(b) shows the effect of the control on system (13)-(14) without
any other time-dependent perturbation (I, = 10 and I, = 0). The period of the
controlled population becomes T,c,, = ty defined in (37). The controlled trajectories
(blue, red, green for a = 1,1.1,1.2, respectively) detach from the original limit cycle
(grey) and approach the limit cycle of the corresponding controlled system. Since
our aim was to apply the control periodically, and this fact displaces the trajectory
away from the limit cycle, we have decided not to penalize the distance to the limit
cycle in the cost function, and thus, the parameter « is set to 0. See the discussion
in section 7 for more details.

The time-dependent control system in the original coordinates is given by system
(13)-(14) with

I.(t) = I, + Tepr (2),

and -
Il(t) =1, + Tipl(t).

We expect that the perturbation p; will now be able to entrain the controlled
system, as opposed to the case in which the control was not present. To provide
a measure of the entrainment, we compute the synchronization index (35) in each
case (controlled versus non-controlled) and for three different periods T of the
perturbation that are larger than the natural period T of the target network. We
recall that for each period 77, the control is different since the target period Ther, =
ty varies with a (recall that Ty = aT').

Figure 7 shows the synchronization index p defined in (35) between the E-I
network (postsynaptic group) with a Tj-periodic input p; (presynaptic group) as a
function of the input strength A; for different values of T7. Notice that the presence
of the control allows the perturbation to well entrain the target system for strong
enough inputs (synchronization index value approaches p = 1 when A; increases).
Compare the curves with control (solid curves) and without it (dashed) in Figure 7.
We can observe that there is a threshold for the amplitude of the input above which
the postsynaptic population almost phase-locks with the input (notice the sudden
jump in the curves of Figure 7, with values of ST approaching 1). Somehow counter-
intuitively, the larger the period of the primary input, the lower is this threshold,
while the synchronization index caps at a lower value for larger values of T7.

One potential interpretation for this finding could be that the control, u, exhibits
predominantly inhibitory behavior (as evidenced by Figure 6(a)). As T} increases,
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Figure 6: (a) Time evolution of the control u(t) obtained by solving the control problem
(OCy) with ty as in (37) and a = 1 (u1), @ = 1.1 (u11) and a = 1.2 (u12). (b) Time
evolution of the E-firing rate r. when the periodic controls in panel (a) are applied to
the E-I system. Notice that after a transient the trajectory sets at a stable oscillatory
regime of lengthened period t;. The evolution of the variable 7. on the limit cycle for the
original E-I system of period T' = 20.811 is plotted up to time ¢t = 100 for comparison
purposes (grey dashed curve).

u becomes even more inhibitory, leading to a lengthening of the cycle and the sup-
pression of inhibitory neurons. This, in turn, amplifies the response to the external
input and facilitates synchronization, particularly when the input strength A; is
weak. Upon reaching a certain threshold, the strength of the input A; can over-
come the inhibition from the control input u. Consequently, inputs with shorter
periods 17 become more effective at entraining the network because they can out-
pace the natural activation of the I-cells in the network [38]. Despite the control
input is slowing down the activation of the I-cells to a rate lower than that of the
external primary input, the external input can still interfere with the effects of the
control input, particularly when the external input is much slower. This interference
can have detrimental effects on entrainment, and explain why SI is lower for larger
values of T7 (when A, is large).

To illustrate this explanation, in Figure 8(top) we show the time series of the
firing rate of the E and I populations for three representative cases corresponding
to the crosses in Figure 7. Notice that when the input volley arrives prior to the
activation of the I-cells, it can trigger a response in the target system. Thus, the
time difference between the peak of the perturbation and the peak of the inhibitory
firing rate is determinant for communication; in particular, if these peaks match, the
input will simply be inhibited and communication will not be established. In order
to quantify this phenomenon, we consider the sequences {t;'P(k)}x, where ;P (k) is
the time of the k-th local maximum of ¥, and {t,, (k)}x, where t,, (k) is the time
of the k-th local maximum of p;. From these two sequences, we define

Ay = 2P (k) — tp, (i), (38)
where ji = argmin [t} (k) —t,,(j)| and N¢ is the number of cycles of the pertur-

je{1,...,Nc}
bation.
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Figure 7: Synchronization index SI (35) between the E-population of the target network
(13)-(14) and the external periodic input pi(t) as a function of the amplitude of the
input A; and different values of the period 7} (color legend). The index is computed
over N = 80 cycles using the stroboscopic map. Dashed curves correspond to the non-
controlled system (u = 0) while solid curves correspond to the controlled system (u
designed according to (37)). The crosses indicate the value of the amplitude A; = 0.035
plotted in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: (a,b,c) Time series of the firing rates of the E and I cells of the perturbed
controlled system (13)-(14), P (red), r;¥ (blue) and the external input p;(¢) (black)
and (d,e,f) distribution of the time intervals A7y, defined in (38), for three representative
cases (low, medium and high synchronization index, respectively) corresponding to the
crosses in Figure 7: (a,d) Th = T, A = 0.035, (b,e) T1 = 1.1T, A = 0.035 and (c,f)
Ty = 1.2T, A = 0.035.

In Figure 8(bottom), we show the histograms of A7 = {A7};, for the three cases
shown in Figure 8(top). For the computations, we used a simulation of 1500 ms (in
Figure 8(top) only a representative time window is shown). We clearly observe a
more uniformly distributed A7 histogram along a cycle for Figure 8(d) (correspond-
ing to 71 = T), which translates to a lower synchronization index. In contrast, in
Figure 8(f) (corresponding to T; = 1.2T") we observe a more concentrated histogram
between -10ms and -5ms, which we can deduce that it corresponds to the phases
of the cycle with higher excitability. Figure 8(e), corresponding to the medium
synchronization index, shows a transition between the previous two situations.

Phase-locking is not enough to conclude that there is communication. For in-
stance, in case the input has the same period than the target population, there
is phase-locking (see dashed blue curve in Figure 7), but we know from [38] that
the input does not communicate with the target population, that is, there are no
changes in the firing rate of the target population due to changes in the amplitude
of the input.

To be able to effectively measure the communication between the input and the
target network, we compute the factor Aa, defined in (36), which measures the
amplification of the E-firing rate due to the external input. To compute A« in the
absence of control, we modify the formula in (36) replacing 7 by £ and 7% by 7.

In Figure 9 we illustrate the amplification of the response of the E-cells for the
three different input periods 7 in Figure 7. Notice that the presence of the control
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Figure 9: The factor A« defined in (36) for the perturbed controlled system (13)-(14)
with an external periodic input p; as a function of the amplitude of the input Ay for three
different values of the input period, 71 = T (blue), T} = 1.1T (orange) and 17 = 1.2T
(green). For the uncontrolled case, A« is only computed for 77 = T, since there is no
synchronization for the other periods. The computation of A« is only performed if the
SI is above 0.8, which explains why the curves start at different values of A

strongly enhances the response of the E-cells and therefore the communication: for
the case T} = T, A« remains at 1 for the uncontrolled system even when the input
strength is increased indicating that the target network ignores the input (see the
dashed purple curve in Figure 9) while A« reaches values around 3 for the controlled
system (see blue curve in Figure 9). The response is particularly enhanced in the case
Ty = T. As in the case of the synchronization index, we observe better performance
the longer the perturbation period (e.g., green curve) for low values of the amplitude
A; which can also be explained from the observations drawn from Figure 8.

6.2 Control-induced selective communication

In this section, we perturb the E-I network with two inputs p; and ps, which we
refer to as the primary input and the distractor, respectively. As in Section 6.1, we
design the control according to the period of the primary (see equation (37)) and we
explore whether the postsynaptic population (E-I network) responds to the primary
input while ignoring the distractor, thus establishing selective communication [16].
We know from [38] that for an input with a period higher than the natural gamma
cycle of the postsynaptic network the communication is not effective and it is easily
disrupted by a distractor. Here we show that the control can change the situation.

We use the same control obtained in the previous section and, following (34), we
apply the external inputs I, and I; to system (13)-(14) given by

I(t) = Ic + Tepi(t) + Tepa(2),

Li(t) =1+ mipa(t) + Tpa(t), (39)
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Figure 10: Synchronization index r between the E-cells and the primary input p; of
period T (solid curves) and the distractor py of period T5 = 0.87 (dashed curves) for
the controlled system (13)-(14) and for different values of the distractor strength As (see
legend). The periods of the primary are (a) 71 =T, (b) T} = 1.1T and (c) 17 = 1.2T.

where p; and py are modelled by periodic von Mises functions (33) with £ = 12,
Ty, = 0.8T and varying the period of the primary 77 and the amplitudes of both
inputs A1 and As.

We first compute the synchronization index between the postsynaptic popula-
tion and a primary input p; in the presence of a distractor, for the three different
periods T; already considered in the previous section (see Figure 10, where each
panel corresponds to a different 77). Each panel shows the changes in the SI as the
strength A; is varied; different colors correspond to different values of the distrac-
tor’s strength As. We observe that for large values of A; the synchronization index
is lower when As increases. However, when the strength of the primary is weak (low
values of A1), the situation is reversed. This can be explained by the fact that, when
the primary is weak, it cannot entrain the network by itself and when the distractor
volleys coincide, on some cycles, with the primary input volleys, the distractor helps
to elicit a response of the postsynaptic group, thus enhancing synchronization, while
the distractor volleys are not affecting much the postsynaptic group when they do
not coincide with the primary ones. However, once the strength of the primary input
Ay is large enough, the primary input is capable by itself to entrain the network and
the distractor only slightly distorts the entrainment by the primary. This distorsion
is, of course, more noticeable if the strength of the distractor is larger, showing a
lower SI for larger values of As.

We also observe that for periods 737 of the primary input equal or bigger than
1.1T, the distractor prevents the target population from getting entrained by the
primary for amplitudes Ay > 0.07 (SI is below 0.8). Compare panels (a) and (c) of
Figure 10.

In addition to compute the SI, we also compute the amplification factor A«
defined in (36) for cases in Figure 10 for which the SI is large enough (see Figure
11). We can observe that the network is sensitive to the input as long as we have
a high enough SI with the primary. Thus, our control strategy is able to establish
selective communication in the mean-field models for populations of neurons when
the amplitude of the distractor remains reasonable.

26



—~
5]
~—
—~
=
~—
o
~

3.0 2.5 2.5
3 2.5 S <
< < <
9 v 2.0 v 2.0
£2.0 S &
o Qo Q
) nl5 n'l5
g15 & 2
1.0 1.0 1.0
0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.05 0.10 .15 0.20
Primary input strength A4, Primary input strength 4, Primary input strength 4,

Figure 11: Amplification of the response of the target system due to changes in the
strength Ay of the primary input. Factor A« for the controlled system as a function
of the primary input strength A; in the presence of a distractor ps with 75 = 0.8T for
different values of the distractor strength As (see legend) and different periods of the
primary (a) 7y = T (b) Ty = 1.1T (¢) 71 = 1.2T. The factor A« has been computed
only in those cases in which the SI index is above 0.6, see Figure 10.

7 Discussion

In this paper we have studied how we can design an optimal-control strategy to con-
trol the phase of an oscillator in the context of communication through coherence
(CTC) theory. To do so, we have designed a control strategy based on Pontryagin’s
Maximum Principle, involving a description of the dynamics using phase and am-
plitude variables, which guarantee a better control of the phase dynamics when the
trajectory is displaced away from the limit cycle.

Specifically, we have designed a mathematical setting to explain how a top-down
input, represented by the control, can modify the dynamics of an oscillating post-
synaptic group so that its oscillations synchronize with a given presynaptic input.
As a result, we provide an explanation of how communication can be established,
even in those cases in which the frequency of the presynaptic oscillatory input is not
suitable for communication [38]. We stress here that we interpret communication as
the increase in the firing rate of the E-cells of the target network due to changes in
the input strength.

We emphasize that we have presented novel theoretical results regarding the
controllability of a system close to a limit cycle (see Proposition 1, which provides
sufficient conditions to guarantee this controllability). Before designing the control
for our system of interest (E-I network system (13)-(14)) we have checked that it
satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 1. Moreover, to illustrate the relevance of
our result we have applied it to other models in neuroscience having oscillatory
dynamics, for which it is usual to apply phase-control techniques [32].

Optimal-control strategies for single neuron models (or a small number of neu-
rons) have been previously investigated in [42, 29, 28], where the authors proposed
a procedure for determining optimal control based on the phase or the first-order
phase-amplitude reduction. In this work, we build on these methods by consider-
ing higher-order terms in the amplitude variable, allowing us to treat the problem
beyond the weak coupling approximation. Additionally, we adopt a Hamiltonian
formulation for the optimal-control problem based on Pontryagin’s Maximum Prin-
ciple, in contrast to the Lagrangian formulation [29] or the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
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approach used in [32].

In the practical application of the control problem (OC53) to the E-I network
system, we emphasize the utilization of the linear approximation in ¢ for the terms
Z%(0,0) and IV(0,0). This choice ensures more precise results for the phase dynam-
ics. In fact, one could obtain even higher accuracy, especially when the trajectory
deviates significantly from the original oscillator, by using a higher order approxi-
mation for the aforementioned terms, following the methodology presented in [34].

We point out that the control has been optimized for a single cycle and then
applied periodically throughout the N cycles of the full simulation. Note that the
initial conditions of each cycle are different from the first one and so our approach
hinders the control from remaining optimal for the entire duration of the simulation.
Instead, we could have optimized its action on the complete simulation, that is,
solving the (OC5) problem for a final time N ¢y, which would provide an optimal
result; however, it would depend on the number of cycles thus compromising the
clarity of the exposition. Since our purpose was providing a proof of concept of
the application of control theory for this problem, here we have preferred to use
the suboptimal approach. The development of an optimal control that ensures
optimality for the full simulation is left for future work.

We also stress that applying the same control over multiple periods displaces the
trajectory away from the original oscillator. For this reason, we have not penalized
the distance to the limit cycle in the cost function. If an optimal control were to be
designed for the full simulation, as suggested in the previous paragraph, displacement
from the original oscillator could be avoided by imposing additional constraints
on the control function, such as including the amplitude penalization in the cost
function (controlled by the parameter « in equation (30)).

We emphasize that the models considered for CTC strike a balance between
realism and the ability to draw insights from experimental findings. Additionally,
we intentionally designed the study to be applicable to a broad range of brain re-
gions rather than focusing on specific ones. Finally, we want to highlight that our
methodology has multiple applications beyond the field of computational neuro-
science, which merit exploration in the future.
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Appendix
In this section we apply the results of Proposition 1 to some classical single cell

models in neuroscience, to show local controllability around the limit cycle. We first
present the analytical proof of local controllability for the 2D FitzHugh-Nagumo
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and Morris-Lecar models and later a numerical evidence for local controllability of
the limit cycle for the classical Hodgkin-Huxley model.
Let us first consider the controlled FitzZHugh-Nagumo [14, 33]

sy _ Y _
1./ V-—%—-—w+tu (40)
w=¢e(V—a—bw)
and the controlled Morris-Lecar model [31],
V=—g.(V=V5) = geam(V)(V = Vea) — g w (V = Vi) + Lopp + u
i = we(V)—w (41)
S
with VoV
m(V) = 1/2(1 + tanh(———),
2
V-V
ws (V) = 1/2(1 + tanh( ),
4
and
V)= —
Tw = — .
¢ cosh( V2Vi/3)

Corollary 2. The FitzHugh—Nagumo model (40) and the Morris-Lecar model (41)
are controllable in a neighborhood of their periodic orbits (whenever the parameters
allow such orbits).

VS
Proof. For the FitzHugh-Nagumo model (40) we have Fy = V=% -w 1) 4
e(V —a—bw)
1 . . . 1-V?
I = K Taking the first Lie bracket is enough: [Fp, F1] = - . Thus, the
hypothesis of Proposition 1 is satisfied as long as € # 0.
For the Morris-Lecar model (41) we have

—gcam(V)(V = Vo) — ggw(V = Vi) — gr.(V = V1)
Fo(‘/,’w) = ws(v) —w )
Tw (V)

n- ()

goamy (V)(V —Vea) + gcam(V) + gxw + g1,

and

We compute

[Fo, F1] =

(V)

Notice that the vectors Fy and [Fp, F] are enough to generate linearly the tangent
space except when w, (V)7 (V) — (ws (V) —w)7,, (V) = 0. But this implies wy(V) —
w = ¢7, (V') for some constant ¢, which cannot be true given their definitions, or on
w = wy(V) and w, (V) = 0, which never occurs given the definition of w,(V'). Thus

we have concluded the proof. O
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Figure 12: (a) Determinant of the matrix defined in (16) and (b) Voltage coordinate
along the periodic orbit " of the Hodgkin-Huxley model (42) with the following set of
parameters: C' = 1 (uF/cm?), gy, = 120, gk = 36,97 = 0.3 (mS/cm?), Vi, = 40, Vi =
—77,Vi, = =54.4 (mV), I = 10 (zA/cm?).

For higher dimensional models like the Hodgkin-Huxley model [26], the algebraic
expressions become more complicate. In spite of this, one can numerically check that
the Lie brackets with the drift generate the whole tangent space at least in one point
of the periodic orbit.

The following numerical analysis provides local controllability for the classical
Hodgkin-Huxley (HH) model, for a given set of the parameters. The dynamical
system writes as

CV = gL(V VL) grgmn (V — VK) — gNam?’h(V — VNa) + I,
n=a,(V)1—-n)—8,(V)n,
)

2 = an(V)(1 = 1) — B (V)0 )
h=an(V)(1 = h) = Br(V)h,
with
0.01(V +55) - V465
an(V) = W Bn(V) =0.125 exp (— %0 ) ;
C01(V +40) - V+65\
an(V) = W’ Bm(V) =4 exp <— 13 ) ;

—(V +65 1
Ozh(V) = 0.07 exp <<2:)>)) , /Bh(V) = m
10

Let us consider a choice of parameters such that the HH system has a limit cycle I’
parameterized by the function ~(¢), where ¢ is the time. Let us set,

A(t) = (Fy, [Fo, F1l, [Fo, [Fo, F1]], [Fo, [Fo, [Fo, Fu]]D) (v(2)), (43)

and D(t) = det(A(t)). We can numerically check that D # 0 along the periodic
orbit. In Figure 12 we plot the function D along I' for a particular choice of the
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parameters specified in the caption. Notice that the dependence in the voltage
coordinate is strong, as it becomes non zero when the neuron spikes. Compare the
positions of the peaks in Figures 12 (a) and (b).

Thus, for this particular set of parameters, we can conclude that the model is

controllable in a neighborhood of I'" according to Proposition 1.

References

1]

2]

S

A.A. Agrachev and Y.L. Sachkov. Control theory from the geometric viewpoint,
volume 87 of Encyclopaedia of Mathematical Sciences. Springer-Verlag, Berlin,
2004. Control Theory and Optimization, II.

C.A. Bosman, J.M. Schoffelen, N. Brunet, R. Oostenveld, A.M. Bastos,
T. Womelsdorf, B. Rubehn, T. Stieglitz, P. De Weerd, and P. Fries. Attentional
stimulus selection through selective synchronization between monkey visual ar-
eas. Neuron, 875-888:75, 2012.

G. Buzsaki. Rhythms of the Brain. Oxford University Press, 2006.

X. Cabré, E. Fontich, and R. de la Llave. The parameterization method for
invariant manifolds. ITI. Overview and applications. J. Differential Equations,
218(2):444-515, 2005.

0. Castejon, A. Guillamon, and G. Huguet. Phase-amplitude response functions
for transient-state stimuli. The Journal of Mathematical Neuroscience (JMN),
3(1):1-26, 2013.

R. Castelli, J.-P. Lessard, and J.D. Mireles James. Parameterization of invariant

manifolds for periodic orbits i: Efficient numerics via the floquet normal form.
SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 14(1):132-167, 2015.

A. Chang. An algebraic characterization of controllability. IEEE Transactions
on Automatic Control, 10(1):112-113, 1965.

J.-M. Coron. Control and nonlinearity, volume 136 of Mathematical Surveys
and Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2007.

F. Devalle, A. Roxin, and E. Montbrié. Firing rate equations require a spike
synchrony mechanism to correctly describe fast oscillations in inhibitory net-
works. PLOS Computational Biology, 13(12):1-21, 12 2017.

G. Dumont and B. Gutkin. Macroscopic phase resetting-curves determine os-
cillatory coherence and signal transfer in inter-coupled neural circuits. PLOS
Computational Biology, 15(5):1-34, 05 2019.

A K. Engel, P. Fries, and W. Singer. Dynamic predictions: Oscillations and
synchrony in top—down processing. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 2(10):704-
716, 2001.

B. Ermentrout and D.H. Terman. Mathematical Foundations of Neuroscience.
Springer, 2010.

G.B. Ermentrout and N. Kopell. Multiple pulse interactions and averaging in
systems of coupled neural oscillators. Journal of Mathematical Biology, 29:195—
217, 1991.

R. FitzHugh. Impulses and physiological states in theoretical models of nerve
membrane. Biophysical Journal, 1(6):445-466, 1961.

31



[15]
[16]

[17]

[18]

P. Fries. A mechanism for cognitive dynamics: neuronal communication
through neuronal coherence. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 9(10):474-480, 2005.

P. Fries. Rhythms for cognition: Communication through coherence. Neuron,
88(1):220-235, 2015.

P. Fries, J.H. Reynolds, A.E. Rorie, and R. Desimone. Modulation of os-
cillatory neuronal synchronization by selective visual attention. Science,

291(5508):1560-1563, 2001.

P. Fries, T. Womelsdorf, R. Oostenveld, and R. Desimone. The effects of visual
stimulation and selective visual attention on rhythmic neuronal synchronization
in macaque area v4. J Neurosci., 28(18):4823-4835, 2008.

K. Friston. The free-energy principle: a unified brain theory? Nature Reviews
Neuroscience, 11(2):127-138, January 2010.

K. Friston, J. Kilner, and L. Harrison. A free energy principle for the brain.
Journal of Physiology-Paris, 100(1-3):70-87, July 2006.

S. Gu, R.F. Betzel, M.G. Mattar, M. Cieslak, P.R. Delio, S.T. Grafton,
F. Pasqualetti, and Bassett. D.S. Optimal trajectories of brain state transi-
tions. Neurolmage, 148:305-317, March 2017.

J. Guckenheimer. Isochrons and phaseless sets. J. Math. Biol., 1(3):259-273,
1974/75.

A. Guillamon and G. Huguet. A computational and geometric approach to
phase resetting curves and surfaces. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 8(3):1005-1042,
2009.

J.K. Hale. Ordinary Differential Equations (2nd ed.). Robert E. Krieger Pub-
lishing Company, 1980.

M.W. Hirsch, C.C. Pugh, and M. Shub. Invariant manifolds. Bulletin of the
American Mathematical Society, 76(5):1015 — 1019, 1970.

A.L. Hodgkin and A.F. Huxley. Currents carried by sodium and potassium ions
through the membrane of the giant axon of loligo. The Journal of Physiology,
116(4):449-472, April 1952.

J.B. Hopfinger, M.H. Buonocore, and G.R. Mangun. The neural mechanisms
of top-down attentional control. Nature Neuroscience, 3:284-291, 2000.

B. Monga and J. Moehlis. Optimal phase control of biological oscillators using
augmented phase reduction. Biological Cybernetics, 113(1):161-178, Apr 2019.

B.M. Monga, D. Wilson, T.D. Matchen, and J. Moehlis. Phase reduction and
phase-based optimal control for biological systems: a tutorial. Biological Cy-
bernetics, 113:11 — 46, 2018.

E. Montbrié, D. Pazd, and A. Roxin. Macroscopic description for networks of
spiking neurons. Phys. Rev. X, 5:021028, Jun 2015.

C.E. Morris and H. Lecar. Voltage oscillations in the barnacle giant muscle
fiber. Biophysical journal, 35(1):193-213, 1981.

A. Nabi, M. Mirzadeh, F. Gibou, and J. Moehlis. Minimum energy desynchro-
nizing control for coupled neurons. Journal of Computational Neuroscience,
34:259 — 271, 2012.

32



[33]

[34]

[35]

J.-I. Nagumo, S. Arimoto, and S. Yoshizawa. An active pulse transmission line
simulating nerve axon. Proceedings of the IRE, 50:2061-2070, 1962.

A. Pérez-Cervera, T. M.-Seara, and G. Huguet. Global phase-amplitude de-
scription of oscillatory dynamics via the parameterization method. Chaos, 30
8:083117, 2020.

A. Pérez-Cervera, T. M.-Seara, and G. Huguet. Phase-locked states in oscillat-
ing neural networks and their role in neural communication. Communications
in Nonlinear Science and Numerical Simulation, 80:104992, 2020.

A. Pikovsky, M. Rosenblum, and J. Kurths. Synchronization - a universal
concept in nonlinear sciences. In Cambridge Nonlinear Science Series, 2001.

C. Rackauckas and Q. Nie. Differentialequations.jl — a performant and feature-
rich ecosystem for solving differential equations in julia. Journal of Open Re-
search Software, 5:15, 2017.

D. Reyner-Parra and G. Huguet. Phase-locking patterns underlying effective
communication in exact firing rate models of neural networks. PLOS Compu-
tational Biology, 18(5):1-41, 05 2022.

S. Saraf and L.-S. Young. Malleability of gamma rhythms enhances population-
level correlations. Journal of Computational Neuroscience, 49:189 — 205, 2021.

J.M. Schoffelen, J. Poort, R. OQostenveld, and P. Fries. Selective movement
preparation is subserved by selective increases in corticomuscular gamma-band
coherence. J Neurosci., 31(18):6750-6758, 2011.

N.W. Schultheiss, A.A. Prinz, and R.J. Butera. Phase response curves in neu-
roscience. In Springer Series in Computational Neuroscience, 2012.

E.T. Shea-Brown, J. Moehlis, and P. Holmes. On the phase reduction and re-
sponse dynamics of neural oscillator populations. Neural Computation, 16:673—
715, 2004.

33



	Introduction
	Control theory for control-affine systems
	Controllability of systems with a limit cycle
	The phase-amplitude reduction
	Optimal control using phase-amplitude variables
	Phase-only minimum energy control
	Phase-Amplitude control
	Numerical implementation of the method

	Applications to Communication Through Coherence
	Control-induced communication for a single input
	Control-induced selective communication

	Discussion

