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The organization of neurons into functionally related assemblies is a fundamental feature of cortical
networks, yet our understanding of how these assemblies maintain distinct identities while sharing
members remains limited. Here we analyze how spike-timing-dependent plasticity (STDP) shapes
the formation and stability of overlapping neuronal assemblies in recurrently coupled networks
of spiking neuron models. Using numerical simulations and an associated mean-field theory, we
demonstrate that the temporal structure of the STDP rule, specifically its degree of causality,
critically determines whether assemblies that share neurons maintain segregation or merge together
after training is completed. We find that causal STDP rules, where potentiation/depression occurs
strictly when presynaptic spikes precede/proceed postsynaptic spikes, allow assemblies to remain
distinct even with substantial overlap in membership. This stability arises because causal STDP
effectively cancels the symmetric correlations introduced by common inputs from shared neurons.
In contrast, acausal STDP rules lead to assembly fusion when overlap exceeds a critical threshold,
due to unchecked growth of common input correlations. Our results provide theoretical insight into
how spike-timing-dependent learning rules can support distributed representation where individual
neurons participate in multiple assemblies while maintaining functional specificity.

I. INTRODUCTION

The synaptic connections between neurons are not ar-
bitrarily distributed, and rather they reflect an organiza-
tion that supports brain network function. The pioneer-
ing work of Donald Hebb [1] proposed that a population
of neurons that repeatedly or persistently fire together
will form a strongly interconnected group, often termed
a neuronal assembly [2, 3]. The strong recurrent connec-
tivity within an assembly acts to reinforce neuronal re-
sponse, buffering against the inherent unreliable nature
of single neuronal activity [4]. This is one reason why
neuronal assemblies serve as essential building blocks of
many theories of neural computation [2, 5, 6] and associa-
tive memory [7, 8]. Over the past two decades significant
experimental evidence has surfaced to support the exis-
tence of assembly structure in cortical networks [9–12]. In
particular, in rodent visual cortex there is clear evidence
of stronger and more probable connections between neu-
rons with similar orientation tuning [13–15], indicating
that assembly structures and neuron functions are re-
lated. A longstanding goal in neuroscience is to identify
the synaptic learning mechanisms that underlie assembly
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formation.
Many early modeling studies focused on firing rate

based plasticity rules for synaptic wiring [16–18]. Later
experimental studies revealed that the spike time cor-
relations between pre- and post-synaptic neurons over
fine timescales (10s of milliseconds) also play an impor-
tant role in synaptic learning [19–23]. These record-
ings of spike timing dependent plasticity (STDP) uncov-
ered a temporally causal rule for synaptic learning (often
termed Hebbian), where if a pre-synaptic neuron spikes
before a post-synaptic neuron spikes then the synapses
is potentiated (strengthened), otherwise the synapse de-
pressed (weakened). Theoretical work first explored a
natural consequence of this causal rule and established
that feedforward chains of synaptically wired neurons
would easily develop [24–27]. However, a feedforward
chain is an architecture that is quite distinct from a re-
currently coupled neuronal assembly.
Later theoretical work considered recurrently coupled

networks with causal STDP learning. When pairs of neu-
rons are considered then if the STDP rule is potentiation
dominated then strong recipricol connections can develop
[28]. In large networks, strong recurrently coupled as-
semblies can be trained even with depression dominated
STDP, due to synchronous common inputs to pairs of
neurons within an assembly driving temporally selective
synaptic potentiation [29]. Associated mean field theory
shows how assembly structure can be self-reinforcing, so
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that trained synaptic structures are stable post train-
ing [29–31]. These studies show how temporally precise
STDP can be used to not only embed feedforward wiring,
but also can support the formation of recurrently coupled
neuronal assemblies.

However, many of these studies only consider assembly
learning with no overlap in membership – meaning that
a neuron is a part of only one assembly. This assump-
tion is at odds with the clear evidence that individual
neurons participate in the representation of multiple dis-
tinct stimuli, and exhibit a mixed or varied selectivity
in their responses [32–35]. Thus, if each stimulus has an
associated assembly and neurons are tuned for multiple
stimuli it is expected that assemblies will share members.
This overlap is essential for networks to be able to store a
large number of distinct stimuli in its recurrent synaptic
coupling [36, 37]. Understanding how STDP affects sta-
ble assembly formation when there is significant overlap
is a very understudied problem and there remains much
to explore.

The temporal selectivity of STDP is quite diverse,
with many biological components controlling how pre-
and post-synaptic spike timing translate into potentia-
tion and depression [38, 39]. Indeed, there is a signifi-
cant range of STDP learning rules, with some being of a
classic causal form, while others show a symmetric rule
where the ordering of pre- and post-synaptic spike times
is unimportant and only their temporal coincidence mat-
ters [40]. Historically, causal STDP have been the focus
of many theoretical studies [24, 26, 28–30, 41]. However,
recently Manz and colleagues [31] studied the formation

of stable assembles with membership overlap in networks
with acausal (symmetric) excitatory STDP. They showed
how assemblies could remain segregated with limited as-
sembly overlap. Our study explores how the degree of
causality in STDP affects the tolerance for assembly over-
lap. Through the derivation of self-consistent mean field
equations for weight dynamics, we show how networks
with causal/asymmetric STDP are far more tolerant of
assembly overlap than networks with acausal/symmetric
STDP. In this way, our work then extends the function-
ality of causal STDP to beyond simply allowing feedfor-
ward structure to develop, yet to also greatly enhancing
the assembly capacity in recurrent networks.

II. RESULTS

A. Model Framework

1. Neuronal Dynamics

We consider a network of N spiking neuron models,
with NE = 4N/5 of the neurons being excitatory (E)
and the remaining NI = N/5 of them being inhibitory
(I). Let γE = NE/N = 4/5 and γI = NI/N = 1/5 de-
note the fractions of excitatory and inhibitory neurons,
respectively. The membrane potential of neuron i in pop-
ulation α ∈ {E, I}, denoted as V i

α, obeys an exponential
integrate-and-fire model formalism [42]:

τα
dV i

α

dt
= (EL − V i

α) + ∆T exp
(V i

α − VT

∆T

)
+ Iiα(t) +

∑
β=E,I

Nβ∑
j=1

W ij
αβ(t) ·

(
Jsyn ∗ yjβ(t)

)
. (1)

The passive properties of the neuron are given by the
leak reversal potential EL and membrane time constant
τα. Action potential initiation is modeled by the ex-
ponential term in Eq. (1) where parameter VT sets the
membrane value where the action potential upstroke is
approximately triggered, and ∆T is a scaling parameter.
Spike and reset dynamics are given by the discontinuity
V i
α(t

ik
α ) = Vs → V i

α([t
ik
α ]+) = Vr < Vs, where t

ik
α is the kth

time neuron i from population α crosses the spike thresh-
old Vs and is subsequently reset to Vr and held there for a
refractory period τref (Fig. 1C). The spike train for neu-
ron i in population α is given by yiα(t) =

∑
k δ(t − tikα ).

The third term in Eq. (1), Iiα(t), denotes a background
external input to neuron i, which is modeled by an asso-
ciated diffusion approximation [43–47]:

Iiα(t) = µext
α + σext

α ξiα(t). (2)

Here ξiα(t) is a Gaussian white noise stochastic process
characterized by expectation ⟨ξiα(t)⟩ = 0 and correla-

tion function ⟨ξiα(t)ξ
j
β(t

′)⟩ = δαβδ
ijδ(t − t′), where δij

and δαβ are Kronecker functions (δαβ = 1 ↔ α = β;
δij = 1 ↔ i = j) and δ(t − t′) is a Dirac func-
tion. Finally, the fourth term in Eq. (1) is the recur-
rent input from the other neurons in the network, where
Jsyn(t) =

1
τsyn

exp(−t/τsyn)H(t) is an exponential synap-

tic filter describing the dynamics of the post-synaptic
current, with ∗ denoting temporal convolution and H(t)
being the Heaviside function (H(t) = 1 for t > 0 and

H(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0). The coefficient W ij
αβ is the synaptic

strength from neuron j in population β to neuron i in
population α.

All neuronal parameters used in our study are given in
Table I (see Methods section IVD).
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2. Excitatory Synaptic Weight Dynamics

In this network we consider the well-studied phe-
nomenological model of spike time dependent plasticity
(STDP), where the synapse strength W ij

αβ(t) changes de-
pending on the difference between pre- and post-synaptic
spike times [29, 30, 44, 48, 49]. We will only consider the
E → E and the I → E synapses as plastic.
For each pair of excitatory pre- and post-synaptic spike

times (tpre = tjk, tpost = til) with time lag s = tpost−tpre,
where tjk indicates the time of k-th spike of neuron j, the
synapse evolves as:

W ij
EE −→W ij

EE + L(s).

Here L(s) is the STDP learning rule. We omit the sub-
script αβ notation in W ij for the convenience of presen-
tation.

We focus on two distinct E → E learning rules. The
first (Fig. 1C) is a temporally causal E → E rule (some-
times referred to as Hebbian), Lc(s), which is defined as
follows:

Lc(s) =

f c
+ exp

(
− s

τc
+

)
, if s > 0.

−f c
− exp

(
s
τc
−

)
, if s ≤ 0.

The parameters τ c+ > 0 and τ c− > 0 represent the
time scales of the forward and backward decay of the
causal STDP rule, while f c

+ > 0 and f c
− > 0 denote

the maximal amplitudes of each synaptic change, respec-
tively. This rule is termed causal because pre-synaptic
spikes that precede post-synaptic spikes (s > 0) result in
synaptic potentiation (Lc(s) > 0), whereas if they follow
post-synaptic spikes (s < 0), synaptic depression occurs
(Lc(s) < 0).
The second learning rule, Lac(s), is temporally acausal

and obeys:

Lac(s) =

fac
+ exp

(
− s

τac
+

)
· (T+ − s), if s > 0

fac
− exp

(
s

τac
−

)
· (T− + s), if s ≤ 0.

Here the parameters fac
+ > 0, fac

− > 0, τac+ > 0 and
τac− > 0 serve the same roles as in Lc(s), and the (T±∓s)
terms biases the plasticity to depression for large |s|. The
learning rule is acausal because the relative timing of the
pre- and post-synaptic spike times is less important, and
synaptic potentiation occurs for small |s| and depression
for larger |s|.
In this study, we operate in a weak coupling regime

where W ij
αβ scales as 1/N ≡ ϵ. We assume that the inte-

gral of the STDP function Lc(s) is small compared to its
L1 norm: ∫

Lc(s)ds ∼ O(ϵ) · ||Lc(s)||1.

This means that the depression and potentiation compo-
nents of Lc(s) roughly cancel each other out when Lc(s)

and Lac(s) is integrated. This assumption ensures that
the plasticity will not be dominated by chance spike co-
incidences of pre- and post-synaptic neurons [8, 29].

3. Inhibitory Synaptic Weight Dynamics

Additionally, we assume the connections from I → E
connections are plastic. Their plasticity is described by
the homeostatic learning rule Lh(s) [50, 51]:

Lh(s) = fh exp
(
−|s|
τh

)
, (3)

with fh < 0 represents the maximal amplitude change of
the inhibitory synapse corresponding to pre- and post-
synaptic spikes with time lag s. In addition to the
synaptic update corresponding to spike pairs, each pre-
synaptic (inhibitory) spike drives depression of the in-
hibitory synapses by dh > 0 [52, 53]:

W ij
EI →W ij

EI + dh.

We note that for I → E connections we have W ij
EI < 0 so

that adding dh > 0 leads to a weakening of the synapse.
Previous studies [29, 50] have shown that this term gives
the inhibitory synapse a drift such that the excitatory
neurons would eventually fire at the target firing rate,
rtargetE = −dh/(2fhτh). rtargetE > 0 is ensured by dh > 0
and fh < 0. This rule was found to stabilize the activity
of the target excitatory neurons by balancing their exci-
tatory and inhibitory input [29, 50]. This mechanism is
further explained in the Methods sec. IVC.
All plasticity parameters used in our study are given

in Table II (see Methods section IVD).

B. The Fate of Assembly Structure

The base network connectivity in our model is unstruc-
tured before training. Specifically, the adjacency matrix
(existence of a connection) for the connectivity from pre-
synaptic population β to the post-synaptic population α
is generated via the simple rule:

Gij
αβ ∼ Bernoulli(pαβ). (4)

Further, we initialize the synaptic weights to be homoge-
neous within a connection class:

W ij
αβ(t = 0) = ϵ ·Gij

αβJαβ . (5)

The combination of Eqs. (4) and (5) is such that there
is no initial assembly structure pre-wired within the net-
work.
To embed assembly structure in the network we will

follow [29, 30] and use a common dynamic ‘training’
signal given to subgroups of neurons with the aim
of strengthening within group synaptic connectivity.
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FIG. 1. (A) Illustration of three possible assembly fates after
training. We create two assemblies with overlap using two un-
correlated signals, and there are three possible dynamics after
training. 1) The assembly structure fades away and all synap-
tic connections depress to their original pre-training values. 2)
The assemblies remain segregated with strong within assem-
bly connections and weak between assembly connections. 3)
The assemblies fuse into one large assembly with strong con-
nections throughout. (B) Definition of the overlap ratio λ (C)
Illustration of the E → E STDP rule with causality parame-
ter α.

Throughout our study we consider two distinct training
signals, sA(t) and sB(t), and assign E neurons to receive
either signal A, signal B, or both signals. We accomplish
this by augmenting the external input during training to
be:

IiE(t) = µext
E + σEξ

i
E(t) +M i

AsA(t) +M i
BsB(t).

Here µext
E and σEξ

i
E(t) set the background state as de-

fined in Eq. (2). The two signals sA(t) and sB(t) are also
modeled as white noise fluctuations, yet are a common
source of fluctuations across all neurons that are mem-
bers of an intended assembly. During training if the ith

E neuron is intended to be a member of assembly A (or
B) then M i

A (or M i
B) is set to 1.

The central question of our study is: what is the fate
of assembly structure after training has finished? Be-
fore training, connection strengths are small and not or-
ganized into any group structure (Fig. 1A, left). Dur-
ing training, the STDP rules will promote strong within
group connectivity, leaving between group connectivity
weak (Fig. 1A, middle). After training has stopped, there
are three possible fates for assembly structure (Fig. 1A,
right). First, the assemblies may dissolve and all connec-
tions will depress to match the strengths before train-
ing. Second, the assemblies will remain segregated, with
the within assembly connectivity persisting at high lev-
els, while the between assembly connections remain weak.
Third, the assemblies may fuse together and all connec-
tions, within and between, potentiate to high levels. The
segregated case represents stable memory formation as
the structure embedded by the training phase persists
post training. The faded or fused assemblies represent
failed learning, since the end state of the network shows
no evidence of the training inputs.
To investigate assembly fate we will consider two con-

trol parameters of our network. The first is the degree of
assembly overlap (Fig. 1B). When assigning neurons to
assembly membership a fraction of neurons will have both
M i

A = M i
B = 1. Let the number of E neurons that are

members of both assemblies be NO, and each assembly
have NX neurons that are exclusive members (we assume
equally sized assemblies). With each neuron assigned to
at least one assembly we have NE = 2NX + NO. The
overlap parameter is then:

λ =
NO

N
,

and λ ranges from no overlap (λ = 0) to complete overlap
(λ = γE = 0.8, where γE is the fraction of excitatory
neurons).
The second parameter κ controls the degree of causal-

ity in the STDP learning rule (Fig. 1C). Specifically, the
E → E plasticity is given by:

L(s) = κLc(s) + (1− κ)Lac(s).

With κ = 0 the rule is completely acausal, while for κ = 1
the rule is fully causal.
It is natural to expect that as the overlap parameter λ

grows the possibility of assembly fusion increases, since
for large λ the assemblies will share many members and
consequently interact more strongly. Thus, by varying
λ we will have an expected influence on assembly fate.
However, it is less obvious how assembly fusion versus
segregation will be affected by the degree of causality
κ in the STDP rule L(s). Classically, causality in L(s)
promotes unidirectional connections [49, 54, 55]: if neu-
ron j tends to lead neuron i in spiking (s > 0) then
potentiation in W ij occurs, but this necessarily causes
any backward connection W ji to depress since i must
lag j (s < 0). This feature of causal STDP is ideal to
prevent assembly fusion, since unwanted reciprocal con-
nections between assemblies will be suppressed. How-
ever, this same logic is at odds with the formation of
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strong reciprocal connections within an assembly in the
first place. The central goal of our study is to charac-
terize the boundary between assembly segregation and
assembly fusion defined in (κ, λ) parameter space.

C. Numerical Exploration of Assembly Fusion or
Segregation.

To begin we divide our network into four sub-
populations defined by the training phase (Fig. 2A). Neu-
rons that receive only stimulus A or B are identified as
population A or B, respectively. Neurons that receive
both stimuli are identified as the overlap population O.
Finally, the inhibitory neurons (which do not receive a
training signal) form the last population I. We separate
E neurons in the overlap from the remaining neurons
in the assemblies since their evolution is distinct from
that of non-overlap E neurons. After sufficient training
(Fig. 2B) the E network organizes itself into clearly de-
marcated A, B, and O populations (Fig. 2C).

The network dissection into {A,B,O, I} prompts us to
define normalized mean variables for the dynamic weights
in the network:

Wαβ =
1

NαNβ

∑
i∈α,j∈β

W ij
αβ

ϵ
∼ O(1),

where α, β ∈ {A,B,O, I}. Because of the symmetry be-
tween the A and B populations only the mean weight vec-
tor Wm = [WAA,WAB ,WAO,WOA,WOO] need be con-
sidered (Fig. 2B). During training the recurrent synapses
within the assemblies show rapid growth (Fig. 2D; WAA,
WOA, WAO, WOO), while the between assembly weights
remain small (Fig. 2D;WAB). The rapid synaptic growth
for within assembly coupling is due to the strong corre-
lating force of the training signals. After training the
spike train correlations become much smaller, and conse-
quently the evolution of the synaptic weights slows signif-
icantly. However, the basic structure of a strong within
(WAA) and weak between (WAB) assembly connectivity
persists. This is the key signature of stable assembly
segregation.

These initial results prompt us to investigate the (κ, λ)
dependence of the dynamics of (WAA(t),WAB(t)) post
training. To begin, we consider the fully causal STDP
learning rule (κ = 1). For both small (λ = 0.1) and large
(λ = 0.6) assembly overlap the mean weight dynamics
post-training preserve the assembly structure embedded
during training (Fig. 3A). This is clear since for both
small and large λ the mean within assembly synaptic
weight WAA continues to grow after training has ceased,
while the mean between assembly weight WAB continues
to decay. By contrast, a fully acausal STDP learning rule
(κ = 0) and large λ lead to assembly fusion (Fig. 3B).
These numerical results show that the temporal struc-
ture of the learning rule L(s) determines the assembly
fate post training. To deepen our understanding of this
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the network model and training
protocol (A) We consider an E − I network model with
two assemblies (A and B) with overlap (O) in the excita-
tory population due to common training signals. The set
{WAA,WAB ,WAO,WOA,WAI} of the key plastic weights are
marked. (B) A raster plot of spiketimes of all neurons during
and after training (C) Visualization of the connectivity be-
tween a subset of the excitatory neurons (D) Dynamics of the
mean averaged weights during and after training.
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rule (κ = 1) , the assemblies remain segregated post training (WAA increases while WAB decreases) for both small and large
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lines consists of the same realization of training and twenty realizations of after training dynamics, the black line represents
the averaged after training dynamics.

dependence we next develop a mean field theory for the
mean synaptic weights Wm.

D. Mean Field Theory of Synaptic Weight
Dynamics

Following past work [28–30, 41, 56], we separate the
slow time scale of weight dynamics from the fast time
scale of the cross-covariance of neuron spike trains to de-
rive a set of self consistent differential equations for the
slow weight evolution.

For our pair-based learning rule L(s), the weight

change ∆W ij
αβ over an interval (t, t+ T ) follows [41]:

∆W ij
αβ =

∫ t+T

t

L(s)
[
yiα(s)y

j
β(t+ s)

]
ds, (6)

where yiα(t) is the spike train of neuron i in population α.
If we take the weight update to be small (i.e. f+, f− <<

O(ϵ)) then |∆W ij
αβ | << |W ij

αβ | and the evolution of W ij
αβ

occurs on a slow timescale, typically minutes to hours.
On this slow timescale the weight dynamics obey [41]:

dW ij
αβ

dt
=

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)

[
riαr

j
β + Cij

αβ(s)
]
ds. (7)

Here riα = ⟨yiα(t)⟩ is the mean firing rate of neuron i in

population α, so that riαr
j
β captures chance spike correla-

tions between neurons i in population α and j in popula-
tion β. The temporal component of learning depends on
the cross-correlation function between spike trains yiα(t)

and yjβ(t) given by Cij
αβ(s) = ⟨(yiα(t)−riα)(y

j
β(t+s)−rjβ)⟩.

The function Cij
αβ(s) describes the mean corrected ex-

pectation of neuron j spiking at a time interval s after
(s > 0) or before (s < 0) a spike from neuron i. Eq.
(7) describes how the slow dynamics of weight dynamics
depend on the statistics of fast timescale spiking activity.
On the fast time timescale of neuronal spiking, we con-

sider the recurrent synaptic connectivity W to be fixed;
W is the full N × N connectivity matrix. To deter-
mine spike train correlations from network connectivity,
we employ linear response theory in the asynchronous
firing regime [29, 30, 57–59]. In this regime, the cross-
correlation is computed as:

C = (I−W ◦K)−1C0(I−W∗ ◦K∗)−1,

where C is the cross-correlation matrix with element
Cij(s), C0 is the auto-correlation matrix of neurons in
steady state, and K describes neural response properties.
A complete derivation is given in Methods sec. IVA.
In our parameter regime of weak connections, we al-
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ways have the eigenspectrum of the effective matrix sat-
isfies ρ(W◦K) < 1, so we can expand the inverse matrix
(and its complex conjugate) as its Neumann’s Series:

(I−W ◦K)−1 =

∞∑
k=0

(W ◦K)k. (8)

Inserting the expansion Eq. (8) into Eq. (7), group-
ing terms by connectivity motifs qmotif

αβ (Wm) and taking
the mean over synapses yields mean-field equations for
population-averaged weights:

dWαβ

dt
=

∑
motif

Smotif
αβ qmotif

αβ (Wm). (9)

The coefficient Smotif quantifies a motif’s influence on
plasticity through the integration:

Smotif
αβ =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)Mmotif

αβ (s)ds, (10)

where Mmotif
αβ (s) represents the response kernel charac-

terizing how the motif affects the connection Wαβ .

The motif kernels Mmotif
αβ (s) depend on the cellu-

lar/synaptic response Kα and the auto-covariance C0
α

(see Methods sec. IVA). The homeostatic rule for in-
hibitory plasticity forces the excitatory neurons to fire at
the target firing rate rE = rtargetE [29, 50]. This means
the response kernels Kα ≈ KE and the auto-covariance
C0

α ≈ C0
E are approximately the same for all the ex-

citatory neurons, irrespective of their assembly associa-
tion. Thus, the motif kernels Mmotif

αβ (s) do not depend

on α, β ∈ {A,B,O} in the excitatory populations, and
rather can all be described by α = β = E.

An important observation is the linear dependence of
the motif coefficients Smotif , and consequently the weight
dynamics dWαβ/dt, on the STDP rule L(s), as evident
from Eqs. (9) and (10). By definition, L(s) scales with
small weight updates (f+, f−) over short timescales and
with the weights themselves over long timescales. There-
fore, when Eq. (9) is computed over long timescales,
Smotif ∼ O(1/N). However, due to the linear depen-
dency, we can introduce a renormalization of L(s) as
L(s)/ϵ while preserving the form of Eq. (9). This renor-
malization ensures that L(s) ∼ O(1), consistent with the
mean-field renormalization of Wαβ . For simplicity, we
maintain the notation L(s) for the renormalized func-
tion.

E. Circuit Motif Derivation of the Evolution of
Synaptic Weights

To derive a closed form dynamical system for Wm we
only consider up to the second order motifs in Eq. (9).

1. Zeroth order motif

The zeroth order motif is defined by q0EE = p0r
2
E and

M0 = 1. Thus, the coefficient S0 is determined only by
the integration of the STDP curve: S0 =

∫
L(s)ds. This

term captures the synaptic plasticity owing to chance
and unstructured pre- and post-synaptic spiking activity.
Since the higher order terms involve synaptic connections
then they scale with ϵ = 1/N << 1. Without any con-
straints on L(s) the zeroth order term p0r

2S0 ∼ O(1)
(since p0r

2 ∼ O(1)) and would dominate the weight dy-
namics in Eq. (9) so that WAB ≈ p0r

2ϵ−1S0t [30]. This
would lead to uninteresting synaptic dynamics, where
only rapid assembly fusion or assembly decay are pos-
sible solutions. As a consequence, throughout our work
we enforce the following constraint on L(s):

p0r
2S0 ∼ O(ϵ) =⇒ S0 =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)ds ∼ O(ϵ). (11)

This permits higher order terms in Eq. (9) to contribute
to the growth or decay of the synaptic weights. Bio-
logically, constraint (11) amounts to the depression and
potentiation components of the STDP rule canceling to
O(ϵ).

2. First order motifs

The first order motifs include direct feedforward con-
nections β → α and feedback paths α → β with corre-
sponding response kernels:

qfαβ = ϵWαβ ; Mf (s) = KE ∗ C0
E(s),

qbαβ = ϵp0Wβα; M b(s) = C0
E ∗K−

E (s).
(12)

The negative superscript indicates reversed time
K−(s) = K(−s) coming from the inverse Fourier trans-
form of the complex conjugate. The p0 in qbαβ captures
the probability of a backwards connection from popula-
tions β to α. The forwards and backwards first order

coefficients Sf
E and Sb

E are then given by:

Sf =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)

(
KE ∗ C0

E

)
(s)ds,

Sb =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)(C0

E ∗K−
E )(s)ds.

(13)

3. Second order motifs

The second order motifs include common inputs α ←
γ → β from another population γ, and feedforwad chains
β → γ → α and backward chains α→ γ → β through an
intermediary population γ. The corresponding response
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kernels are respectively:

M cc
γ (s) = (KE ∗ C0

γ ∗K−
E )(s),

Mfc
γ (s) = (KE ∗Kγ ∗ C0

E)(s),

M bc
γ (s) = (C0

E ∗K−
γ ∗K−

E (s).

We distinguish the kernels by the intermediate popula-
tion γ ∈ {E, I}. This is because while the homeostatic
inhibitory plasticity makes it that excitatory populations
α, β ∈ {A,B,O} all have the same response proper-
ties, those of the inhibitory and excitatory populations
may differ (i.e in general we have KE(s) ̸= KI(s) and
C0

E(s) ̸= C0
I (s)). From these kernels, we compute the

second order motif coefficients as:

Scc
γ =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)

(
KE ∗ C0

γ ∗K−
E

)
(s)ds,

Sfc
γ =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)(KE ∗Kγ ∗ C0

E)(s)ds,

Sbc
γ =

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)(C0

E ∗K−
γ ∗K−

E )(s)ds.

(14)

In what follows, the coefficients for forward chain and
backward chains always appear as a sum Sfb = Sfc+Sbc,
and we use Sfb for simplicity of exposition.
Finally, the full second order motifs terms are:∑

cc,fb

qmotif
αβ (Wm) =

+ ϵp0(S
cc + Sfb)

[(
γE − λ

2

)
Fαβ(Wm) + λWαOWOα

]
+ ϵp0γI(S

cc
I WαIWβI + Sfb

I WαIWIE).

(15)

The second order terms are distinguished by the function
Fαβ(W) which captures the two pathway common inputs
to the post-synaptic population α that originate in the
pre-synaptic population β:

FAA(Wm) = W 2
AA +W 2

AB ;

A→ A→ A and A→ B → A,

FAB(Wm) = 2WAAWAB ;

B → A→ A (×2),
FAO(Wm) = WAAWAO +WABWAO;

O → A→ A and O → B → A,

FOA(Wm) = WAAWOA +WABWOA;

A→ A→ O and A→ B → O,

FOO(Wm) = 2W 2
OA;

O → A→ O (×2).

In the above we have assumed symmetry in the weight
evolution with WBA = WAB , WOB = WOA and WBO =
WAO. We remark that the term λWαOWOα results from
the α→ O → β and β → O → α pathways and uses the
above mentioned symmetries.

The final term in Eq. (15) captures how correlated
activity induced by common inhibition drives Wαβ dy-
namics. In principle, we should have another two dy-
namical weights WAI and WOI and analyze a full seven
dimensional mean field. However, as in [29], we take
the timescale of homeostatic inhibition to be much faster
than that of excitatory learning (1/ϵ). This allows inhi-
bition to adiabatically track the excitatory weights and
maintain control of the excitatory firing rate rE . We can
write WAI = WBI by symmetry and WOI in terms of
the excitatory weights and the steady state firing rates
rE and rI :

WAI = µdiff
A − rE

rIγI

[(γE − λ

2

)
(WAA +WAB) + λWAO

]
,

WOI = µdiff
O − rE

rIγI

[
(γE − λ)WOA + λWOO

]
.

(16)

Here, µdiff
α is a constant bias that determines the in-

hibitory weight strength needed for neuron population
α to maintain its target firing rate rdiffα , as specified by
the inhibitory plasticity rule, when receiving only exter-
nal background input rextα without excitatory input. A
detailed derivation of inhibitory connection strengthWαI

is provided in Methods sec. IVC.

4. Self consistent mean field theory for Wm

Truncating Eq. (9) at second order and inserting
Eqs. (11), (12) and (15) gives the evolution equation for
the generic weight Wαβ (α, β ∈ {A,B,O}) as:

dWαβ

dt
= p0r

2
ES

0/ϵ+ (SfWαβ + p0S
b ·Wβα)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[(
γE − λ

2

)
Fαβ(Wm) + λWαOWOα

]
+ p0γI(S

cc
I WαIWβI + Sfb

I WαIWIE).

(17)

Recall that S0 ∼ O(ϵ) (Eq. 11) so that, in principle, all
terms on the right hand side of Eq. (17) can contribute
to the dynamics of Wm.
Eqs. (16) and (17) constitute a self consistent mean

field theory for the evolution of mean synaptic weights
Wm. The influence of overlap parameter λ is explicit in
the second order terms in Eq. (17). However, the influ-
ence of the causality of the learning rule L(s) given by κ
is more subtle. The derivation of Eq. (17) is based on the
separation of the fast timescale of spiking activity from
the slow timescale of synaptic plasticity. As in many
fast-slow systems analyses, the fast system is connected
to the slow system via a temporal averaging of the fast
system. This averaging is expressed in the calculations of
the motif coefficients S in Eqs. (11), (13) and (14) where
L(s) (and hence κ) appear.
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We remark that our mean field theory ignores that the
operating point of the network about which we linearize
in principle depends on the weight matrix Wm, and thus
the kernel KE(s) and the autocorrelation function C0

E(s)
would also depend on L(s). However, in practice the
inhibitory plasticity ensures that the E neurons firing
rates remain at their target value irrespective of W (Ap-
pendix. IVC, See also [29, 50]). Because of this home-
ostasis the linearization point is roughly independent of
the recurrent weights, and thusKE(s) and C0

E(s) are also
independent of L(s) [29]. This simplifies the analysis of
assembly fate considerably.

In the next section we use our mean field theory to
study the (κ, λ) dependence of assembly dynamics post
training.

F. How Motif Coefficients Depend on the Learning
Rule

We begin our analysis by considering the forward mo-
tif coefficient Sf . The response/synaptic kernel K(s) is
weighted towards positive lag s, where the pre-synaptic
neuron j fires before the post-synaptic neuron i (Fig. 4A,
top). The causal (κ = 1) STDP rule L(s) strictly poten-
tiates for s > 0, so that the combination of K(s) and
L(s) leads to a large potentiation component (large yel-
low box in Fig. 4A, top). The backwards coefficient Sb is
the same as Sf except that it is biased towards the spike
train correlations where post-synaptic neuron i fires be-
fore pre-synaptic neuron j, given by the kernel K−(s).
This occurs for s < 0 and results in a large depression
component for the causal L(s) rule (Fig. 4A, middle-top).
A similar argument applies for Sf and Sb with the

acasual (κ = 0) learning rule L(s) (Fig. 4B, top and top-
middle). The one distinction is that both Sf and Sb show
potentiation (i.e > 0) for the acausal rule. This is due to
the temporal overlap of spike train correlations and the
narrow potentation component of the acausal L(s) for
small |s|. However, the key distinction between assembly
dynamics with causal or acausal learning occurs with the
second order terms of our theory.

Unlike the correlations through mono-synaptic forward
and backward connections, the correlations in the spike
trains from neurons i and j that are induced by common
inputs are symmetric across lag s. This is true for the di-
rect common input term Scc (Fig. 4A, B, middle-bottom)
and when we combine the forward and backward chain
terms Sfb = Sfc +Sbc, the effective correlations are also
symmetric (Fig. 4A, B, bottom).

The causal STDP rule (κ = 1) is such that L(s) is
almost an odd function (in s). In this case, if S0 =∫∞
−∞ L(s;κ = 1)ds ∼ O(ϵ), then when L(s) is integrated

against the even motif kernel functions Kcc(s) = KE ∗
C0

E ∗K
−
E (s) we obtain:

Scc =

∫ ∞

−∞
Kcc(s)L(s;κ = 1)ds ∼ O(ϵ).

This assumes that the timescales of Kcc(s) are not much
faster than those of L(s) (i.e. τs ∼ τ+ ∼ τ−) so that O(1)
differences in L(s) for ±s→ 0 do not dominate Scc. The
same is true for the chain term Sfb. Consequently, the
coefficients Scc and Sfb are much smaller than Sf and
Sb (very small yellow boxes in Fig. 4A, middle-bottom
and bottom). These small Scc coefficients imply that the
dynamics of Wαβ in Eq. (17) is effectively linear, since
the quadratic terms are negligible for reasonable values
of Wαβ .

By contrast, when the STDP learning rule is fully
acausal (κ = 0) then L(s) is an even function (over s).
Consequently, when L(s) is integrated against the even
and narrow spike train correlations from common inputs
we have:

Scc =

∫ ∞

−∞
Kcc(s)L(s;κ = 0)ds ∼ O(1)

This requires that Kcc(s) primarily overlaps the po-
tentiation component of L(s); if that is the case then
Scc ∼ O(1) even when S0 ∼ O(ϵ). The result is sizable
Scc and Sfb coefficients (purple boxes in Fig. 4B, middle-
bottom and bottom), especially for Scc. The same argu-
ment and conclusion holds for the coefficients Scc

I and

Sfb
I . Thus, for acausal learning the quadratic terms in

Eq. (17) may contribute to the overall dynamics of as-
sembly structure. We explore this possibility in the next
section.

G. Causal/Acausal Learning Allows Assembly
Segregation/Fusion for Large Overlap

We have established that for the causal STDP rule the
quadratic terms in Eq. (17) are negligible (due to small
coefficients Scc and Sfb). Since the overlap parameter λ
only appears in the quadratic terms, then for networks
with causal STDP assembly overlap is expected to have
minimal impact on post training assembly dynamics. In
particular, if during training we embed segregated assem-
blies where WAB < WAA and they persist post training
for λ = 0, then they should persist across a broad range
of λ > 0 as well. This prediction is validated through
simulations of the full spiking model network, as well as
the associated mean field theory in Eqs. (16) and (17)
and across a range of λ (Fig. 5A). We note the excellent
agreement between the trial averaged simulations of our
spiking network with plastic synapses (N = 1000 and
p0 = 0.1 so approximately 1× 105 synapses) and our five
dimensional mean field theory in Eq. (17) (compare red
and black curves in Fig. 5A).

By contrast to networks with causal learning, networks
with acausal STDP have non-negligible coefficients for
the quadratic (disynaptic) terms in the mean field theory
in Eq. (17). For small λ and if sufficient training is given
so that WAA is significantly larger that WAB at the con-
clusion of training, then the assemblies will remain seg-
regated post training (Fig. 5B, top). However, for larger
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FIG. 4. Motif coefficients for assembly weight dynamics for the causal (κ = 1) and acausal (κ = 0) STDP rules. (A) Calculation
of the S coefficients for causal STDP. Each coefficient is the integral of the product of the STDP rule L(s) = Lc(s) with the
appropriate spike train covariance component (left plot). The yellow boxes are a relative comparison of the magnitude of the
four coefficients. (B) same as (A) but for acausal STDP L(s) = Lac(s). We note for the acausl rule that the second order motif
coefficients (Scc and Sfb) are comparable to the first order coefficients (Sf and Sb). The coefficients Smotif here are very small
because we compute them in the fast timescale, where the unit is milliseconds.

overlap λ the common term λWAOWOA in Eq. (17) can
dominate the disynaptic interactions, and this term is
symmetric across the evolution of both WAA and WAB .
Consequently, this will promote growth for both within
and between assembly weights, so that assembly fusion
occurs (Fig. 5B, bottom).

In sum, we see that the influence of common inputs can
cause assembly fusion if the learning rule L(s) is acausal
and the assembly overlap is large. We explore this result
in the next section.

H. The Boundary Between Assembly Segregation
and Fusion

The fate of assembly training (segregation versus
fusion) is determined from the growth or decay of

the between assembly mean weight WAB . To give
deeper insight into the mechanics of assembly segre-
gation/fusion we consider the approximated dynamical
system where Wm = [WAA,WAB ,WAO,WOA,WOO] =
[Wmax,WAB ,Wmax,Wmax,Wmax]. This amounts to as-
suming that the within and overlap assembly weights
evolve to a large (maximal) value Wmax and we are left
considering only the one dimensional dynamics of the
mean between assembly weights WAB . Under this re-
duction we can write the following dynamics for WAB :

dWAB

dt
= k0 + k1WAB + k2W

2
AB . (18)

Here the coefficients k0, k1 and k2 are given by:



11

WAA WAB

= 
0.

5
= 

0.
34

= 
0.

2

0 30 (min)
0.8

1

1.3

0.8

1

1.3

0.8

1

1.3

0 30 (min)

8

9

10

8

9

10

8

9

10

B

WAA

WAA WAB

WAB

A

theory
sim (avg of trials)
sim (single trial)

acausal

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

8

10

12

8

10

12

8

10

12

causal

WAB

WAB

WAB

WAA

WAA

WAA

time 0 30 (min)0 30 (min)

FIG. 5. Almost linear assembly weight dynamics for the causal STDP rule (κ = 1) and the nonlinear (quadratic) dynamics for
acausal (κ = 0) STDP rule. (A) Comparison between theory and simulation for the within assembly weight WAA and between
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rule L(s) = Lac(s).

k0 = p0r
2S0/ϵ+ p0γIS

cc
I

(
D2

0

)
+ p0γIS

fb
I

(
D0WIE

)
+ p0

(
Scc + Sfb

)
λW 2

max.

k1 =
(
Sf + p0 S

b
)
+ p0γIS

cc
I

(
−2D0 D1

)
+ p0γIS

fb
I

(
−D1 WIE

)
+ p0

(
Scc + Sfb

)(
γE − λ

)
Wmax.

k2 = p0γIS
cc
I D2

1,

Here we introduce two hyperparameters D0, D1 for sim-
plicity:

D0 = µdiff
A − rE

rIγI

[ (γE − λ)(1 + λ)

2

]
Wmax,

D1 =
rtargetE (γE − λ)

2rIγI
,

whereD1 is a positive constant andD0 is an intermediate
variable that depends on Wmax. Both coefficients exhibit
clear dependence on the overlap ratio λ. The O(1) scal-
ing of these coefficients, combined with WAB ∼ O(1),
ensures that all terms in Eq. (18) maintain O(1) scaling.
We assume that when training terminates (at t = 0), the
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L(s;κ = 1) where the threshold is independent of λ. The blue dashed line is for the acausal rule L(s;κ = 0) where as overlap
λ increases W t
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(18) and the solid lines are from simulations of our full spiking network. The top row is for the acausal rule for L(s), while the
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initial condition for the between-assembly weight is set
to WAB(0) < Wmax.

When the STDP learning L(s) is causal (κ = 1) then
all second order motif can be ignored (i.e Scc, Sfb, Scc

I ,

and Sfb
I are all approximately 0). This makes k2 ≈ 0,

k1 = Sf + p0S
b > 0 and k0 = p0S

0(rtargetE )2/ϵ < 0 (since
S0 < 0 for our choice of L(s)). For this system there is a
unstable (threshold) point W t

AB = −k0/k1, where for ini-
tial condition WAB(0) > W t

AB then WAB(t) grows, while
for WAB(0) < W t

AB then WAB(t) decays. Importantly,
for κ = 1 we have that k0 and k1 are independent of the
overlap parameter λ, and consequently so is the thresh-
old W t

AB (Fig. 6A, green curve). Thus, for training that
drives WAB(0) < W t

AB , then after training we will have
assembly segregation independent of λ (Fig. 6B; green
curves).

For acausal STDP learning (L(s) with κ = 0), the
coefficients k0 and k1 take more complex forms and
k2 > 0. Specifically, all coefficients k0, k1 and k2 de-
pend on the overlap parameter λ and second order motif
coefficients Smotif and by extension also on the causal-
ity parameter κ. Notably, the zeroth order motif coeffi-
cient S0 < 0 remains largely independent of other terms
in k0, allowing us to select parameter regimes where
k0 < 0. Under these conditions, the quadratic equation
k2W

2
AB +k1WAB +k0 = 0 yields two real roots: one pos-

itive and one negative. Since k2 > 0, the positive root is
an unstable fixed pointW t

AB , again establishing a thresh-

old between potentiation and depression of WAB . In our
model, W t

AB decreases with increasing λ, as the overlap
population facilitates the growth of WAB (Fig.6A, blue
curve). Consequently, at large overlap values λ, when
WAB(0) > W t

AB , assembly fusion occurs (Fig.6B, blue
curves). This relationship between overlap and fusion
is robust across a broad range of parameters and is not
specific to our parameter choice.

Generally, for κ not equal to 0 or 1, the STDP rule
L(s) = κLc(s) + (1 − κ)Lac(s) would be a combination
of these two cases. We notice that all the S coefficients
are linear in L(s), and hence also linear in κ. Conse-
quently, the mean weights dynamics are merely linear
combinations of the dynamics for the weights when κ = 1
and κ = 0. Thus, for κ ∈ (0, 1) we do not expect new
dynamics, and expect only the threshold W t

AB to be of
interest. For arbitrary (κ, λ) we can compute the thresh-
old W t

AB(κ, λ) and compare it to the initial condition:
WAB(0)−W t

AB(κ, λ). This gives us a boundary in (κ, λ)
parameter space that separates the assembly fates of fu-
sion and segregation (Fig. 7, red curve). We see that
for large overlap λ then for sufficiently acausal L(s) rules
we have the fusion state. By contrast, for sufficiently
causal L(s) rules we will never have a fusion state even
for λ → γE (of course for λ = γE = 0.8 the notion of
segregation versus fusion is moot).
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III. DISCUSSION

Following previous work [26, 29, 30], we derived a
low dimensional dynamical system describing the mean
weight dynamics of a weakly coupled network of spik-
ing neuron models whose synapses obey a spike timing
dependent plasticity (STDP) rule. We used this low-
dimensional mean field theory to analyze how the stabil-
ity of trained assembly structure depends on the combi-
nation of assembly overlap and the degree of causality in
the STDP learning rule. A causal STDP rule suppresses
fusion dynamics and allows assemblies to stay segregated
regardless of the overlap size. This was not the case for
acausal STDP rules, where for sufficient assembly overlap
a fused assembly would develop after training.

The key difference between assembly stability with
causal versus acausal STDP rules is how they treat com-
mon input projections to neuron pairs between assem-
blies. The coefficients for the weight dynamics character-
izing how the common input motifs affect the dynamics
is computed as an integral of the product of the STDP
rule and filtered spike train auto-covariance, of which the
latter is an even function. For causal STDP rules, which
are close to odd functions, this product is an odd func-
tion so the integral is near zero. This makes the weight
dynamics unaffected by the common inputs coming from
the overlap group. By contrast, an acausal STDP curve
is close to an even function, so that its product with auto-
covariance is also even, and hence common input effects
cannot be ignored. As a result fused assemblies can occur
for sufficiently large assembly overlap.

A. Rate-Based versus Timing-Based Synaptic
Learning

While STDP learning is inherently temporal, the de-
gree of synaptic potentiation compared to depression is
well known to depend on the firing rates of the pre- and
post-synaptic neurons [18, 60, 61]. Biologically realistic
STDP learning rules based on voltage or calcium dynam-
ics capture the rate dependence of STDP [40, 62]. When
these realistic learning rules are used then the strong re-
ciprocal coupling between neuron pairs that is the ba-
sis of assembly structure can be embedded in networks
of spiking neuron models [63, 64]. However, the com-
plexity of these plasticity rules make a comprehensive
theory of assembly formation in spiking systems difficult
to formulate. Alternatively, models that consider sim-
ple, phenomological STDP rules which depend only on
the relative timing of pre- and post-synaptic spiking are
amenable to mean field treatments [26, 30, 56].

The mechanisms behind the formation and stability of
assembly structure with rate-based [63, 64] and timing-
based plasticity are distinct. In a rate-based scenario,
coordinated high firing rates for neurons within an as-
sembly is a necessary condition for potentiation of within
assembly synapses. However, due to balanced recurrent
inhibition only a subset of assemblies can have access to
high firing rates at a given time. A consequence of this
is that training can only be achieved through giving sig-
nals sequentially, so that coordinated high firing rates can
drive potentiation for synapses within the same assem-
bly and low firing rates can drive depression for synapses
between neuron pairs in different assemblies. In our tem-
poral framework, the formation of the assembly struc-
ture depends on the strong spike time covariance within
assemblies due to correlated stimuli (or feedforward in-
puts). Because of this the training of different assemblies
can occur simultaneously, as opposed to sequentially.

The stability of the assembly structure during spon-
taneous activity after training also differs between rate-
based and timing-based learning. In the rate-based sce-
nario, the trained structure is an multi-attractor state,
and the assembly structure maintains itself through ran-
dom activation of different assemblies (attractor states),
ultimately reinforcing the learned structure [63]. In the
spike-timing-based scenario, it is the strong spike train
correlations within assemblies due to strong recurrent
connections that reinforce the learned structure. Hence,
the assembly structure reinforces itself even when all neu-
rons fire at approximately the same firing rate.

A common criticism purely timing-based learning is
that for non-trivial weight dynamics to occur we require
the STDP curve to be roughly balanced between poten-
tiation and depression (i.e S0 =

∫∞
−∞ L(s)ds ∼ O(ϵ)).

This may occur for a restricted range of pre- and post-
synaptic neuron firing rates [60, 63], yet in general is not
guaranteed. Rate-based or the recently coined behavioral
timescale plasticity mechanisms [17] are more robust, and
do not require fine tuning of the plasticity rule. Nonethe-
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less, in all cases network learning requires access to both
potentiation and depression mechanics, else all synaptic
connections will become homogeneous in strength. The
requirement that S0 ∼ O(ϵ) for STDP learning simply
has this fact being satisfied for statistically stationary
spike trains.

Finally, the STDP models employed in our work are
phenomenological ones where ∆W is additive (Eq. 6),
meaning that it does not depend on W . In general for
such models weight dynamics either increases to the up-
per bound or depresses to zero [65, 66], which is inconsis-
tent with unimodal and long-tailed weight distributions
typically observed in experiments [67, 68]. Multiplicative
STDP learning does not have this failure [66], however
such a rule does not permit the motif-based mean field
theory we use in our study [30]. Further modifications
could be done by introducing axonal or dendritic delays
or weight-dependence of plasticity which can yield weight
distributions more closely resembling those observed in
neural tissue [65, 66, 69–71]. Additionally, our conclusion
is made for the phenomenological shape of the STDP
rule, the comparison to more realistic synaptic plastic-
ity rules, such as triple STDP or calcium-based models
[40, 61] remains to be analyzed.

B. Overlap Capacity

The stability of overlapping assemblies has been re-
cently explored by Manz and colleagues [31] in networks
with acausal excitatory STDP. Their work suggests that
stable assembly structures with overlap can emerge un-
der specific conditions: either when neurons maintain
appropriate spontaneous firing rates or when most neu-
rons participate in multiple assemblies with similar sat-
uration levels. Our study is complementary and focuses
on how the temporal structure of the STDP learning rule
affects the maximal tolerated overlap. In particular, we
have shown that overlap is much more tolerated when the
STDP learning rule is causal, as opposed to the acausal
rule used in [31].

In our study we only considered two symmetric assem-
blies with a common overlap, which is the simplest case.
Applying the same derivation to the case of multiple as-
semblies with different population sizes would result in
a larger dimensional mean field theory. We would need
to allow for the case that WAB ̸= WBA, and for a three
population network we would have four overlap popula-
tions to model: OAB , OBC , OAC and OABC . However,
all the dynamical equations for Wαβ would have a simi-
lar form as our two assemblies case yet with extra terms
corresponding to common input through weak connec-
tions from other assemblies. Nevertheless, the motif co-
efficients Scc, Sfc, and Sbc would still be the same. Hence
our theoretical framework could be extended to multiple
assemblies and our general conclusion likely still holds.

Considering multiple assemblies then begs the ques-
tion of assembly capacity: how many assemblies of size

M < N can be embedded into a network of N neurons
and remain segregated post training? This question is
distinct, but related, to more classic studies of memory
capacity in recurrent networks [36, 37]. For instance, in
Hopfield networks capacity is measured by many input
patterns can be stored in the recurrent weight matrix
and reliably retrieved [72, 73]. In standard Hopfield net-
works all neurons contribute to the storage of each input
pattern and hence the pattern ‘overlap’ is significant (or
complete). In our network model capacity could be mea-
sured by an assembly population’s ability to perform pat-
tern completion and pattern segregation of inputs that
are coherent with the training set [63, 74]. Assembly fu-
sion would certainly compromise pattern segregation, as
now inputs to assembly α would also activate assembly β
through the strong α → β wiring. This research avenue
will be pursued in future studies.

IV. METHODS

A. Diffusion-based theory for first and second
order spike train statistics

We present the method used to derive spike train fir-
ing rates and cross-correlations in our network model.
For large networks, the recurrent input to neuron i in
population α can be treated using a diffusion approxi-
mation:

Iiα(t) =
∑

β=E,I

Nβ∑
j=1

W ij
αβ(t) ·

(
Jsyn ∗ yjβ(t)

)
≈ µi

rec(t) + σi
rec(t)ξ

i(t).

Here we drop the population α notation for ease of ex-
position. In brief, the recurrent input is replaced by
a white noise process with time-varying noise strength
(time-changed Brownian motion). The external input
Iiext is similarly modeled as white noise (Wiener process)
Iiext = µext

α + σext
α ξiα(t) (see Eq. 2). The sum of these

two independent stochastic processes yields a white noise
with time-varying strength [75], resulting in the voltage
equation for neuron i in population α (modified from
Eq. 1):

τ
dV i

dt
=(EL − V i) + ∆T exp

(V i − VT

∆T

)
+ µi(t)

+ σi(t)
√
2τξi(t).

(19)

The mean input µ(t) and noise strength σ(t) are given
by:

µi(t) = µext + µi
rec(t),

σi(t) =

√
σ2
ext + (σi

rec)
2(t)

2τ
≈ σext√

2τ
.

The approximation for σi(t) holds because σi
rec ∼ O(ϵ)

when recurrent connections are weak.



15

The voltage equation is a Langevin equation, whose
probability distribution P (V, t) obeys a corresponding
Fokker-Planck equation:

∂P

∂t
(V i, t) =

∂P

∂V i

(
V i − µ(t) +

σ2(t)

2

∂P

∂V i

)
with boundary conditions:

P (Vth−, t) = P (Vre+, t)− P (Vre−, t) = 0,

J(Vth−, t) = J(Vre+, t)− J(Vre−, t) = ri(t).

These conditions arise from the threshold and reset mech-
anism, with ri(t) being the firing rate of neuron i at time
t.
To compute temporal mean firing rates and cross-

correlations, we assume the network operates near a
steady state with small fluctuations. This approach sep-
arates the input to each neuron into static and dynamic
components:

µi(t) = µi + µ̃i(t),

where µi represents the time-averaged input and µ̃i(t)
satisfies

∫∞
0

µ̃i(s)ds = 0. We again assume the variance

remains approximately static, σi ≈ σext.
Following [76, 77] we could compute the steady-state

firing rates ri0 given the mean input µi and diffusion pa-
rameter σext:

ri0 = f(µi, σext)

by numerically solving the Fokker-Planck equation. Since
neurons within each subpopulation α share identical pa-
rameters except for µi, their transfer functions are equiv-
alent:

ri0 = fα(µ
i, σext)

for neuron i in subpopulation α ∈ {A,B,O, I}.
The mean input current µi depends on both external

and recurrent inputs, which in turn depend on the re-
current weights W and firing rates r0. This leads to a
self-consistent system of equations:

r0 = f(r0;W, σext)

where the weights W evolve slowly enough to be treated
as static parameters.

The firing rates can be obtained by integrating the
auxiliary differential equations [78]:

ṙi = −ri + fα(µ
i, σext)

until reaching a fixed point ṙi = 0, starting from an initial
guess rinitial. This method effectively estimates individ-
ual neuron firing rates under weak connections embedded
in white noise. Our theoretical predictions align with
simulation results, particularly in showing that homeo-
static PV plasticity drives excitatory neurons toward the
target rate rtargetE .

To compute the spike train cross-covariances we em-
ploy a linear response analysis of the Fokker-Planck equa-
tion. When presented with a small input perturbation
Iϵ(t), the firing rate response can be approximated as
Iϵ ∗ χr(t), where χr(t) is the response kernel computed
numerically from the Fokker-Planck equation [76, 77].
In the frequency domain this becomes Iϵ(ω)χr(ω), for

frequency variable ω. For small fluctuations µ̃i(t), we can
apply this to mean-corrected spike trains [29, 58]:

yi(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
(yi(t)− ri0)e

−2πiωtdt.

Following [57, 58] we decompose the spike train as:

yi(ω) = yi0(ω) + χi(ω)µ̃i(ω)

= yi0(ω) + χi(ω)

N∑
j=1

W ijJsyn(ω)y
j(ω),

(20)

where χi(ω) represents the Fourier transform of the re-
sponse kernel and Jsyn(ω) is the Fourier transform of the
synaptic filter.
For matrix notation simplicity, we define the effective

interaction matrix [29, 58]:

K(ω) =
[
χi(ω)J ij

syn(ω)
]

(21)

allowing us to rewrite Eq. (20) as:

y = y0 +W ◦K(ω) · y

y =
(
I−W ◦K(ω)

)−1 · y0

The cross-covariance in the frequency domain is then:

C(ω) =
〈
y(ω) · y∗(ω)

〉
=

(
I−W ◦K(ω)

)−1
C0(ω)

(
I− (W ◦K(ω))∗

)−1

(22)

where C0(ω) is the Fourier transform of the mean-
subtracted auto-correlation. Given that weights W
evolve on a much slower timescale than spiking activity,
we can treat them as static when computing C(s;W).
Our simulation results confirm that this linear response
approach provides accurate estimates of cross-covariance
in our network model.

B. Mean field dynamics of population averaged
synaptic weights

In this section we derive the mean field
equations of all the averaged weights Wm =
[WAA,WAB ,WAO,WOA,WOO]. After training the
network is dissected into four populations {A,B,O, I}.
We recall that we have introduced the overlap ra-
tio λ = NO

N , and excitatory and inhibitory ratios

γE = NE

N , γI = NI

N . Notice here population O contains
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all the neurons in the overlap between two assemblies,
and population A or B contain only the neurons in the
assembly A or B respectively, but not in the overlap part.
Hence the number of neurons in these two populations
equals to NA = NB = γE−λ

2 N .
We define the mean variables for synaptic weights from

population β to α as:

Wαβ =
1

NαNβ

∑
i∈α

∑
j∈β

W ij
αβ

ϵ
∼ O(1).

We apply the methods introduced in Sec. IID to expand
the cross-covariance in its Neumann Series and truncate
at the second order motifs. We take the term correspond-
ing to the common chain i ← k → j motifs (cc) as an

example, which evaluates to:

∫ ∞

−∞
L(s)Ccc(s)ds =

ϵ · p0Scc
[(γE − λ

2

)
(WαAWβA +WαBWβB)+

λWβOWβO + γIWαIWβI

]
.

Other terms are also approximated by ordinary differen-
tial equations of Wm with parameter λ.

Applying the same process and we have a set of mean-
field equations of Wm:

dWAB

dt
= p0r

2S0/ϵ+WAB(S
f + p0S

b) + p0γI(S
cc
I W 2

AI + Sfb
I WAIWIE)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[
(γE − λ)WAAWAB + λWAOWOA

]
dWAA

dt
= p0r

2S0/ϵ+WAA(S
f + p0S

b) + p0γI(S
cc
I W 2

I + Sfb
I WAIWIE)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[(γE − λ

2

)
(W 2

AA +W 2
AB) + λWAOWOA

]
dWOO

dt
= p0r

2S0/ϵ+WOO(S
f + p0S

b) + p0γI(S
cc
I W 2

OI + Sfb
I WOIWIE)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[
(γE − λ)W 2

OA + λW 2
OO

]
dWAO

dt
= p0r

2S0/ϵ+ (SfWAOS
f + p0S

bWOA) + p0γI(S
cc
I WAIWOI + Sfb

I WAIWIE)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[(γE − λ

2

)
(WAAWAO +WABWAO) + λWAOWOO

]
dWOA

dt
= p0r

2S0/ϵ+ (SfWOA + p0S
bWAO) + p0γI(S

cc
I WAIWOI + Sfb

I WOIWIE)

+ p0(S
cc + Sfb)

[(γE − λ

2

)
(WAAWOA +WABWOA) + λWAOWOA

]

And the inhibitory synaptic weights follow the linear re- lationship as described in Methods IVC:

WAI =
µtarget
E − µext

A

rIγI
− rE

rpγI

[(γE − λ

2

)
(WAA +WAB) + λWAO

]
,

WOI =
µtarget
E − µext

O

rIγI
− rE

rpγI

[
(γE − λ)(WOA) + λWOO

]
.

Here, the first term (µtarget
E − µext

A )/(rIγI), denoted as µdiff
E for brevity before, determines the inhibitory weight
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strength required for excitatory neurons to maintain their
target firing rate rdiffα when receiving only external back-
ground input rextα without excitatory input. This rela-
tionship is maintained through homeostatic inhibitory
plasticity [29, 50]. A detailed derivation is provided in
Methods IVC.

C. Inhibitory STDP and homeostatic control of
firing rates

In this section, we describe how inhibitory synaptic
weights from I neurons to E neurons (W ij

EI) evolve under
STDP. The inhibitory plasticity rule combines two com-
ponents: a timing-dependent function and pre-synaptic
spike-induced depression.

The homeostatic STDP function is defined for lag s =
tpost − tpre as:

Lh(s) = fh exp
(
−|s|
τh

)
.

Here fh < 0 is the update step size and τh is the
STDP decay time constant. Additionally, each pre-
synaptic spike triggers synaptic depression with magni-
tude dh > 0:

W ij
EI →W ij

EI + dh.

This plasticity model induces a target firing rate rtargetE ,
defined by the relationship between depression and po-
tentiation:

rtargetE = − dh

2fhτh
.

rtargetE > 0 is ensured by dh > 0 and fh < 0. After av-
eraging over neuronal populations, the weight evolution
equation reduces to:

dWαI

dt
= pEIS

0
EI ·rI

[
rtargetE −rα

]
+
∑
motif

Smotif·qmotif
αβ (Wm)

where S0
EI = 2fhτh < 0 ∼ O(1). Since the motif terms

are O(ϵ), the leading-order dynamics depend primarily
on the firing rates rI and rE .
The mean firing rate of excitatory neurons α ∈

{A,B,O} follows:

rα = fE(µα, σα)

µα = µext +
∑
γ

NγWαγrγ +NIWαprI

where fE(µ, σ) is a monotonically increasing transfer
function. For a given noise intensity σext, there exists an
input µtarget

E such that rtargetE = fE(µ
target
E , σext). Analy-

sis of the dynamics shows that:

dWαI

dt
=

(
pαIS

0
EIrh · f ′(µ̃, σ)

)(
µα − µtarget

E

)
+O(ϵ).

Given that WαI ∼ O(ϵ), this equation implies:

rα − rtargetE ∼ O(ϵ).

This convergence occurs through the balanced interac-
tion between inhibitory input NIWαIrI and excitatory
input

∑
γ NγWαγrγ .

The I neuron firing rate rI remains static due to non-
plastic connections WIα and WII :

µI = µext +
∑
α∈E

NαWIαr
target
E +NIWIIrI

rI = fI(µI , σext)

Consequently, the inhibitory connection weights can be
directly computed:

WαI =

(
µtarget
e − µext −

∑
γ∈E

NγWαγrγ

)
/(NIrI)

This relationship demonstrates that inhibitory connec-
tions track excitatory weights linearly while maintaining
target firing rates, a result we verified through numerical
simulations.
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D. Model parameters

Param Value Unit Param Value Unit
τ 20 ms N 1000 -
VL -55 mV p0 0.1 -
∆T 3 mV NE 800 -
Vth -53 mV NI 200 -
Vre -60 mV Wmax

EE 0.24 mV
τref 1 ms Wmax

EI -0.96 mV
τsyn 5 ms WIE 0.08 mV
µ 0 mV WII -0.32 mV
σ 4 mV

σtrain 1.5 mV

TABLE I. Neuronal Parameters

Parameter Value Unit
Sc
0 −Wmax

EE ∗ 8.33 ∗ 10−5 mV
τ c
− 20a ms
τ c
+ 20a ms
fc
− −Wmax

EE ∗ 3.33 ∗ 10−3 mV
fc
+ solved for consistency -

Sac
0 Wmax

EE ∗ 8.33 ∗ 10−3 mV
τac
− 30 ms
τac
+ 30 ms
fac
− Wmax

EE ∗ 1.11 ∗ 10−4b mV
fac
+ Wmax

EE ∗ 1.11 ∗ 10−4b mV
T ac
+ 30 ms

T ac
− solved for consistency -

τh 30 ms
fh −Wmax

EE ∗ 6 ∗ 10−4 mV
rtargetE 12 Hz
dh solved for consistency -

a For our analytical framework, we set τc− = τc+ to maintain
Lc(s) as approximately odd. In Fig. 2 and 3, we used faster
potentiation (τc+ = 15 ms) than depression (τc− = 30 ms) to
accelerate training. The causality and anti-symmetry of the
STDP function preserve the validity of our theory under these
conditions. This STDP configuration can be approximated
within our framework using κ ≈ 0.75 and τac− = τac+ = 20 ms,
thus remaining consistent with our theoretical analysis.

b These values, in combination with Tac
+/−, ensure comparable

magnitudes between the causal and acausal STDP functions
Lc(s) and Lac(s).

TABLE II. Plasticity Parameters
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timing-dependent plasticity: a comprehensive overview,
Frontiers in synaptic neuroscience 4, 2 (2012).

[22] G.-q. Bi and M.-m. Poo, Synaptic modifications in cul-
tured hippocampal neurons: dependence on spike timing,
synaptic strength, and postsynaptic cell type, Journal of
neuroscience 18, 10464 (1998).

[23] N. Caporale and Y. Dan, Spike timing–dependent plas-
ticity: a hebbian learning rule, Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 31,
25 (2008).

[24] N. Masuda and H. Kori, Formation of feedforward
networks and frequency synchrony by spike-timing-
dependent plasticity, Journal of computational neuro-
science 22, 327 (2007).

[25] Y. K. Takahashi, H. Kori, and N. Masuda, Self-
organization of feed-forward structure and entrain-

ment in excitatory neural networks with spike-timing-
dependent plasticity, Physical Review E 79, 051904
(2009).

[26] N. Ravid Tannenbaum and Y. Burak, Shaping neural cir-
cuits by high order synaptic interactions, PLOS Compu-
tational Biology 12, e1005056 (2016).

[27] I. R. Fiete, W. Senn, C. Z. Wang, and R. H. Hahnloser,
Spike-time-dependent plasticity and heterosynaptic com-
petition organize networks to produce long scale-free se-
quences of neural activity, Neuron 65, 563 (2010).

[28] B. Babadi and L. F. Abbott, Pairwise analysis can ac-
count for network structures arising from spike-timing
dependent plasticity, PLoS computational biology 9,
e1002906 (2013).

[29] G. K. Ocker and B. Doiron, Training and spontaneous re-
inforcement of neuronal assemblies by spike timing plas-
ticity, Cerebral Cortex 29, 937 (2019).

[30] G. K. Ocker, A. Litwin-Kumar, and B. Doiron, Self-
organization of microcircuits in networks of spiking neu-
rons with plastic synapses, PLoS computational biology
11, e1004458 (2015).

[31] P. Manz and R.-M. Memmesheimer, Purely stdp-based
assembly dynamics: Stability, learning, overlaps, drift
and aging, PLOS Computational Biology 19, e1011006
(2023).

[32] M. Rigotti, O. Barak, M. R. Warden, X.-J. Wang, N. D.
Daw, E. K. Miller, and S. Fusi, The importance of mixed
selectivity in complex cognitive tasks, Nature 497, 585
(2013).

[33] D. J. Cai, D. Aharoni, T. Shuman, J. Shobe, J. Biane,
W. Song, B. Wei, M. Veshkini, M. La-Vu, J. Lou, et al.,
A shared neural ensemble links distinct contextual mem-
ories encoded close in time, Nature 534, 115 (2016).

[34] M. Wenzel and J. P. Hamm, Identification and quan-
tification of neuronal ensembles in optical imaging ex-
periments, Journal of neuroscience methods 351, 109046
(2021).

[35] C. Gastaldi, T. Schwalger, E. De Falco, R. Q. Quiroga,
and W. Gerstner, When shared concept cells support
associations: Theory of overlapping memory engrams,
PLOS Computational Biology 17, e1009691 (2021).

[36] J. Aljadeff, M. Gillett, U. P. Obilinovic, and N. Brunel,
From synapse to network: models of information stor-
age and retrieval in neural circuits, Current opinion in
neurobiology 70, 24 (2021).

[37] S. Fusi, Memory capacity of neural network models,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.07839 (2021).

[38] Z. Brzosko, S. B. Mierau, and O. Paulsen, Neuromodula-
tion of spike-timing-dependent plasticity: past, present,
and future, Neuron 103, 563 (2019).

[39] D. E. Feldman, The spike-timing dependence of plastic-
ity, Neuron 75, 556 (2012).

[40] M. Graupner and N. Brunel, Calcium-based plasticity
model explains sensitivity of synaptic changes to spike
pattern, rate, and dendritic location, Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 109, 3991 (2012).

[41] R. Kempter, W. Gerstner, and J. L. Van Hemmen, Heb-
bian learning and spiking neurons, Physical Review E 59,
4498 (1999).
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