arXiv:1211.6894v1 [cond-mat.dis-nn] 29 Nov 2012

Impact of noise and damage on collective dynamics of scale-free neuronal networks

D. Holstein,^1 A. V. Goltsev,^{1, 2, ∗} and J. F. F. Mendes^1 1Department of Physics & I3N, University of Aveiro, Campus Universitário de Santiago, 3810-193 Aveiro, Portugal 2A. F. Ioffe Physico-Technical Institute, 194021 St. Petersburg, Russia (Dated: April 6, 2018)

We study the role of scale-free structure and noise in collective dynamics of neuronal networks. For this purpose, we simulate and study analytically a cortical circuit model with stochastic neurons. We compare collective neuronal activity of networks with different topologies: classical random graphs and scale-free networks. We show that, in scale-free networks with divergent second moment of degree distribution, an influence of noise on neuronal activity is strongly enhanced in comparison with networks with a finite second moment. A very small noise level can stimulate spontaneous activity of a finite fraction of neurons and sustained network oscillations. We demonstrate tolerance of collective dynamics of the scale-free networks to random damage in a broad range of the number of randomly removed excitatory and inhibitory neurons. A random removal of neurons leads to gradual decrease of frequency of network oscillations similar to the slowing-down of the alpha rhythm in Alzheimer’s disease. However, the networks are vulnerable to targeted attacks. A removal of a few excitatory or inhibitory hubs can impair sustained network oscillations.

PACS numbers: 02.50.Ey, 64.60.aq, 87.18.Sn, 87.19.ln, 87.19.lc, 87.19.lj

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent investigations have revealed that, on the functional level, brain has a complex network structure with small-world properties and scale-free architecture [1–5]. This kind of structure has been found in many other real physical, biological, and social systems where it plays an important role in dynamics and function of the systems [6–12]. It has been found that scale-free networks describing a number of complex systems, such as the World Wide Web, Internet, social networks or a cell, demonstrate error tolerance and attack vulnerability [13–15]. Networks with divergent second moment of degree distribution, such as scale-free networks with degree distribution P (q) ∝ q^{−γ} when 2 < γ ≤ 3, are more robust against random damage in comparison to networks with a finite second moment of degree distribution, such as scale-free networks with degree exponent γ > 3 or classical random graphs. It is practically impossible to damage the giant connected component in an infinite uncorrelated network with divergent second moment of degree distribution. This kind of network is ultraresilient against random damage or failures [13, 14]. In contrast to random damage, the removal of highly connected hubs from a scale-free network effectively destroys the connectivity [13, 15, 16]. A close relationship of structural and functional neuronal networks and the importance of topological considerations for the function of the brain are discussed in reviews [4, 5, 17]. Theoretical investigations of neuronal networks revealed that scale-free structure may play an important role in synchronous neuronal activity [18, 19], neuronal avalanches [20], and

∗ goltsev@ua.pt

neurological diseases [21]. An important feature of scalefree networks is a large number of hubs in comparison with classical random graphs with the same mean degree. Hubs may play an important role in connectivity, promoting hyperexcitability after brain injury [21], providing mechanism for orchestrating synchrony [22] or integrating multisensory information [23]. Recently, a ”rich club” of densely interconnected hub regions was found in the human brain [24, 25] similar to ”rich club” found in other real complex systems [26, 27]. In the brain, this rich club forms a central backbone for global brain communication [24, 25]. Connectivity plays a critical role in mediating cognitive function. Neurodegenerative diseases target specific and functionally connected neuronal networks [28, 29]. Alzheimer’s disease is characterized by the loss of neurons and synapses in the cerebral cortex and certain subcortical regions. This results in a slowing down of the alpha rhythm up to disappearance of this oscillation in the severe stages [30]. At the present time, understanding of a role of the scale-free structure and hubs in brain dynamics and mechanisms of the impairment of brain functions caused by damage of neuronal networks is elusive.

Besides the fact that the brain has a heterogeneous structure of complex networks, brain is noisy. Usually, it is assumed that increase of noise level leads to increasing disorder. However, under certain conditions, noise can play a constructive role, leading to stochastic resonance and enhancement of weak signals [31, 32] or generating coherent behavior [33–35]. Various sources of noise were identified in the brain such as intracellular and synaptic noise and many others [36–38]. A role of noise in brain activity was already discussed in a large body of literature in neuroscience, see recent reviews [37–39]. In the brain, noise stimulates spontaneous neuronal activity, fluctuation phenomena, and stochastic effects [38, 40]. It strongly influences both integrative properties of individual neurons [41–46] and collective neuronal activity [47– 50]. Taking into account the fact that noise affects brain dynamics, it is important to understand the following: Does complex network architecture of neuronal networks play a role in the impact of noise on the brain activity?

In the present paper, we study the role of the scalefree architecture and noise in activity of neuronal networks. For this purpose, we use a cortical circuit model [51] in which neurons form a strongly heterogeneous network with scale-free structure. In the considered networks, there are many excitatory and inhibitory hubs that are mutually and densely interconnected. By use of numerical simulations and analytical considerations of the cortical model, we show that noise strongly enhances spontaneous activity of neuronal networks with scale-free structure. In the case of scale-free networks with divergent second moment of degree distributions of synaptic connections, even a weak noise can stimulate spontaneous asynchronous activity of a finite fraction of neurons and sustained network oscillations. Furthermore, we show error tolerance of scale-free neuronal networks to random damage in a wide range of the number of randomly removed excitatory or inhibitory neurons. Only damage of a substantial part of the network (about 56% of excitatory neurons or about 25% of inhibitory neurons for the networks studied in the paper) impairs synchronization between neurons and suppresses sustained network oscillations. We demonstrate that excitatory and inhibitory hubs play a crucial role in orchestrating neuronal activity. Targeted attack on hubs effectively impacts collective behavior of neuronal networks. The removal of only a few hubs can produce an effect as strong as random removal of a finite fraction of neurons. In particular, we find that removal of even a small number of hubs decreases the frequency of network oscillations and ultimately suppresses sustained network oscillations.

II. CORTICAL CIRCUIT MODEL

In the present paper, we study a cortical circuit model of neuronal networks composed of stochastic excitatory and inhibitory neurons [51]. The advantage of this model is that it includes biologically important constituent elements of real neuronal networks, it does not need timeconsuming simulations, it takes explicitly into account network heterogeneity, and it can be solved analytically. The analytical consideration enables us to understand mechanisms and origin of collective phenomena and the role of finite size effects in dynamics of neuronal networks. Our approach is based on assumption that there are universal phenomena in collective dynamics of neural networks that are independent on individual dynamics of neurons and depend on topological structure of the network and interaction between neurons. Investigation of these universal phenomena is the main aim our paper.

First, in contrast to models with integrate-and-fire neurons [47–49] or another kind of individual dynamics [50, 52, 53], we consider stochastic neurons like those of [51, 54–56]. In this approach, a response of neurons on input is stochastic. A sufficiently large input activates a neuron with a certain rate as in the Hopfield model [57].

Second, we assume that excitatory and inhibitory neurons are tonic. They fire spikes with a constant frequency ν for any input larger than a threshold. In this respect, neurons behave like those of McCulloch and Pitts [58]. The firing frequency ν is the same for both excitatory and inhibitory neurons. Spikes mediate interactions between neurons. Total input from presynaptic neurons consists of spikes from excitatory neurons that activate a postsynaptic neuron and spikes from inhibitory neurons that suppress activity of the postsynaptic neuron. The total input V_j (t) at neuron j at time t can be written as sum of contributions from excitatory and inhibitory neurons arriving during the time interval [t − τ, t] where τ is the integration time:

V_j (t) = N∑ ℓ=1 J_{ℓj} n_ℓ(t) (1)

where J_{ℓj} is the efficacy of the synaptic connection between pre- and postsynaptic neurons ℓ and j, respectively. In the case ντ > 1, we assume that the number n_ℓ(t) of spikes generated by active neuron ℓ during time τ is given by n_ℓ(t) = ντ. If ντ < 1, then n_ℓ(t) = 1 with the probability ντ, otherwise, n_ℓ(t) = 0 [51]. In the present paper, for simplicity, we will consider the case ντ > 1. The case ντ < 1 leads to qualitatively similar results [51]. Inactive neurons give no contribution to V_j (t). Furthermore, we assume that all efficacies of synaptic connections of excitatory neurons to postsynaptic excitatory and inhibitory neurons are uniform and positive, J_{ℓj} = J_e. Efficacies of synaptic connections of inhibitory neurons to postsynaptic excitatory and inhibitory neurons are also uniform but negative and equal to J_i.

Third, in the considered model, we take into account noise. The noise level is characterized by rates f_e and f_i that determine the probabilities τf_e and τf_i that an excitatory or inhibitory neuron, respectively, is activated by noise during time interval τ. In our model, this stochastic process of activation of neurons represents action of synaptic noise (see Appendix C).

A. Static model for scale-free neuronal networks

In order to study scale-free neuronal networks we use the static model [61–63] that was developed for random uncorrelated scale-free complex networks. We generalize the model and build scale-free directed networks with two populations of neurons. The model allows us to build a strongly heterogeneous network with both excitatory and inhibitory hubs. These hubs are mutually and densely interconnected.

Let us consider a network composed by N_e excitatory and N_i inhibitory neurons. They are numerated by indices i = 1, 2, . . . , N_e and j = 1, 2, . . . , N_i, respectively. The fraction of excitatory neurons is g_e = N_e/N and g_i = 1 − g_e is the fraction of inhibitory neurons where N = N_e + N_i is the total number of neurons. The weight

w_a(j) = j^{−λa} ∑_{Na} j=1 j^{−λa} (2) is assigned to each neuron j = 1, . . . , N_a in population a = e, i. The weights are normalized, i.e., ∑_{Na} j=1 w_a(j) = 1. We consider the case λ_e = λ_i ≡ λ with λ ∈ [0, 1). These weights are used to construct a directed network. The probability to have a directed connection from neuron ℓ in population a to a neuron j in population b is p_{a,ℓ;b,j} ≡ Ng_aK_{ab}g_bw_a(ℓ)w_b(j) . (3) According to this probability and the weight Eq. (2), a neuron in population b with a small index j has a larger probability to have a connection with neurons in populations a in comparison with a neuron with a larger index j. Therefore, neurons with a small index j have a large probability to become hubs. Neurons in population b have in average C_{ab} presynaptic neurons in population a, where C_{ab} ≡ 1 N_b N_b∑

j=1

N_a∑

ℓ=1 p_{a,ℓ;b,j} = g_aK_{ab}. (4) An excitatory neuron has in average C_{ee} of presynaptic excitatory and C_{ie} presynaptic inhibitory neurons. An inhibitory neuron has in average C_{ei} of presynaptic excitatory and C_{ii} presynaptic inhibitory neurons. This determines the role of the matrix K_{ab}.

FIG. 1. Degree distributions of presynaptic connections of excitatory and inhibitory neurons in the static model Eq. (3). The degree distributions of excitatory-excitatory, excitatoryinhibitory, inhibitory-excitatory, and inhibitory-inhibitory directed synaptic connections are obtained by averaging over 25 network realizations for the following parameters: N = 10000; gi = 0.2; γ = 2.5; Kee = Kii = 150; Kei = Kie = 100.

The in-degree distribution in a scale-free network built by use of the probability Eq. (3) is shown in Fig. 1. One can see that the degree distribution is a power law at a sufficiently large degree k , P (k) ∼ k^{−γ} , (5) with the degree exponent

γ = 1 + 1 λ . (6)

Using this model, one builds a network with γ > 2. Note that, in the static model, in- and out-degrees are correlated because the weight Eq. (2) determines the probability Eq. (3) of both pre- and postsynaptic connections. When building a network, we excluded multiple and selflinks. In the case γ < 3, the exclusion of multiple links causes degree-degree correlations, namely, disassortative mixing [61–63].

B. Erdös-Rényi networks

If, in Eq. (3), we suppose that the weights w_e(j) = 1/N_e and w_i(j) = 1/N_i, then we obtain the probability p_{a,ℓ;b,j} = K_{ab}/N that does not depend on the indices ℓ and j. Constructing a network with this probability, we obtain a sparsely connected network with the same mean numbers of connections between excitatory and inhibitory neurons as in the corresponding scale-free network. The sparsely connected network has the Poisson degree distribution as the classical random or Erdös- Rényi networks. Comparing dynamics of the static model and the corresponding randomly connected network, one can study a role of structure in network dynamics.

C. Rules of stochastic dynamics. Algorithm

In the cortical model, sporadic inputs to neurons generate neuronal activity. Dynamics of neuronal populations is determined by the following rules:

(i) During the integration time τ, inactive excitatory and inhibitory neurons are activated by noise with probabilities τf_e and τf_i, respectively.

(ii) An excitatory or inhibitory neuron is activated with probability τμ_e or τμ_i, respectively, by an input V (t), if V (t) is larger then a threshold V_{th}.

(iii) Excitatory and inhibitory neurons stop firing with probabilities τμ_e and τμ_i, respectively, if input V (t) becomes smaller than V_{th}.

For simplicity, we assume that the threshold V_{th} is the same for all neurons.

In the case ντ ≥ 1, the input Eq. (1) takes a form, V (t) = ντJ_en + ντJ_im, where n and m are the number of active presynaptic excitatory and inhibitory neurons at time t, respectively. It is convenient to introduce a dimensionless activation threshold Ω, Ω ≡ V_{th}/(J_eντ). The activation condition V (t) ≥ V_{th} takes a form, n − |J_i/J_e|m ≥ Ω. (7) Below we use the unit J_e ≡ 1. Ω is of the order of 15-30 in living neuronal networks [64–66] and about 30 − 400 in the brain.

We assume that 1/μ_e and 1/μ_i are of the order of the first-spike latencies of excitatory and inhibitory neurons, respectively. First-spike latency is defined as the time from the onset of stimulus to the time of occurrence of the first-response spike [67]. It is about 6-7 ms in fast-spike interneurons in neocortex [68]. The first spike latency is ranged from 25 to 49 ms in CA3 hippocampal pyramidal (excitatory) neurons [69] and 20 -128 ms in inhibitory cerebellar stellate cells [70]. In our model, the ratio α ≡ μ_i μ_e (8) is an important parameter that determines collective dynamics of neurons. According to the experimental data, α may be both larger and smaller than 1.

In simulations, we apply the following algorithm. We divide time t into intervals of width Δt = τ. At each time step, an inactive excitatory or inhibitory neuron may be activated by noise with probability Δtf_e or Δtf_i, respectively. Furthermore, at each time step, for each neuron, we calculate the input Eq. (1), taking into account that, in the case τν ≥ 1, each active presynaptic neuron contributes with τν spikes. In the case τν < 1, an active presynaptic neuron contributes with a spike with probability τν. Then, with the probability Δtμ_a, a = e, i, we update the states of all neurons using the stochastic rules formulated above. In our simulations, we only consider the case τν ≥ 1. Throughout this paper we use 1/μ_e ≡ 1 as time unit.

D. Rate equations for neuronal activity

Let us study dynamics of neuronal networks with scalefree structure of the static model. We simulated the model using the algorithm described above in Sec. II C. The raster plot in Fig. 2 represents activity of neurons in the case when the noise level is periodically changed. One can see that if the noise level is low, neurons show asynchronous behavior while at a high noise level their activities are correlated and form sustained network oscillations. In order to understand origin of collective behavior and mechanism of synchronization in neuronal networks, we develop a theoretical approach to dynamics of the cortical model.

Let us introduce the probability ρ_a(ℓ, t) that at time t neuron ℓ in population a is active. We define the activity

FIG. 2. Asynchronous behavior and sustained network oscillations in the cortical model with scale-free structure. (a) Periodic change of noise level F leads to periodic change of activity ρe of excitatory neurons: a low neuronal activity at a low noise level and sustained network oscillations at a high noise level. Inhibitory neurons (not shown) demonstrate similar behavior. (b) Raster plot displays temporal behavior of individual excitatory neurons with index 1, . . . , 4000. At a low noise level, the neuronal activities are weak and asynchronous. At a high noise level, the neurons are synchronized and sustained network oscillations appear. Note that neurons with a small index are hubs and have stronger activity in comparison to neurons having a large index and, therefore, a smaller number of synaptic connections. Other parameters: N = 5000, gi = 0.2, γ = 2.5, K_{ab} = 400, Ji = −3.2, Ω = 60, α = 0.1, Δt = 0.1.

ρ_a(t) of population a as follows:

ρ_a(t) ≡ 1 N_a N_a∑

ℓ=1 ρ_a(ℓ, t) (9)

The activity ρ_a(t) represents neuronal activity in EEG measurements. We also introduce a weighted activity ρ̃_a(t) of population a,

ρ̃_a(t) ≡ N_a∑

ℓ=1 w_a(ℓ)ρ_a(ℓ, t). (10) Based on the rules of the stochastic dynamics in Sec. II C and the method developed in Ref. [51], one derives rate equations for the weighted activities of excitatory and inhibitory populations (see Appendix A):

˙ρ̃_e = f_e − ν_eρ̃_e + μ_eΨ̃_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i),

˙ρ̃_i = f_i − ν_iρ̃_i + μ_iΨ̃_i(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i), (11)

where ˙ρ̃ ≡ dρ̃/dt, ν_a ≡ f_a + μ_a, and

Ψ̃_a(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) =^{Na} ∑ j=1 w_a(j) Ψ_{a,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) . (12)

The function Ψ_{a,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) is the probability that, at given weighted activities ρ̃_e and ρ̃_i, an input at neuron j in population a is at least the threshold Ω,

Ψ_{a,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) = ∞∑ n=Ω ∞∑ m=0 P_n(ρ̃_eC_{ea}(j))P_m(ρ̃_iC_{ia}(j))× Θ(n − |J_i|m − Ω). (13) The product P_n(ρ̃_eC_{ea}(j))P_m(ρ̃_iC_{ia}(j)) is the probability that, at given weighted activities ρ̃_e and ρ̃_i, neuron j has n active presynaptic excitatory and m active presynaptic inhibitory neurons. The Heaviside step function Θ(n − |J_i|m − Ω) selects events when the input at a neuron j is at least the threshold Ω, Eq. (7). The function P_n(x) = x^ne^x/n! is the Poissonian distribution function. C_{eb}(j) and C_{ib}(j) are the averaged number of excitatory and inhibitory presynaptic connections of neuron j in population b, C_{ab}(j) ≡ N_a∑

ℓ=1 p_{a,ℓ;b,j} = Ng_aK_{ab}g_bw_b(j). (14) Solving Eqs. (11) with respect to ρ̃_e(t) and ρ̃_i(t), then one finds the activities ρ_e(t) and ρ_i(t), using equations

ρ̇_e = f_e − ν_eρ_e + μ_eΦ_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i), ρ̇_i = f_i − ν_iρ_i + μ_iΦ_i(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i), (15)

where

Φ_a(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) = 1 N_a N_a∑

j=1 Ψ_{a,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) , (16)

(see Appendix A). Rate equations (11) are asymptotically exact in the limit of large mean degree and large size N ≫ 1. Moreover, it is assumed that the integration time τ is much smaller than the relaxation time or the period of sustained network oscillations.

It is convenient to introduce a dimensionless parameter,

F_a = f_a f_a + μ_a

(17)

for a = e, i. F_a characterizes the activation rate f_a of neurons stimulated by noise with respect to the rate μ_a.

FIG. 3. Schematic representation of the α−F plane of the cortical model. (I) A region with low activity of neurons, asynchronous behavior, and exponential relaxation to a steady state; (II) A region with high activity of neurons. The dotted line divides region II into two subregions: region IIa with exponential relaxation and region IIb with damped network oscillations. (III) A region with sustained network oscillations. The vertical dashed line is the critical line of a first-order phase transition from a state with low neuronal activity to a state with high activity when α > αt. Above the critical noise level only the state with a high neuronal activity is stable.

FIG. 4. Sustained network oscillations of activity of excitatory population in the cortical model from a numerical solution of Eq. (11) (solid line) and our simulations (dotted line) for parameters: N = 10000, gi = 0.2, γ = 2.5, K_{ab} = 75, F = 0.2, Ji = −3.5, Ω = 10, α = 0.1, Δt = 0.1.

If F ≪ 1, it corresponds to a small noise level, i.e., the probability of activation by noise is small (see Appendix C). For simplicity, we consider the case F_e = F_i ≡ F .

Equations (11) are non-linear and their explicit solution is unknown. We solved them numerically. Analyzing a linear response of the activities on small perturbations of the noise level, we found that the phase diagram of the cortical model with scale-free structure is qualitatively similar to the phase diagram found in Ref. [51] for sparsely connected networks with Poisson degree distribution. In Fig. 3, there are three regions: region I with low activity and asynchronous behavior of neurons and exponential relaxation to a steady state; region II with high activity of neurons and either exponential relaxation or relaxation in the form of damped oscillations to a steady state; region III with sustained network oscillations.

In Fig. 4 we compare between a numerical solution of Eqs. (11) and simulations of the cortical model of size N = 10000 with degree exponent γ = 2.5. One can see that shape and frequency of sustained network oscillations calculated from Eqs. (11) are in good agreement with simulations. This result shows that Eqs. (11) actually describe correctly the dynamics of the cortical model.

III. NOISE-INDUCED SPONTANEOUS ACTIVITY AND SUSTAINED OSCILLATIONS

In Sec. I we have noted that noise plays an important role in activity of neuronal networks. In this section we will show that the level of noise necessary to sustain activity of a finite fraction of neurons depends on the network structure. In scale-free networks with fat tailed degree distribution, it can be very small.

A. Spontaneous activity in scale-free networks

Even in the absence of any stimulus, neuronal networks demonstrate spontaneous activity that may be generated by noise. Let us study how spontaneous activity depends on structure of neuronal networks. For this purpose, we consider the static model of scale-free neuronal networks from Sec. II A. First we consider the case when α is larger than a certain value α_t above which there are no sustained network oscillations (α_t is the α coordinate of the top point of the region III in Fig. 3). In this case, with increasing the noise level F the activity of the neuronal network undergoes a discontinuous transition with a jump in excitatory and inhibitory activity at a critical noise level F_c, see Fig. 5. In the schematic phase diagram in Fig. 3, the critical noise level F_c determines the line of the firstorder phase transition. At a low noise level F < F_c, the activities are very small because neurons are activated asynchronously and rarely by noise. When F approaches F_c, one observes avalanches stimulated by interaction between neurons [51]. Avalanches in real neuronal networks have been revealed by Beggs and Plenz [71], see also recent reviews [72–74]. A detailed discussion of avalanches is out of the scope of the present paper.

Another interesting phenomenon is hysteresis. Starting from a weak noise, at first we increased the noise level F from zero to a value above the critical point F_c and afterwards decreased it again to a value below F_c. In Fig. 5 one can see that the network activity remains as high as it was above F_c. In our simulations, we found that the neuronal network stays in this metastable active state for a long time because the activity is supported by spiking neurons. A similar phenomenon was found in a model of mammalian thalamocortical systems in Ref. [50] where spiking dynamics of each neuron was simulated by use of Izhikevich model [52]. The authors [50] observed that the neuronal activity remained high even after turn-off the spontaneous synaptic release that was a driving force of initial activity.

FIG. 5. Excitatory activity ρe versus the noise level F at different fractions gi of inhibitory neurons in cortical model of neuronal networks with scale-free structure. With increasing F (triangles up, △) a discontinuous activation transition occurs at a critical noise level Fc. With decreasing F (triangles down, ▽) the network remains in the metastable active state. N = 50000, γ = 2.5, K_{ab} = 100, Ji = −2.4, Ω = 18, α = 1, Δt = 0.1.

B. Critical level of noise

Our simulations revealed that the critical point F_c of the discontinuous transition depends on both structure and size of the network. Our results are represented in Fig. 6. In networks with the degree exponent 2 < γ ≤ 3, such as scale-free networks revealed by fMRI in humans [2], the critical noise level F_c(N) decreases with increasing the size N following a power law,

F_c(N) ∝ N^{−σ} . (18)

The exponent σ depends on the degree exponent γ: σ(γ = 2.8) ≈ 0.7 and σ(γ = 2.2) ≈ 0.82 (Fig. 6a). In the case of the Erdös-Rényi networks, the critical noise F_c of the discontinuous activation transition is finite and does not depend on size at N ≫ 1, see Fig. 6a. The Erdös-Rényi networks were constructed using the methods described in Section II B. Neurons in the networks have the same mean degrees as the corresponding scalefree networks.

In Appendix B, solving Eqs. (11) for a steady state, ρ̇_e = ρ̇_i = 0, we show that in the cortical model with

FIG. 6. Critical noise level Fc of the first-order phase transition versus network size N. (a) Scale-free neuronal networks (static model). (b) The same networks as in (a) but with shuffled in- and out-degrees. Each data point was obtained by averaging over 5 network realizations. Other parameters: gi = 0.2, K_{ab} = 100, Ji = −3.0, Ω = 12, α = 1.0.

the scale-free degree distribution at γ < 3, in the limit N → ∞, the critical value F_c of noise in the activation process tends to zero, It means that the activation phase transition described in Sec. III A takes place at F_c = 0, i.e., at an arbitrary small noise level F a finite fraction of the neuronal network is activated. However, F_c ≠ 0 if γ > 3 or N is finite.

We would like to note that the absence of the threshold F_c was obtained within the static model. In this model, in- and out degrees are correlated. If a neuron has a large in-degree, then with high probability it also has a large out-degree. If these correlations are removed, for example, shuffling in- and out-degrees like in papers [11, 21], then, according to our simulations, a finite threshold is restored, though it is much smaller compared to the Erdös-Rényi networks, see Figs. 6a and 6b.

C. Noise stimulated network oscillations

FIG. 7. Frequency ν of sustained network oscillations versus the noise level F in a scale-free (SF) network (static model) and Erdös-Rényi (ER) network. Parameters in simulations: N = 50000, gi = 0.2, γ = 2.5 (static model), K_{ab} = 2000, Ji = −3.5, Ω = 100, α = 0.1, Δt = 0.1.

If the parameter α, Eq. (8), is smaller than a critical value α_t defined in Sec. III A, then with increasing the noise level F , the cortical model undergoes a phase transition to a state with sustained network oscillations. In Fig. 7, we compare frequencies of sustained network oscillations induced by noise in Erdös-Rényi and scale free neuronal networks having the same mean in- and outdegrees and constructed according to Sec. II A and II B. One can see that the frequency of the oscillations depends on both the noise level F and the network structure. Furthermore, network oscillations in the scale-free networks appear at a much weaker noise than in the randomly connected network.

IV. RANDOM DAMAGE AND TARGETED ATTACKS ON NEURONAL NETWORKS

Alzheimer’s disease is characterized by the loss of neurons and synapses in the cerebral cortex and certain subcortical regions and it is accompanied by the slowingdown of the alpha rhythm [30]. In this section, motivated by these observations, we study impact of random damage and targeted attacks on neuronal networks.

A. Random damage of neuronal networks

We start by investigating the impact of random removal of excitatory or inhibitory neurons on synchronization and frequency of sustained network oscillations in neuronal networks similar to scale-free networks revealed by fMRI in humans [2]. In simulations, we studied random damage of scale-free networks that consist

FIG. 8. Sustained network oscillations of excitatory activity in randomly damaged scale-free networks. (a) Random removal of n^{(r)}_e excitatory neurons, n^{(r)}_e = 0, 1200, 2400, and 3600. The corresponding fractions of randomly removed excitatory neurons are Qe = 0, 0.15, 0.3, and 0.45. (b) Removal of n^{(r)}_i inhibitory neurons, n^{(r)}_i = 0, 220, 440, and 660. The corresponding fractions of randomly removed inhibitory neurons are Qi = 0, 0.11, 0.22, and 0.33. Insets: Frequency ν of sustained network oscillations versus the number of removed excitatory or inhibitory neurons. Other parameters: N = 10000, gi = 0.2, γ = 2.5, K_{ab} = 75, F = 0.1, Ji = −3.5, Ω = 10, α = 0.1, time step Δt = 0.1.

of 10000 neurons (80% excitatory and 20% inhibitory neurons) and have a fat-tailed degree distribution with γ = 2.5 (the static model from Sec. II A). In Fig. 8, one can see that the sustained network oscillations are tolerant to errors in sufficiently broad ranges of the fractions Q_e and Q_i of randomly removed excitatory or inhibitory neurons. With increasing Q_e and Q_i, the amplitude and frequency of sustained network oscillations decrease. Removal of about 56% of excitatory neurons or about 25% of inhibitory neurons suppresses completely the oscillations. Thus, the network is more tolerant to random removal of excitatory neurons than to random removal of inhibitory neurons. The main mechanism of this effect is decrease of the network’s connectivity that, in turn, attenuates synchronization between neurons. A similar decrease of power and frequency of alpha rhythm up to disappearance of alpha rhythms in the severe stages occurs in Alzheimer’s disease [30].

Above we found that scale-free neuronal networks display a surprisingly high degree of tolerance against random failures. A similar effect occurs if, instead of neurons, a certain fraction of synapses is randomly removed. This assumption is based on the fact that, in complex networks, bond and site percolation have similar properties [16]. Robustness of scale-free neuronal networks to damage may be even enhanced if the networks have community structure [75].

B. Vulnerability of scale-free neuronal networks to targeted attacks

FIG. 9. Sustained oscillations of excitatory activity in scalefree neuronal networks damaged by targeted attacks. (a) Removal of n^{(h)}_e excitatory hubs. (b) Removal of n^{(h)}_i inhibitory hubs. Insets: Frequency ν of the sustained oscillations versus the number of removed excitatory or inhibitory hubs. Parameters: N = 10000, gi = 0.2, γ = 2.5, K_{ab} = 75, F = 0.1, Ji = −3.5, Ω = 10, α = 0.1, Δt = 0.1.

Now we study the role of hubs in collective dynamics of neuronal networks with scale-free structure. Using the same network with degree exponent γ = 2.5 as above, we attack excitatory or inhibitory hubs and study sustained network oscillations. In the static model described in Sec. II A, if a neuron has a small index j then with a high probability it will have many connections, i.e., it will be a hub. Thus, removal of neurons one by one, starting from j = 1, corresponds to targeted attacks on hubs. Fig. 9 represents impact of these attacks on frequency of sustained network oscillations. One can see that removal of about 120 excitatory hubs or about only 30 inhibitory suppress completely sustained network oscillations. The observed vulnerability of oscillations to attacks is similar to attack vulnerability found in Ref. [13] in other real scale-free networks, such as the World Wide Web (www), Internet, social networks or a cell. The common properties of these networks, including neuronal networks in the brain, is that their structure is characterized by a fat-tailed degree distribution with divergent second moment.

V. CONCLUSION

In the present paper, we have studied the role of scalefree structure and the impact of noise and damage on dynamics of neuronal networks. We have developed an analytical approach and performed simulations of dynamics of a cortical model with stochastic neurons and scale-free organization. We have found that, in scale-free networks with divergent second moment of degree distribution (networks with degree exponent 2 < γ ≤ 3), such as functional networks in the human brain), a very small noise level can stimulate correlated activity of a finite fraction of neurons. The critical level of noise stimulating the activity decreases with increasing the network size and vanishes in the thermodynamic limit. The threshold level of noise, that is necessary to stimulate sustained network oscillations, is also strongly reduced in this kind of scale-free networks. Networks with a finite second moment of degree distribution (scale-free networks with γ > 3) need a higher noise level to stimulate correlated neuronal activity and this level is finite in the thermodynamic limit. Furthermore, we have studied impact of random damage on sustained network oscillations in scale-free networks with 2 < γ ≤ 3. We demonstrated that, in these networks, network oscillations are tolerant to random damage in a broad range of the number of randomly removed excitatory or inhibitory neurons. With increasing the number of removed neurons, the frequency of network oscillations gradually decreases similar to the slowing-down of the alpha rhythm in Alzheimer’s disease. However, the networks are vulnerable to targeted attacks on hubs. A targeted attack on a few hubs can impair sustained neuronal oscillations in contrast to the case of random damage. Interestingly, the scale-free networks are more tolerant to removal of excitatory neurons than to removal of inhibitory neurons. Impact of damage is related to the fact that the removal of neurons decreases the network’s connectivity and, in turn, attenuates synchronization between neurons.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was partially supported by the PTDC projects SAU-NEU/103904/2008, FIS/108476/2008, MAT/114515/2009, and PEst- C/CTM/LA0025/2011. D.H. was supported by FCT grant SFRH/BPD/64509/2009. We also thank Kyoung Eun Lee and Marinho Lopez for valuable discussions.

Appendix A: Derivation of rate equations

Here we derive the rate equations (11) and (15) for the cortical model with stochastic neurons and scale-free structure (the static model in Sec. II A). First, we find a rate equation for the probability ρ_a(ℓ, t) that at time t neuron ℓ in excitatory or inhibitory population, i.e., a = e or i, respectively, is active. For this purpose, we use the method of generating functions from paper [62] and generalize it to case of the cortical model with two neuronal populations in Sec. II A. The probability that presynaptic neurons ℓ in population a is connected to postsynaptic neuron j in population b is p_{a,ℓ;b,j} , Eq. (3). For neuron j in population b, we introduce a generating function, G_{ab}(j, x, y) = N_a∏

ℓ=1 { exp (−p_{a,ℓ;b,j} ) + [xρ_a(ℓ, t) + y(1 − ρ_a(ℓ, t))](1 − exp (−p_{a,ℓ;b,j})) } ≈ exp { − N_a∑

ℓ=1 p_{a,ℓ;b,j} + N_a∑

ℓ=1 [xρ_a(ℓ, t)+y(1−ρ_a(ℓ, t))]p_{a,ℓ;b,j} } , (A1)

where we used the fact that p_{a,ℓ;b,j} ≪ 1 at N ≫ 1. One can show that the probability that neuron j in population b has n active presynaptic neurons in population a at time t is equal to 1 n! ∂^n ∂x^n G_{ab}(j, x, y) | | |_{x=0,y=1}. (A2)

The condition y = 1 means that other presynaptic neurons are inactive. Using Eqs. (14) and (10) for C_{ab}(j) and the weighted activity ρ̃_a(t), we obtain that the probability (A2) is equal to P_n(ρ̃_a(t)C_{ab}(j)). Note that this probability depends on the weighted activity ρ̃_a, Eq. (10), of presynaptic neurons rather than the activity ρ_a, Eq. (9), that determines the fraction of active neurons in population a. This is in contrast to the cortical model on sparsely connected network [51] where the probability depends on ρ_a.

Using the probability (A2), we can find the probability that neuron j in population b has n active presynaptic excitatory and m active presynaptic inhibitory neurons. It is equal to P_n(ρ̃_e(t)C_{eb}(j))P_m(ρ̃_i(t)C_{ib}(j)). This probability allows us to calculate the probability Ψ_{b,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) that an input at neuron j in population b at time t is at least the threshold Ω, see Eq. (13).

Based on the dynamical rules in Sec. (II C) and the method of Ref. [51], we find a change of the probability ρ_b(j, t) during the integration time τ, ρ_b(j, t + τ) − ρ_b(j, t) = τf_b[1 − ρ_b(j, t)] + τμ_b[1−ρ_b(j, t)]Ψ_{b,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i)−τμ_bρ_b(j, t)[1−Ψ_{b,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i)]. (A3)

The first two terms on the right-hand side describe activation of neuron j by noise and input from presynaptic neurons with the probabilities τf_b and τμ_b, respectively. The last term describes decay of ρ_b(j, t) with the probability τμ_b, if input is smaller than the threshold Ω. Assuming that characteristic time scales of the collective dynamics are much larger than the integration time τ, we obtain a rate equation,

ρ̇_b(j, t) = f_b − ν_bρ_b(j, t) + μ_bΨ_{b,j} (ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i). (A4)

where ν_b = f_b + μ_b. Multiplying this equation by the weight w_b(j) or 1/N_b and summing over j, we obtain Eqs. (11) and (15), respectively.

Appendix B: Absence of an activation threshold in the static model

FIG. 10. Function Ψ̃e(ρ̃e, ρ̃i) defined by Eq. (12) versus ρ̃e = ρ̃i at different values of the degree exponent γ. N = 10000, gi = 0.2, K_{ab} = 100, Ji = −2, Ω = 18.

In the steady state, the rate equations (11) take a form,

ρ̃_e = F_e + (1 − F_e)Ψ̃_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i),

ρ̃_i = F_i + (1 − F_i)Ψ̃_i(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i), (B1) where F_e and F_i are defined by Eq. (17). Solving nonlinear Eqs. (B1), one finds a dependence of weighted neuronal activities ρ̃_e and ρ̃_i on the noise level F , where F ≡ F_e = F_i. From Eq. (12), we find that in the case 2 < γ ≤ 3, the functions Ψ̃_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) and Ψ̃_i(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) have a singular asymptotic behavior at small activity ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i ≪ 1,

Ψ̃_a(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) ≈ A ρ̃^{γ−2}_e . (B2)

Therefore, dΨ̃_a/dρ̃_e → ∞ at ρ̃_e → 0. One can see this singular behavior in Fig. 10 that displays the function Ψ̃_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) versus ρ̃_e at ρ̃_e = ρ̃_i at different degree exponents γ. Substituting Eq. (B2) into Eqs. (B1), one finds that, in the case 2 < γ ≤ 3, the only solution of Eqs. (B1) is a solution with ρ̃_e and ρ̃_i of order O(1) at any non-zero F . However, at γ > 3, the function Ψ̃_e(ρ̃_e, ρ̃_i) does not have this kind of singularity and dΨ̃_a/dρ̃_e → 0 at ρ̃_e → 0, see Fig. 10. In this case, Eqs. (B1) have a stable solution ρ̃_e ≈ ρ̃_i ≈ F at F ≪ 1.

Appendix C: Activation rate of neurons stimulated by synaptic noise

In the cortex, the observed mean rate ω^{(0)}sn of spontaneous release of neurotransmitters in a synapsis is in the range [0.01 Hz, 4 Hz]. This is the source of synaptic noise. If an excitatory or inhibitory neuron has q presynaptic connections, then the rate of random inputs is ω_{sn} = q ω^{(0)}sn . If there are no correlations between spontaneous release of neurotransmitters in the synapses and the process is described by a Poisson process, we find that the probability that during the integration time τ a neuron receives n random inputs is P_n(τ ω_{sn}) where P_n(x) is the Poisson distribution function. The probability that a neuron receives at least Ω spikes during time τ is

P_{act} ≡ ∑ n≥Ω P_n(τ ω_{sn}). (C1)

For simplicity, in these calculations, we neglected a spontaneous release of neurotransmitters in synaptic connection with inhibitory presynaptic neurons and took into account only connections with excitatory neurons. If the mean number of presynaptic connections is q ≈ 1000, the integration time τ is 10ms, the threshold Ω = 30, and the rate ω^{(0)}_{sn} in the interval 1-4 Hz, then we obtain that the probability P_{act} varies from 2×10^{−7} to 0.96. In turn, the probability P_{act} is related with a rate f of the activation process, P_{act} = fτ. This relationship determines the rate f of activation of neurons by synaptic noise.

[1] O. Sporns, D. R. Chialvo, M. Kaiser, and C. C. Hilgetag, Trends Cogn. Science 8, 418 (2004).

[2] V. M. Eguiluz, D. R. Chialvo, G. A. Cecchi, M. Baliki, and A. V. Apkarian, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 018102 (2005).

[3] C. J. Honey, R. Kötter, M. Breakspear, and O. Sporns, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104, 10240 (2007).

[4] E. Bullmore and O. Sporns, Nature Reviews 10, 186 (2009).

[5] O. Sporns, Networks of the brain, (The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, London, 2011).

[6] A.-L. Barabási and R. Albert, Science 286, 509 (1999). [7] S. N. Dorogovtsev and J. F. F. Mendes, Adv. Phys. 51, 1079 (2002).

[8] M. E. J. Newman, SIAM Review 45, 167 (2003). [9] S. Boccaletti, V. Latora, Y. Moreno, M. Chavez, D. U.

Hwang, Phys. Rep. 424, 175 (2006).

[10] S. N. Dorogovtsev, A. V. Goltsev, and J. F. F. Mendes, Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 1275 (2008).

[11] G. Caldarelli, Scale-free networks, complex webs in nature and technology, (Oxford Univ. Press, New York, 2007).

[12] C. Castellano, S. Fortunato, and V. Loreto, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 591 (2009).

[13] R. Albert, H. Jeong, and A.-L. Barabási, Nature, 406, 378 (2000).

[14] R. Cohen, K. Erez, D. ben Avraham, and S. Havlin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 4626 (2000).

[15] R. Cohen, K. Erez, D. ben Avraham, and S. Havlin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 3682 (2001).

[16] D. S. Callaway, M. E. J. Newman, S. H. Strogatz, and D. J. Watts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 5468 (2000).

[17] D. Meunier, R. Lambiotte, and E. Bullmore, Frontiers in Neuroscience 4, 200 (2010).

[18] C. A. S. Batista, A. M. Batista, J. A. C. de Pontes, R. L. Viana, and S. R. Lopes, Phys. Rev. E 76, 016218 (2007).

[19] G. Grinstein and R. Linsker, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 102, 9948 (2005).

[20] G. L. Pellegrini, L. de Arcangelis, H. J. Herrmann, and C. Perrone-Capano, Phys. Rev. E 76, 016107 (2007).

[21] R. J. Morgan and I. Soltesz, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.

105, 6179 (2008).

[22] P. Bonifazi, M. Goldin, M. A. Picardo, I. Jorquera, A. Cattani, G. Bianconi, A. Represa, Y. Ben-Ari, and R. Cossart, Science 326, 1419 (2009).

[23] G. Zamora-López, C. Zhou, and J. Kurths, Frontiers in Neuroinformatics 4, 1 (2010).

[24] M. P. van den Heuvel and O. Sporns, J. Neurosci. 31, 15775 (2011).

[25] M. P. van den Heuvel, R. S. Kahn, J. Goñi, and O. Sporns, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 109, 11372 (2012).

[26] S. Zhou and R. J. Mondragon, IEEE Comm. Lett. 8, 180 (2004).

[27] V. Colizza, A. Flammini, M. A. Serrano, and A. Vespignani, Nature Phys. 2, 110 (2006).

[28] J. J. Palop and L. Mucke, Neuromolecular Med. 12, 48 (2010).

[29] J. J. Palop and L. Mucke, Nature Neurosci. 13, 812 (2010).

[30] G. Rodriguez, D. Arnaldi, and A. Picco, Int. J. Alzheimers Dis. 2011, 481903 (2011).

[31] L. Gammaitoni, P. Haenggi, P. Jung, and F. Marchesoni, Rev. Mod. Phys. 70, 223 (1998).

[32] K. Wiesenfeld and F. Moss, Nature 373, 33 (1995). [33] C. Van den Broeck, J. M. Parrondo, and R. Toral, Phys.

Rev. Letters, 73, 3395 (1994).

[34] T. Zhou, L. Chen, and K. Aihara, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 178103 (2005).

[35] M. Springer and J. Paulsson, Nature 439 27 (2006). [36] W. H. Calvin and C. F. Stevens, Science 155, 842 (1967). [37] J. A. White, J. T. Rubinstein, and A. R. Kay, Trends Neurosci. 23, 131 (2000).

[38] A. A. Faisal, L. P. J. Selen, and D. M. Wolpert, Nature Reviews, 9, 292 (2008).

[39] G. B. Ermentrout, R. F. Galan, and N. N. Urban, Trends in Neuroscience 31, 428 (2008).

[40] B. Lindner, J. Garcia-Ojalvo, A. Neiman, and L. Schimansky-Geier, Phys. Rep. 392, 321 (2004).

[41] A. D. Dorval, Jr., and J. A. White, J. Neurosci. 25, 10025 (2005).

[42] A. Destexhe and D. Paré, J. Neurophysiol. 81, 1531 (1999).

[43] N. Hô and A. Destexhe, J. Neurophysiol. 84, 1488 (2000). [44] M. Rapp, Y. Yarom, and I. Segev, Neural Computation 4, 518 (1992).

[45] A. Destexhe, M. Rudolph, and D. Paré, Nature Rev. Neurosci. 4, 739 (2003).

[46] A. Destexhe and M. Rudolph-Lilith, In Stochastic Methods in Neuroscience, Eds. C. Laing and G. J. Lord, Oxford Univ. Press, 2010.

[47] D. J. Amit and N. Brunel, Cereb. Cortex 7, 237 (1997). [48] N. Brunel, J. Comp. Neurosc. 8, 183 (2000). [49] N. Brunel and X.-J. Wang, J. Neurophysiol. 90, 415 (2003).

[50] E. M. Izhikevich and G. M. Edelman, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 105, 3593 (2008).

[51] A. V. Goltsev, F. V. de Abreu, S. N. Dorogovtsev, and J. F. F. Mendes, Phys. Rev. E 81, 061921 (2010).

[52] E. M. Izhikevich, IEEE Trans. Neural. Netw. 14, 1569 (2003).

[53] E. M. Izhikevich, Dynamical Systems in Neuroscience, (MIT Press, Cambridge MA, 2007) [54] J. Cowan, Statistical mechanics of nervous nets In: Neural Networks, ed E.R. Caianiello, 181-188 pp. (Berlin- Heidelberg-New York: Springer, 1968).

[55] M. Benayoun, J. D. Cowan, W. van Drongelen, and E. Wallace, PLoS Computational Biology 6, e1000846 (2010).

[56] E. Wallace, M. Benayoun, W. van Drongelen, and J. D.

Cowan, PLoS ONE 6, e14804 (2011).

[57] J. J. Hopfield, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 79, 2554 (1982).

[58] W. S. McCulloch and W. Pitts, Bull. Math. Biophys. 5, 115 (1943).

[59] M. D. Fox and M. E. Raichle, Science 8, 700 (2007). [60] E. T. Kavalali, C. Chung, M. Khvotchev, J. Leitz, E. Nosyreva, J. Raingo, and D. M. O. Ramirez, Physiology 26, 45 (2011).

[61] K.-I. Goh, B. Kahng, and D. Kim, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 278701 (2001).

[62] D.-S. Lee, K.-I. Goh, B. Kahng, and D. Kim, Nucl. Phys. B 696, 351 (2004).

[63] M. Catanzaro and R. Pastor-Satorras, Eur. Phys. J. B 44, 241 (2005).

[64] J.-P. Eckmann, O. Feinerman, L. Gruendlinger, E. Moses, J. Soriano, and T. Tlusty, Phys. Rep. 449, 54 (2007);

[65] I. Breskin, J. Soriano, E. Moses, and T. Tlusty, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 188102 (2006).

[66] J. Soriano, M . Rodríguez Martínez, T. Tlusty, and E. Moses. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 105, 13758 (2008).

[67] P. Heil, Current Opinion in Neurobiology 14, 461 (2004). [68] H. A. Swadlow, Cereb. Cortex 13, 25 (2003).

[69] S. Fujisawa, N. Matsuki, and Y. Ikegaya, J Physiol 561, 123 (2004).

[70] M. L. Molineux, F. R. Fernandez, W. H. Mehaffey, and R. W. Turner, J. Neurosci. 25, 10863 (2005).

[71] J. M. Beggs and D. Plenz, J. Neurosci. 23, 11167 (2003). [72] D. Plenz and T. C. Thiagarajan, Trends Neurosci. 30, 101(2007).

[73] D. R. Chialvo, Nature Physics 2, 301 (2006). [74] D. R. Chialvo, Nature Physics 6, 744 (2010). [75] Y. Wu, P. Li, M. Chen, J. Xiao, and J. Kurths, Physica A 388, 2987 (2009).