Supplementary Material
Learning to represent signals spike by spike

The supplementary material is structured as follows: In section 1 we describe
the spiking recurrent neural networks that we are using throughout the paper,
and we review the connectivity patterns of the networks that optimally encode
the input signals in their spike trains. We then discuss the problem of learning
the connectivity of the respective optimal networks in section 2 and provide the
core intutions on learning in section 3, namely, that the tight balance between
excitatory and inhibitory currents is the key signature of the optimal networks
that needs to be learnt. In section 4 we then derive the voltage-based synaptic
plasticity rules for the feedforward and recurrent connections that are used in
the main paper, and we discuss their mathematical properties. In section 5 we
apply these learning rules to the full E/I network. Finally, in the last section,
we provide all simulation parameters as well as pseudo-code.
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1 Spiking recurrent neural networks

In this section, we describe the network of integrate-and-fire neurons whose
synaptic weights we will learn. We furthermore introduce an optimality criterion
that we will use to define an ‘optimal’ spiking neural network, whose specific
connectivity structure will provide the target of learning. We largely follow the
derivations of [1, 2].

1.1 Inputs and outputs

We consider a recurrent neural network with Ng excitatory and Ny inhibitory
neurons (compare Figure 1Ai in the main paper). The network receives a set
of time-varying inputs c(t) = (c1(t), ca(t), ..., cr(t)) and produces a set of spike
train outputs from the excitatory population, o (t) = (of (), 0§ (), ..., 0% (t)).!
Each spike train is as a sum of Dirac delta functions, o(t) = >, d(t—tx), where
t;. are the spike times.

n general, we will use bold-faced letters to indicate vectors or matrices, and italic letters
to indicate scalar variables.



We furthermore define filtered versions of the input and output signals. First,
the filtered input signal, x(¢), is given by

x(t) = —Ax(t) + c(t), (S.1)
and the filtered spike trains of the excitatory neurons are given by
Z(t) = —Xrf(t) + of (1), (S.2)

Here, the parameter X\ sets the decay rate of the respective variables. We note
that for slowly changing signals, x(¢) and c(t) are just scaled versions of each
other. This is the scenario most applicable to our work, and we therefore refer to
both variables as ‘input signals’. Indeed, in the main text we did not distinguish
between c(t) and x(t), but will do so here to be mathematically exact. We
assume that these input signals are distributed according to some distribution
g(x). Throughout the first part of the supplementary information (SI), we will
assume that this distribution is ‘white’, i.e., that its covariance matrix is the
identity.

Each filtered spike trains can be viewed as a sum over postsynaptic poten-
tials. We will sometimes refer to these filtered spike trains as ‘instantaneous
firing rates’ or simply ‘firing rates’, even though, strictly speaking, the variables
rE(t) have units of firing rates scaled by a factor 1/X. We note that this defi-
nition slightly deviates from [1]. The spike trains of the inhibitory interneurons
are not considered to be part of the output. We will simply write of (¢) for the
vector of these spike trains, and r!(t) for the respective filtered versions. Since
there are Ny inhibitory neurons, both vectors are Nj-dimensional.

1.2 Voltage dynamics

We assume that the membrane voltages of both the excitatory and inhibitory
neurons follow the dynamics of current-based, leaky integrate-and-fire neurons.
Specifically, the voltage V¥ of the n-th excitatory neuron is given by

. ovE
E t) = n
VE@) = 5

where Ff are the feedforward weights of neuron n, QfE are the weights of
the recurrent excitatory inputs, QE I are the weights of the recurrent inhibitory
inputs, and o7(¢) is a noise term. The multiplication sign ‘> denotes the inner
product or dot product. We generally assume that the feedforward weights can
be either excitatory or inhibitory, meaning that individual elements of FE can
be either positive or negative. The elements of Qf I are assumed to be negative
and the elements of QE E are assumed to be positive, with one exception: the
self-connection weight QZF is assumed to be negative, as it determines the
neuron’s reset potential after a spike. Whenever the neuron hits a threshold,
TF it fires a spike and resets its own voltage. In other words, we have included
the reset of the integrate-and-fire neuron in its self-connection for mathematical
convenience. After each spike, the voltage is therefore reset to V,¥ — TF + QEE,
where QEF is a negative number.

Similarly, the membrane voltage V,! of the n-th inhibitory neuron follows
the dynamics

= AVEO)+FE . c(t)+ QEF . of (1) + QFT .ol (t) +on(t), (S.3)
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= M\VI(t) + QLF o () + QLT - ol (t) + on(t), (S.4)




where Q,IlE are the recurrent weights from the excitatory population and fo are
the recurrent weights from the inhibitory population. The thresholds are given
by T and the reset is contained in the element QLI of the recurrent inhibitory

input.

1.3 Voltage dynamics without interneurons

To develop the learning rules for this network, it will prove quite useful to start
with a simpler network in which we ignore the constraints imposed on biological
networks due to Dale’s law, i.e., due to the split of excitation and inhibition into
separate pools of neurons. To this end, we will defer the treatment of the full
E/I network to section 5 and omit the inhibitory interneurons from now on by
allowing direct inhibition between the excitatory neurons. We can then drop all
E/I subscripts and simplify the dynamics of the membrane voltage,

Vo(t) = =\Vi(t) + F ) c(t) + Q, o(t) (S.5)

where the neuron index n runs from 1... N (with N = Ng) and the recurrent
weights €2, € RY can be both excitatory or inhibitory. We also left out the noise
term, since it will essentially be irrelevant for the derivation of the learning rules.
The treatment of the full E/I network can be found in section 5. For notational
convenience, we will furthermore write all inner products as matrix products,
so that F,, - c(t) = F/ c(t) etc.

The synaptic weights of the individual neurons can be combined to yield
the connectivity matrices of the network. Throughout the SI, we define the
N x I matrix of feedforward weights as F = [F,Fo,...,Fy]T and the N x N
matrix of recurrent weights as @ = [©1,...,Qx] . This allows us to write the
dynamics of the whole network in the compact form

V(t) = —AV(t) + Fe(t) + Qo(t),

where V is simply the N-dimensional vector of all voltages. Finally, we can
formally integrate the differential equation, using (S.1) and (S.2), to obtain

V(t) = Fx(t) + Qr(t). (S.6)

Note that this integration does not constitute an explicit solution to the differ-
ential equation, since the instantaneous firing rates, r(t), appear on the r.h.s.
However, the integration highlights the particular relation between the voltages
and the filtered spike trains, which will become useful further below.

1.4 Readouts and objectives

The network receives the time-varying input signals, x(¢), and generates a set
of output spike trains, o(t). We will assume that a downstream area will seek
to construct an estimate %(t) of the input signal from a simple weighted sum of



the filtered output spike trains, 2

X =Dr (S.7)
Ng
= Z D,r,
n=1

where D is an I X Ng matrix of decoder weights, and D,, are the columns of
this matrix. The vector D,, summarizes the contribution of neuron n to the
reconstruction of the signal.® For future reference, we note that we can use
(S.2) to obtain a differential equation for this readout,

% = —\% + Do.

We can measure the quality of any readout by averaging its performance over a
time interval T'. To denote time averages of a quantity z(t), we will use angular
brackets so that (z(t)); = + fOT z(t). With this in mind, we define the following
loss function,

L= (),
= (IIx(t) = %] + C (1)),

where the first term inside the brackets is a quadratic measure of the recon-
struction error, the second term is a cost term on the firing rates. If the time
interval T' over which this loss is averaged is large compared to the time-scale
of the input, then the distribution of inputs ¢ during this interval is approx-
imately the same as the true input distribution ¢(c). Hence, for large T we
essentially sample the loss evenly over the distribution ¢(c) of all possible in-
puts ¢ (and hence over the distribution of input signals ¢(x), since the signals
x are filtered versions of c¢). To denote expectation values of a quantity z(x)
with respect to the distribution ¢(x), we will again use angular brackets, writing
(2(x))q(x) = J dxq(x)z(x). Accordingly, we can rewrite (S.8) as an estimate of
the expected loss over the inputs,*

L= <€(X)>q(x)

= (IIx—%II* + C(x)) (58)

a(x)

For ease of notation we will typically suppress the difference between these two
formulations and simply use angular brackets, (z), to denote averaging of the
variable z over either time or input signals. Similarly, we will write

(= |x—%|*+C(r) (S.9)

2Please note that we will generally drop the explicit notion of time-dependence to stream-
line the presentation, and so we here write X instead of %(¢) and r instead of r(t).

3Please note that D,, denotes a column of the decoder matrix D whereas F,, for instance,
denotes a row of the matrix of excitatory feedforward weights. Nonetheless, all vectors, in-
cluding these two, are assumed to be column vectors.

4We previously assumed that the distribution g(x) is white, i.e., its covariance matrix is
the identity. For non-white signals, it is advantageous to modify the definition of the loss, and
we will discuss this more general case in section 4.8.



to refer either to the time-dependent loss ¢(t) or the signal-dependent loss ¢(x).

The cost term, C(r), allows us to assign a ‘cost’ to the representation (in
terms of filtered spike trains) chosen by a particular network. Typical choices
for the cost-term are C(r) = >, 77 = |r[|> or C(r) = >, |rs| = [|r[l1. (We will
discuss the rationale for these choices in section 1.8.) For concreteness, we adopt
a linear sum of the two, but many results and intuitions directly generalize to
other cost functions. The objective (S.9) then reads

5112 2
C=[lx ="+ pllel]” + v rl; . (5.10)

1.5 The optimal decoder

The cost function not only allows us to define the quality of a particular recon-
struction, X = Dr, but it also allows us to determine the best possible decoder
D for a given network. The corresponding optimization problem is identical to
linear regression. Taking the derivative of (S.8) with respect to D, we have

oL T
a—D:—2<(x—x)r >,

which we can set to zero to obtain the well-known linear regression solution,
-1
D= <XI‘T> <rrT> .

For each particular network architecture with feedforward weights F and re-
current weights €2, we can employ this formula to find the respective optimal
decoder. Indeed, we used this formula in Figure 2 in the main text, where we
compare the reconstructed signal with the input signal both for the the unlearnt
network and for the learnt network.

1.6 The optimal decoder under length constraints

The (optimal) decoder will be an important conceptual quantity for the learning
rules of the spiking network. In that context, however, the optimal decoder will
be constrained to be of a particular length. While the necessity of this constraint
will only become clear below, we here describe the corresponding optimization
problem for future reference. (This subsection can also be skipped on first
reading.)

Specifically, we will constrain the neurons’ individual contributions to the
readout, D,,, to be of a certain length. Using a set of Lagrangian multipliers
An, we simply add these length constraints to the mean square error of the
reconstruction to obtain the modified loss function °

Ng
L= (lx=%I%) + > An (IDo]1* = an) .
n=1

where a,, specifies the length of the n-th decoder D,,. Taking the derivative of
the loss with respect to D,, (and remembering that X = > D,r,) yields

oL R
oD, —2((x = X)rp) + 22, D,,.

5Note that we leave out the cost term C(r) since it do not depend on the decoder.



In turn, we can set the derivative to zero to find the minimum of the loss
function. An insightful implicit solution is found by writing

D, = )\i ((x = X)), (S.11)
n
and illustrates that the decoder will generally align with the direction of the
largest reconstruction errors whenever the neuron fires strongly. An explicit
solution can be found as well, corresponding to a penalized least square solution,
and is given by
D= <er> <rr—r + A>71 .

where A is a diagonal matrix whose entries are the Lagrangian constraints, A,,.

1.7 The connectivity and thresholds of the optimal net-
work

The optimal decoder allows us to find the best possible reconstruction for a given
network. We emphasize that the ‘best possible reconstruction’ is not necessarily
a good one; depending on the network connectivity, the reconstruction may not
work at all. To counter this problem, we will study how to choose the free
internal parameters of the network—the synaptic weights and the thresholds—
such that the loss function is minimized. In other words, instead of assuming
that the network is given, and then optimizing the decoder D, we will now
assume that the decoder is given, and we will then optimize the network. We
will do so following the derivations layed out in [1].

First, we assume that we have a given and fixed decoder, D. We can then
consider the effect of a spike of neuron n on the loss ¢ (S.10). The spike will
increase the filtered spike train, r,, — r,+1, and thus update the signal estimate
according to X — X + D,,, where D,, is the n-th column of the decoder matrix
D. We can therefore rewrite the objective (S.10) after the firing of the spike as

{(neuron n spiked) = ||x — % — Dy || + p v +en|* + v |r +eul,

where [e,]; = d,;. We adopt a greedy optimization scheme in which a neuron
fires as soon as its spike decreases the loss. Mathematically, this condition yields
the expression ¢(n spiked) < ¢(n did not spike), from which we can immediately
derive the spiking condition [2, 1],

1
D]x~ DIDr — ur > o (1D + 5+ 0).

Notice that all terms on the Lh.s. are time-dependent while all terms on the
r.h.s. are constant. We will identify the Lh.s. with the (time-varying) voltages
of our neurons, and the r.h.s. with the (constant) thresholds,

Vo(t) =D} x — D) Dr — pr,, (S.12)

1
T = 5Dl + p+v). (8.13)



In turn, if we take the temporal derivative of V,,, we obtain

V, =D/ % —D/Di — pr,,
=D, (-Mx+c) =D, D(=Ar +0) — p(=Arp +0y,),
= -\, +D c— (DD, + pe,) o,

where we used (S.1) and (S.2) in the second line, and (S.12) in the third line.

We have thereby derived a differential equation for the membrane voltage
that can be compared with the equation for the general network of integrate-
and-fire neurons, (S.5). To be optimal, a network should therefore have the
following connectivity,

F=D',
Q=-D'D—ul
= —FF' —ul,

where Iy is the N x N identity matrix.® These connectivities are similar to
those of optimal rate networks that are designed to minimize the loss function
(S.10) [3, 4, 5, 6]. They are quite specific in that the recurrent weights are sym-
metric and, as shown in the last equation, are directly related to the feedforward
weights. Furthermore, the thresholds are similarly related to the recurrent (and
thereby the feedforward connectivities) via (S.13) so that

1 . T
T = 3 (dlag(D D) +u+y)
1
= § (—dlag(ﬂ) +V)>

where T is simply the N-dimensional vector of all thresholds.

An important observation is that the spiking condition of a single neuron
relies on local information only and does not require the evaluation or knowledge
of the full objective function. Indeed, rewriting (S.12) by using the definition of
X, we obtain

Vo(t) =D, (x — &) — pury, (S.14)

so that the voltage reflects both the part of the reconstruction error, x — %X, that
is projected onto the decoder weights D,,, as well as the quadratic cost term.
Accordingly, a spike fired by a neuron is designed to decrease this projected
error, and in turn decreases the objective [1].

1.8 The cost-term revisited

With the structure of the optimal network in mind, we can reconsider the im-
portance of the cost term, C(r). To do so, we imagine that there are (many)
more neurons than independent inputs, i.e., N > I. Ignoring spikes for a mo-
ment, and assuming graded firing rates r and constant inputs x, we observe that

6Note that, since we are now ignoring Dale’s law, all synaptic weights can be both excitatory
and inhibitory. For pedagogical purposes, however, it is often useful to consider the case in
which all feedforward weights are excitatory, and hence all lateral weights are inhibitory (in
the optimal network). We will make use of this toy case throughout the SI.



the solution space of (S.8) is degenerate in that many possible combinations of
firing rates can minimize the objective. Possible solutions are those in which
only a few neurons fire with high rates (sparse regime), and those in which many
neurons fire with fairly low firing rates (dense regime).

The cost term allows us to control which solution the network converges to.
The typical choice to enforce sparse population responses is a so-called L1-cost,

C(r) = |Ir|l; = >, |rn|, and the typical choice to enforce a dense population
code is a so-called L2-cost C(r) = Hr||§ = Y r2. Many other costs such

as slowness, group sparsity and others have been extensively discussed in the
literature, especially in the context of regularization. We here adopt a linear
sum of L1- and L2-cost for the rest of this manuscript, but the generalisation
to other cost functions is possible with typically few modifications (see also [1]
for a more detailed discussion).

2 The learning problem

Learning in recurrent neural networks can have different connotations. To clarify
why we consider it a difficult problem, we will first review classical approaches
and then describe exactly which problem we are trying to tackle.

2.1 Classical approaches to learning in recurrent neural
networks

In ‘top-down’ approaches, one first specifies an objective that quantifies a net-
work’s performance in a particular task, and then derives learning rules that
modify the connectivity of the network to improve task performance. While
this approach has mostly been used in feedforward neural networks, several
approaches exist for recurrent neural networks. Famous examples include the
Hebbian rules for Hopfield networks [7, 8], ‘backpropagation in time’ [9], or the
more recent "'FORCE’ learning algorithm [10].

The key problem with top-down approaches is that they often achieve their
functionality at the cost of biological plausibility. First, almost all top-down
approaches are based on ‘firing rate’ networks, i.e., networks in which neurons
communicate with continuous rates rather than spikes. Second, most top-down
approaches lead to ‘learning rules’ that are non-local, i.e., that depend on non-
local information, such as the activity or synaptic weights of other neurons in
the network.”

In ‘bottom-up’ approaches, the word ‘learning’ refers to networks whose
synapses undergo specific, biologically plausible plasticity rules. In contrast
to top-down approaches, the bottom-up perspective has allowed researchers to
specifically investigate the the effect of spike-timing-dependent plasticity on the
dynamics of spiking networks. For instance, such rules may allow a network to
learn how to properly balance itself on a specified time scale [11, 14].

The key problem with bottom-up approaches is that the generation of a
particular dynamical regime does not necessarily imply any specific functional-
ity. Indeed, bottom-up approaches usually run into problems when trying to

"The Hebbian rule for Hopfield networks is a famous exception to this case.



tie synaptic plasticity to computational goals. While several studies have delin-
eated rules of thumb for how plausible learning rules may give rise to certain
functions [15], they lack the insight or the mathematical guarantees that come
with top-down approaches.

The difficulty of learning in recurrent neural networks is manifest in the gap
between these two approaches: top-down approaches achieve functionality by
sacrificing biological realism, and bottom-up approaches achieve biological real-
ism by sacrificing functionality. A crucial challenge in bridging this gap turns
out to be the locality constraint: biological synapses can only rely on local
information in order to modify their strength. Indeed, deriving learning rules
from an objective function under this locality constraint is often analytically
intractable, and a large literature is devoted to this problem (distributed op-
timization; game theory; etc.). Most attempts at deriving local learning rules
from functional principles have tried to circumvent this issue by approximating
derived learning rules with local ones (e.g. [2, 5]). However, these approaches
tend to work only under certain conditions and carry few mathematical guar-
antees in terms of optimality or convergence [16].

2.2 The efficient coding objective

Here our goal will be to bridge the gap and derive biologically realistic, local
learning rules for a spiking network, that are guarantueed to converge to a
specific global optimum. We will do this for the ‘autoencoder’, an unsupervised
learning system that receives a set of time-varying input signals, and then learns
to generate an efficient spike code in order to represent these signals. Given
that our work is based on minimizing quadratic loss functions with linear and
quadratic costs, algorithms such as principal component analysis (PCA) and
independent component analysis (ICA) are special cases of this class of learning
problems [17].

We will start by defining the objective of our network. In Section 1.7, we
assumed a given and fized decoder D, and then derived a network that minimizes
the objective 8

* : 2 2
L = min (|lx = Dr||* + g r]* + v ], ).

Unfortunately, this objective cannot be used for learning a network, since the
pre-defined decoder D is not part of the network structure, and there is a priori
no way the network can guess it.” Indeed, learning has to start in a network
with random initial feedforward weights F and recurrent weights €2.

We therefore need to make a small change in perspective: instead of fixing a
decoder upfront we require the network to perform a double-minimization with
respect to both the spike times o as well as with respect to the decoder D,

L = min (|lx = Dr|f” + pr)* + v[x], ) st. Dy} =27 — = v, (S15)

where the constraint on the decoder length arises from (S.13).

8Strictly speaking, the spike trains o are obtained through a greedy minimization of the
time-dependent loss £(t). In practice, however, this approximation works quite well [1]

9Note that this decoder might even be chosen very badly and result in pathological cases
such as one neuron firing with extremely high rates.

10



2.3 The problem of learning the synaptic weights

The objective function (S.15) seems to pose a baffling problem to solve with
a neural network for multiple reasons: first, at the beginning of learning the
decoder is not explicitly represented in the network connectivity, so how could
the network ‘learn’ a decoder? Second, neither the feedforward nor the recurrent
weights are explicitly part of the objective, (S.15). Rather, the instantaneous
firing rates, r(t), depend implicitly on the connectivity. Hence, even a simple
gradient descent with respect to the synaptic weights is not possible. Third,
even if the feedforward weights are initially set to the correct values, i.e., to
the values of the optimal decoder D*, i.e. F = D*T, we could still not learn
the desired recurrent connectivity € = —FF' — uI. The key problem is that
neurons have no direct access to their respective feedforward weights. More
precisely, the input to the network is given by Fx, but from the perspective of
the network F and x are only defined up to a linear orthogonal transformation
A, Fx = (FA")(Ax). Before showing how we can address these problems, we
will briefly discuss a fourth issue, concerning the thresholds T}, of the neurons
and their relation to the length of the decoder.

2.4 The problem of the appropriate decoder scale

Section 1.7 showed that the thresholds, T,, are intimately linked to the length of
the decoder weights. To address this problem, we introduced a constraint on the
length of the decoders in the double-minimization (S.15). In practice, we will
therefore assume that the thresholds, T}, are constant throughout learning and
then re-interpret (S.13) as imposing a constraint on the length of the decoder
weights,

ID,.|5 = 2T, — pu — v

In turn, this ‘scaling constraint’ effects the scaling of both the feedforward and
recurrent weights. Using our knowledge of the optimal architecture, F' =D
and Q= -D'D — uI, we can directly interpret the constraint on the decoder
as constraints on the feedforward and recurrent connectivity, namely

2
[Fnlly = 2T — p—v,
—Qpn = D5 + g = 2T, — .

These scaling constraints need to be taken into account when learning the synap-
tic connectivity. However, it is important to note that the constraints only
change the scale but not the structure of the network connectivity. For this
reason, and in order to concentrate on the core intuitions behind the learning
rule, we will delay the treatment of the scaling problem until section 4.7.

3 The core intuitions behind learning

The last section showed that we need to exploit some other property of the
network in order to be able to learn the desired connectivity. In this section, we
will explain the core intuitions behind our learning rules and show why the bal-
ance between excitation and inhibition is tied to the quality of the output code
and to the desired network architecture. While this section does not consider

11



the most general scenario (with both L1 and L2 costs and correct scaling), we
will revisit this issue in section 4, where the actual learning rules used in the
main paper are derived. In order to simplify things, we will first neglect the
cost terms p and v.

3.1 Error-driven coding

The ‘locality of information’ constraint suggests that the learning problem should
be attacked from the point of view of the single neuron. The membrane voltage
of one of our neurons will initially obey (S.6), which we here re-express for the
n-th neuron,

Vo =Flx+Qr,

where the first term is the feedforward input and the second term the recurrent
input.

To understand what our neuron should do with its synapses, we will first
consider what happens at the level of this neuron, once the input signal can
be properly reconstructed from the network output with some decoder D. We
emphasize that we do not assume that we know the shape of D or that we
are already in the optimal architecture (Section 1.7). Rather, we will simply
assume that the network is in some state in which some decoder D will properly
do the job, in which case the reconstruction error should be very small, so that
x—X=0.

From the point of view of the n-th neuron, this reconstruction error is in-
accessible. Indeed, our neuron only receives a small part of the input signal,
namely the input signal as seen through the lense of its feedforward weights,
FIX. However, the reconstruction error &, for this part of the input signal
should, of course, likewise be close to zero so that

en=F x—F]%
=F'x—FDr
~ 0.

Our key insight is now that this latter equation will be identical to the voltage
equation if we assume that QI = —FID and €, = V,, = 0. Hence, we have
obtained two sufficient conditions for the network to properly represent the
input signals. If we can furthermore ensure that the feedforward weights align
with the decoder, and that D = D*, then we have learnt the optimal architecture
from Section 1.7, and found the minimum of the loss function (S.15).

3.2 The four conditions of learning
These insights lead us to the following four conditions of learning;:

1. The membrane voltage of each neuron should remain close to zero, i.e.,
its resting potential. We can interpret this to mean that the membrane
voltage fluctuations should be minimized or bounded as tightly as possible.
Accordingly, any deviation from rest caused by the feedforward inputs
must be immediately eliminated by the recurrent inputs. In other words,
the feedforward and recurrent inputs into each cell need to balance each
other on short time-scales. As a consequence, any excitatory input into
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the cells must be quickly canceled by an inhibitory input of equal size, a
condition known as E/I balance.

2. The recurrent connectivity should be of the form 2 = —FD where D is
an a priori unknown decoder matrix. As a consequence, the membrane
voltage of each neuron can be interpreted as a projection of the recon-
struction error, €,, which we will refer to as ‘error-driven coding.” Indeed,
the recovery of the reconstruction error in the membrane voltages is a
key ingredient of the optimal network, see equation (S.14). We emphasize
that the decoder matrix, D, is unspecified at this point, and that not all
matrices D will allow a network to fulfill condition (1), as well. As a con-
sequence, the target 2 = —FD consists of a large, if unspecified, set of
possible matrices, and ‘error-driven coding’ can be achieved by a large set
of networks.

3. The network architecture that we have derived so far deviates from the
optimal architecture, since F' and D' are not necessarily the same ma-
trices. Accordingly, we need to somehow make sure that the feedforward
weights F align with the (unknown) decoder D',

4. All of these conditions take the point of view of the single neuron. To make
sure that the network as a whole represents the input signals properly, the
feedforward weights need to properly span the space of input signals. If,
for instance, the feedforward weigths of all neurons were identical, the
network could at most represent the one-dimensional space spanned by
these feedforward weights. This condition will be automatically fulfilled if
both D and F converge to the global optimum D* of (S.15).

These conditions suggest a specific program for learning the synaptic weights.
First, starting from random feedforward and recurrent weights, we need to learn
a balanced system in which the recurrent weights converge to a low-rank solu-
tion, 2 — —FD. In a second step, we can then aim to tighten the balance
between excitatory and inhibitory currents by aligning D and F such that both
converge to the global optimum, D*.1°

In the following two subsections we derive a local learning rule for the re-
current synapses for which the fixed points obey properties (1) and (2). For an
even tighter balance, we then introduce a learning mechanism for the feedfor-
ward synapses that will make the network structure converge to the solution
(S.12) of the quadratic optimization problem (S.15).

3.3 Condition 1: Recurrent weights learn to balance feed-
forward inputs spike by spike

The shortest possible time-scale at which a single spiking neuron can be balanced
is limited by the interval between any two consecutive spikes of the population.
We will refer to this interval as a population interspike interval (pISI), in contrast
to the standard interspike interval (ISI) that is defined for two consecutive spikes
of the same neuron.

10We re-emphasize that the decoder D is not a biophysical quantity of the network. However,
it does serve as an important conceptual tool that is central to the development of the learning
rules.
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We illustrate this idea in Figure 1D in the main text. Here a cell receives
excitatory feedforward inputs and inhibitory spikes from three pre-synaptic neu-
rons. Between the second and the third spike (gray area) the cell integrates its
feedforward input currents and depolarizes its membrane voltage. The arrival
of the second inhibitory spike (red) then causes a hyperpolarization of the mem-
brane potential (see voltage trace in middle panels). In the balanced case (left
column) the hyperpolarization due to the inhibitory spike from the red neuron
perfectly cancels the depolarization through the excitatory feedforward connec-
tions (gray area).

To understand how to balance a single cell on such a short time-scale, we
rewrite the membrane potential as a sum over spikes. We index the spikes in
the network by the time of their occurrence, writing ¢1, to, ... for the successive
spike times of the population. We then introduce a second index in order to
identify which neuron fired a particular spike, writing k(%) to indicate that the
i-th spike, t;, was fired by the k-th neuron. With this notation in mind, let
us define the integral over the input signal c(¢) in the interval between two
consecutive population spikes at time ¢;_; and t;:

t;
g(t;) == /ch(T)e_A(f’"_T).
ti—1

We can then write the membrane voltage V,,(¢;) at time ¢; (i.e. at the time of
the i-th spike) as (confer (S.6))

Vo) = Flx+Q'r

= Fl/drc(r)e”‘(t*_ﬂ —l—ﬂz/dTo(T)e_)‘(“_T)
0

0
= ZF;Lrg(tj)ef)\(tiftj) + Zan(j)e*)\(ti*tj)

J<i Jj<i
_ Z(Fzg(tj)+an(j))e_>\(ti_tj)’
i<j

where k(j) denotes the index of the neuron spiking at time t;, as explained
above. Here F,,g(t;) corresponds to the accumulated excitatory current during
the pISI before the j-th spike, i.e., the total charge transfer. In turn, €,
corresponds to the immediate inhibitory charge transfer caused by the j-th
spike itself. The network is perfe