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Abstract

This article presents a mini-review about the progress in inferring monosynaptic connections from spike trains of multiple neurons

over the past twenty years. First, we explain a variety of meanings of “neuronal connectivity” in different research areas of

neuroscience, such as structural connectivity, monosynaptic connectivity, and functional connectivity. Among these, we focus on

the methods used to infer the monosynaptic connectivity from spike data. We then summarize the inference methods based on two

main approaches, i.e., correlation-based and model-based approaches. Finally, we describe available source codes for connectivity

inference and future challenges. Although inference will never be perfect, the accuracy of identifying the monosynaptic connections

has improved dramatically in recent years due to continuous efforts.
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1. Introduction

It has been about a hundred years since it was discovered

that neurons generate electrical pulses and that these electri-

cal pulses carry information between neurons. As it became

possible to chronically measure the activity of a neuron dur-

ing animal behavior, scientists began to investigate how in-

dividual neurons are involved in a neural response to stim-

uli. In recent years, it has become possible to record spike

signals from multiple neurons in parallel, and the number

of such neurons has increased over the years, now exceed-

ing a thousand (Stevenson and Kording, 2011; Steinmetz et al.,

2021). Although this number is still small compared to the total

number of neurons in the brain, it is likely to increase in the

future, and this information will eventually yield a great deal of

knowledge about neural information processing.

A straightforward way to study the function of the animal’s

nervous system is to examine how stimuli are represented in

neural activity in the brain and how this neural activity reg-

ulates the animal’s behavior. For example, neuronal repre-

sentation in the visual system has been analyzed by measur-

ing individual cells in the visual cortex and exploring the vi-

sual stimuli to which these cells respond (Hubel and Wiesel,

1977; Fujita et al., 1992); pioneering studies of the motor con-

trol of animal behavior have revealed the role of individual

neurons in operantly conditioned movements by recording neu-

ronal activity in the sensorimotor cortex of animals during be-

havior (Evarts, 1968). These early studies considered a single

neuron as representative of the myriad of cells in each brain

region that work for a single function. Recent advances in mea-

surement technology have made it possible to record the activ-
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ity of many individual cells in parallel and to elucidate the role

of multiple neurons in animal behavior. Assuming indepen-

dence among neurons, information about the stimulus-response

relationship of individual cells increases in proportion to the

number of cells measured simultaneously.

In addition, recent measurement technology not only allows

us to obtain information about the correlation between stimulus

and single cell activity, but also provides information about the

correlation of activity between neurons, allowing us to capture

information transmission at the level of individual neurons. The

amount of information about correlations between neurons in-

creases in proportion to the square of the number of cells mea-

sured, and it increases faster than the amount of information

about the stimulus-response relationship. In 1967, more than

half a century ago, when it was barely possible to measure the

activity of multiple neurons simultaneously, Perkel, Gerstein,

and Moore proposed a method for inferring monosynaptic con-

nections between neurons by evaluating the interdependence of

multiple neuronal spike trains (Perkel et al., 1967).

However, neurons in the brain are densely interconnected and

influence each other in complex ways. There is often interde-

pendence in the firing of neurons even when they are not di-

rectly connected, and this classical method has been shown to

make many false inferences. In this article, we review the ad-

vances in the methods for inferring monosynaptic connections

from spike data over the last twenty years. Finally, we discuss

the limitations and future challenges of current methods.

Preprint submitted to Elsevier journal March 19, 2024

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.10993v1


�✁✂✄�☎✆

✝✁✞✄✟✠✆

✡☛ ☞✌✍✎

✡ ☞✌✏✎

✡☛ ☞✌✍✎

✑✒✓✔✆✂

✕✖✗✘✙✚✛ ✜✢✕✢✣ ✤✥ ✦✧★✩✪✫✬ ✭✢✕✢✣ ✤✮

�✁✂✄�☎✆

✝✁✞✄✟✠✆✑✒✓✔✆✂

✯

✡ ☞✌✏✎

✡☛ ☞✌✍✎ ✡☛ ☞✌✍✎

✰

✱

✲

✳✆✴✁☎✵✓✶✠

✷✸✹✺✻✼ ✽✸✺✾✹✿❀ ❁❂❃❂❄❅❃❆❇❈❉❊ ❋❂❃❃●❊❈❉❂❃❄

❍■❏❏ ❑

❍■❏❏ ▲

▼❇❉◆● ❖P❆❉❃❄

◗❏■❘❙❚❯❱■

❲❳❨❩❬❩❳❭❩

❍■❏❏ ❪

❫

Figure 1: Monosynaptic connections between neurons. (a) and (b): Signal transmission between neurons. Due to the synaptic connection, the membrane potential

of a postsynaptic neuron (Post) increases (a) or decreases (b) after an action potential of a presynaptic neuron (Pre). Whether the membrane potential increases

or decreases depends on the type of presynaptic neuron. While an excitatory neuron (triangle) increases the membrane potential of the postsynaptic neuron, an

inhibitory neuron (circle) decreases it. The strength of the monosynaptic connection is defined as the change in potential (EPSP or IPSP). (c) and (d): Experimental

measurement of the monosynaptic connections. Using quadruple whole-cell recordings (c), the EPSP or IPSP can be measured by evoking action potentials in each

of the four neurons and measuring the change in the voltage in the other neurons (d). Panels (c) and (d) are adapted and modified with permission from Song et al.

(2005). (e): Inference of monosynaptic connections from spike trains of multiple neurons. The monosynaptic connections can be inferred from the correlation

between spike trains. In this review, we focus on the advances in the method to infer/estimate the monosynaptic connections from spike data.

2. Variety of meanings for “neuronal connectivity”

The nervous system in the brain consists of a myriad of neu-

rons that transmit signals through synaptic connections to pro-

duce the neural response of an animal. Bottom-up research

on brain function analyzes the circuit structure of how neurons

are connected via synapses and elucidates the mechanisms by

which these connections are plastically modified. Before get-

ting to the main topic, however, we must first mention that the

term “connectivity” or “connection” is used in three ways de-

pending on the field of neuroscience, i.e., structural connectiv-

ity, monosynaptic connectivity, and functional connectivity.

2.1. Structural connectivity

Structural connectivity means how neurons are anatom-

ically connected. Studies that attempt to analyze the

structure of neural circuits include efforts to reconstruct

neurons in three-dimensional space using electron mi-

croscopy (Helmstaedter et al., 2013; Scheffer et al., 2020). To

study the structural connections between distant neurons or

between brain regions, connections are first visualized at the

neuronal level using horseradish peroxidase and other tech-

niques (Binzegger et al., 2004). Structural connectivity at the

macroscopic level between brain regions is analyzed using dif-

fusion tensor imaging (DTI) that visualizes the bundles of nerve

fibers. The structural connections obtained in this way have

been used to simulate neural circuits to discuss the function of

columns and the impact of a single neuronal spike on the dy-

namics at the level of the whole brain (Izhikevich and Edelman,

2008; Schmidt et al., 2018).

2.2. Monosynaptic connectivity

The mechanism of signal propagation between neurons is

that action potentials (spikes) generated in one neuronal cell

(presynaptic neuron) propagate through axons and, upon arrival

at synapses at the axon terminals, chemical transmitters are re-

leased, causing changes in the membrane potential of a post-

synaptic neuron (Fig.1a, b). When the membrane potential of

a neuron reaches the threshold, the neuron generates a spike.

Monosynaptic connectivity is defined as a direct influence be-

tween neurons in their membrane potential (i.e., EPSP or IPSP).

To confirm the monosynaptic connections, we can stimulate one

neuron to generate an action potential and observe whether the

activation of the neuron results in a change in the membrane

potential of another neuron (Fig.1c, d). If this measurement

can be done, not only the presence or absence of synaptic con-

nections, but also the strength of the connections can be mea-

sured in units of excitatory/inhibitory postsynaptic potentials

(EPSP/IPSP) (Thomson et al., 2002; Song et al., 2005).

Although synaptic connections can be rigorously determined

by intracellular recording, intracellular recording in behaving

animals is challenging, and the number of cells that can be mea-

sured simultaneously is limited to a few, even for brain slices

(in vitro). In contrast, technological innovations are continu-

ously increasing the number of cells that can be measured si-

multaneously using extracellular recording. The presence of a

monosynaptic connection can be inferred from the correlation

between spike trains with a time difference of a few millisec-

onds (Fig.1e). Although the inference is subject to some error,

it may be possible to improve the accuracy of the inference by
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improving the data analysis method. In this paper, we review

the methods that have been developed for this purpose.

2.3. Functional connectivity

Neurons in the brain are connected at multiple levels, even if

they are not connected monosynaptically, and their neural ac-

tivity may not be independent of each other. Many studies have

attempted to detect correlations of activity between different

brain regions, particularly in humans, using non-invasive mea-

surements such as fMRI, in search of potential features associ-

ated with neurological and psychiatric disorders (Lynall et al.,

2010; van den Heuvel and Sporns, 2019). They refer to the cor-

relation as “functional connectivity”, but this simply means an

apparent correlation between brain regions or between neurons,

and it “does not provide direct insight into how these correla-

tions are mediated” (Friston, 1994). It should be noted that the

existence of a strong functional connection (direct or indirect)

between two given elements cannot be attributed to the physical

connection between the two elements.

3. Methods for inferring monosynaptic connections

This review focuses on studies that aim to infer or estimate

direct monosynaptic connections between neurons. We will re-

fer to the studies we focus on as “inferring monosynaptic con-

nections” to distinguish them from studies that simply detect

activity correlations as “functional connections”.

The number of papers aiming at the inference of monosy-

naptic connectivity has increased in recent years (Fig. 2).

We searched Web of Science for papers containing the key-

words “connectivity, inference, spike,” “connectivity, estima-

tion, spike,” or “connectivity, reconstruction, spike.” in the title

or abstract. The search returned 308 articles. We found 124

articles that addressed the problem of inferring monosynaptic

connections between neurons. Even excluding the 8 articles

that used intracellular recording to measure synaptic connec-

tivity and one article that focused on a graphical user interface

(GUI) to analyze recorded data, we still have 115 articles.

Methods for inferring the monosynaptic connections be-

tween neurons can be divided into two categories: 1) meth-

ods based on the statistical characteristics of the spike corre-

lation between neurons and 2) methods based on the model

of the dynamic spike generation process of the recorded cells.

In this paper, we call them “correlation-based” and “model-

based”, respectively (Table 1). The former has sometimes been

called “model-free” (Stetter et al., 2012; Vicente et al., 2011;

de Abril et al., 2018). Recently, however, it has been realized

that applying a statistical model such as the generalized linear

model to the spike correlation is an efficient way to analyze the

data (e.g. Kobayashi et al. (2019)), and we have changed the

category name accordingly. In addition, information-theoretic

quantities, such as mutual information, are measures of corre-

lation, because they evaluate the dependence between two ran-

dom variables (Cover and Thomas, 1991). In the following sec-

tions, we will further subdivide them with brief methodological

explanations, and finally introduce open source codes that are

currently available.

Table 1: Approaches to infer monosynaptic connections.

Category Method Papers ( %)

Correlation-based

Cross-correlation 26 (23 %)

Information theory 11 (10 %)

Others 24 (21 %)

Model-based
GLM 36 (31 %)

Others 18 (16 %)
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Figure 2: Number of papers that contain keywords of “connectivity, estimation,

spike,” “connectivity, inference, spike,” or “connectivity, reconstruction, spike.”

3.1. Correlation-based approach

Methods based on the spike-occurrence correlation of two

cells occupy 53% of all studies of monosynaptic connection es-

timation. Here we further subdivide them by the terms “cross-

correlation,” “information theory,” and “others” (Table 1).

3.1.1. Cross-correlation method

The membrane potential of a neuron fluctuates due to the

input from other neurons transmitted via synaptic connec-

tions. A spike arriving at an excitatory/inhibitory synapse in-

creases/decreases the membrane potential of a target neuron,

i.e., the postsynaptic neuron (Fig.1a, b). Accordingly, the prob-

ability of a spike occurring at the postsynaptic neuron (Post in

Fig.1a, b) increases/decreases for a few milliseconds after the

occurrence of a spike at another neuron (Pre in Fig.1a, b).

The classical cross-correlation (classical CC) method at-

tempts to find the existence of synaptic connections between

neurons by analyzing the cross-correlation of spike occurrences

of two neurons to detect the causal influence due to the synap-

tic connections (Perkel et al., 1967; Moore et al., 1970). The

method consists of the following three steps (Fig.3a).

1. Obtain a cross-correlation by computing the time of spikes

of a target neuron (cell B) measured relative to each spike

of the reference neuron (cell A) (Fig.3a: center).

2. Construct the cross-correlation histogram or cross-

correlogram (CCG) (Fig.3a: right).

3. Determine that there may be a synaptic connection from A

to B (or B to A) if the CCG has a statistically significant

peak or dip in the region s > 0 (or s < 0).
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Figure 3: Classical cross-correlation method and its extensions. (a): Classical cross-correlation method. First, the cross-correlation data is obtained by computing

the time lag s = bk − a j relative to the reference cell (cell A). Note that ak (bk) is the k th spike time of cell A (B). A histogram of the CC data (CCG) is then

constructed. If the CCG has a peak or dip in the range of time difference s > 0 (s < 0), it suggests a synaptic connection from cell A to B (cell B to A). (b): Shift

predictor. First, an artificial spike train (Cell B shift: cyan) is generated by shifting the trial of the target cell (Cell B: blue). The shift predictor is then obtained by

calculating the CCG between Cell A (red) and Cell B shift (cyan). Finally, the connection is inferred from the histogram obtained by subtracting the shift predictor

from the original CCG between cell A (red) and cell B (blue). (c): Jittering. A jittered spike train (Jitter Cell B: cyan) is generated by randomly (± 5 [ms]) shifting

the spike of the target cell (Cell B: blue). Monosynaptic connectivity is inferred by comparing the CCG between Cell A (red) and Cell B (blue) with the CCG

between Cell A (red) and Jitter Cell B (cyan). Panel (c) is adapted with permission from Fujisawa et al. (2008). (d): Decomposition. This approach infers the

synaptic connectivity by decomposing the CCG into multiple components. For example, GLMCC estimates synaptic connections by decomposing the CCG into

the effects from cells other than the two cells (green) and the effects due to synaptic connections between the two cells (cyan, magenta). Panel (d) is adapted with

permission from Kobayashi et al. (2019).
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There are several variants of the classical method: the spike

coherence (Brillinger et al., 1976), the joint peri stimulus time

histogram (JPSTH) (Gerstein and Perkel, 1969; Aertsen et al.,

1989), and the covariance (Pernice and Rotter, 2013).

The classical CC method has the advantage of high inter-

pretability because the influence of the synaptic connection is

visible from the CCG. However, the CCGs often exhibit large

fluctuations, which may be caused by a large number of other

neurons that are not recorded, and such large fluctuations may

induce many false detections. To overcome this difficulty, there

have been several approaches to improve the estimation. In

the following, we introduce four main approaches to extend the

classical CC method.

• Shift predictor (Fig. 3b): A CCG constructed from two

neurons often exhibits a broad peak near the zero time

lag, even when the neurons are not monosynaptically con-

nected. A shift predictor has been proposed to avoid the

false inference caused by this peak (Perkel et al., 1967;

Toyama et al., 1981; Palm et al., 1988). When an animal

is repeatedly exposed to the same stimulus, this activation

causes a broad peak in the CCG. The correlation due to the

stimulus may be extracted by constructing a CCG between

a reference cell (Cell A) and an artificial spike train (Cell B

shift) obtained by shifting the response of a trial, which is

called the shift predictor. The influence of a monosynaptic

connection is expected to appear in the difference between

the original CCG and the shift predictor.

• Jittering (Fig. 3c): While a CCG may also exhibit slow

fluctuations caused by background activity, the monosy-

naptic effect is expected to show up as a sharp peak or dip

typically in a few milliseconds near the origin (s = 0).

The sharp peak or dip near the origin may be destroyed

if the original spike times are jittered for several mil-

liseconds, while the slow fluctuations remain. The jit-

tering method estimates the statistical significance of a

peak or a dip in the original CCG by constructing many

CCGs from jittered spike trains (Fujisawa et al., 2008;

Amarasingham et al., 2012).

• Decomposition (Fig. 3d): This approach extracts the ef-

fect of the monosynaptic connections by decomposing the

CCG into multiple components. Kobayashi et al. (2019)

applied the generalized linear model to decompose the

CCG into monosynaptic influences and background fluc-

tuations caused by other neurons. The method called

GLMCC was able to estimate synaptic connections more

accurately than the classical CC and Jittering when applied

to synthetic spike trains generated by simulating a net-

work of 1,000 Hodgkin-Huxley model neurons and a net-

work of 10,000 leaky integrate-and-fire neurons. Ren et al.

(2020) employed a similar model and showed that the es-

timation accuracy can be improved by taking the neuron

type into account. Spivak et al. (2022) proposed to decon-

volute the CCG into the effect of spiking of a reference

neuron, a target neuron, and other neurons. More recently,

Tsubo and Shinomoto (2023) pointed out that a cusp often

appears at the origin of many biological CCGs, and pro-

posed a new method, ShinGLMCC, to avoid making false

inferences caused by the cusp.

• Post-processing: CCGs of in vivo data are often jagged,

burying a clear peak or dip. There are several sug-

gestions for post-processing to find a peak/dip in a

CCG. Pastore et al. (2018) suggested subtracting the fil-

tered mean from the original CCG. De Blasi et al. (2019)

used an edge filter used in image processing and pro-

cessed the CCG. They generated synthetic data by sim-

ulating a network of 1,000 Izhikevich model neurons

and showed that their method provided better estimation.

Endo et al. (2021) trained the convolutional neural net-

work with synthetic data from 1,000 MAT model neu-

rons (Kobayashi et al., 2009) to learn the synaptic connec-

tivity.

Application to experimental data

The classical CC method and its extensions are not only vali-

dated with synthetic data, but also applied to many experimental

data.

• Classical Cross-Correlation: Barthó et al. (2004) used

the classical CC method to estimate synaptic connec-

tions between neurons in layer 5 of the somatosensory

cortex and the prefrontal cortex of a rat. The number

of connections detected was 0.2 percent of the 60,000

pairs analyzed. The estimation accuracy of the classical

CC method was evaluated using synthetic data obtained

from a network of 60 Izhikevich neurons (Garofalo et al.,

2009) or a network of 5,000 Hodgkin-Huxley neu-

rons (Kobayashi and Kitano, 2013).

• Shift predictor: Shift predictor has been used to

analyze many experimental studies: Cat visual cor-

tex (Toyama et al., 1981), Cat thalamus to visual

cortex (Reid and Alonso, 1995), Rat visual cor-

tex (Yoshimura et al., 2005), Rat thalamus to so-

matosensory cortex (Liew et al., 2021), Monkey V1 and

V2 area (Nowak et al., 1999), and Monkey prefrontal

cortex (Funahashi and Inoue, 2000).

• Jittering: Jittering has been used to analyze rat me-

dial prefrontal cortex (Fujisawa et al., 2008), rat hip-

pocampus (Mizuseki et al., 2009), and rat prefrontal cor-

tex (Schwindel et al., 2014).

• Decomposition: Kobayashi et al. (2019) proposed the

GLMCC and applied it to hippocampal CA1 and

EC (Mizuseki et al., 2013) measured from a freely behav-

ing rat. The excitatory and inhibitory characteristics of

individual neurons determined by GLMCC showed good

agreement with those determined by experts based on

spike waveforms and CCGs. Furthermore, the cell-to-

cell binding probabilities were consistent with those pre-

viously identified in slice experiments. Ren et al. (2020)

proposed ExGLM and applied it to data measured from
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cultured cells in vitro using a large multielectrode ar-

ray (512 electrodes). The presumed excitable charac-

teristics were consistent with previous experimental re-

sults. Spivak et al. (2022) applied their proposed method

to mouse hippocampal CA1 data from three freely-moving

mice recorded with high-density silicon probes. The re-

sults show that the proposed method can remove the effect

of burst firing of presynaptic neurons.

• Post-processing: Pastore et al. (2018) used their method,

FNCCH, to estimate synaptic connections in vitro cell

culture (4,096 units). The results suggest that the in

vitro network has small-world, scale-free, and rich-club

(strongly connected) properties. Endo et al. (2021) used

their method, CoNNECT, to analyze data recorded from

the prefrontal, IT, and V1 cortices of monkeys.

3.1.2. Information-theoretic measure

Information-theoretic measures such as joint en-

tropy (Garofalo et al., 2009) or directed informa-

tion (Quinn et al., 2011; So et al., 2012; Cai et al., 2017)

have been used to estimate synaptic connections. Here we

introduce the transfer entropy (TE) (Schreiber, 2000), which

is the most common among the 11 articles in Table 1, see

Vicente et al. (2011) for a review.

TE from one neuron j to another neuron i quantifies the de-

gree to which the spike data of neuron j can improve the predic-

tion of the spike data of neuron i. If there is a strong excitatory

synapse from neuron j to neuron i, spike occurrence in neuron

j should have a strong impact on spike generation in neuron i,

and accordingly the TE should take a large value. In contrast,

if there is no synapse from neuron j to neuron i, the activity of

neuron j should not affect the prediction of spike data of neuron

i, and the TE is expected to vanish (TE = 0).

When computing the TE, spike trains are discretized with a

time bin ∆, i.e. it is represented as a discrete time binary series,

where Ik = 1 (Jk = 1) if the i th ( j th) neuron generates spikes

in the k th time bin, otherwise Ik = 0 (Jk = 0). The TE from

one neuron j to another neuron i is calculated as

TE ji =
∑

Ik ,Ik−1 ,Jk−1

p(Ik, Ik−1, Jk−1) log
p (Ik |Ik−1, Jk−1)

p (Ik |Ik−1)
, (1)

where p (Ik|Ik−1, Jk−1) and p (Ik|Ik−1) represent the conditional

probabilities. The advantage of the TE over the classical CC

method is that it estimates synaptic connections taking into ac-

count the past activity of neuron i itself, as can be seen from the

equation (1). This is expected to allow TE to estimate synaptic

connections by incorporating neuronal properties such as re-

fractory periods and bursts.

Improvements to the TE have also been proposed. For in-

stance, Ito et al. (2011) proposed Higher Order TE (HOTE),

which considers spiking data before d steps (Ik−1, Ik−2, · · · Ik−l;

Jk−d, Jk−d−1, · · · Jk−d−m) and showed it can improve the accuracy

of estimation. Furthermore, the estimated TE value depends

critically on the time bin ∆, which potentially affects the in-

ferred connectivity. For this reason, it has been proposed to fit

GLM (Quinn et al., 2011; So et al., 2012) or to estimate the TE

directly from interspike interval data (Shorten et al., 2021).

Information-theoretic measures have also been applied to ex-

perimental data. For example, the directed information has

been used to estimate synaptic connectivity in monkey primary

motor cortex (Quinn et al., 2011; So et al., 2012). The extended

TE has been used to estimate synaptic connectivity in slice cul-

tures of rodent somatosensory cortex (Ito et al., 2011). More re-

cently, the TE has been used to examine changes in connections

between neurons in rat embryo dissociated hippocampal neuron

cultures in vitro at 6-35 days post-culture to determine how neu-

ral networks evolve as a result of maturation (Antonello et al.,

2022).

3.1.3. Other methods

This section introduces correlation-based methods that are

not based on the cross-correlation method or the information-

theoretic measure.

• Granger causality: Granger causality (Granger, 1969;

Seth, 2007) has also been used to estimate monosynaptic

connectivity. Since the original Granger causality analysis

is proposed for time series, it needs to be modified for the

analysis of point event data (point process) when consid-

ering neuronal spike data, e.g., by using the Fourier trans-

form (Nedungadi et al., 2009), introducing a likelihood ra-

tio test for the point process model (Kim et al., 2011), or

simply smoothing the spike data (Shao et al., 2015).

• Spike triggered non-negative matrix factorization

(STNMF): A method combining spike-triggered average

and non-negative matrix factorization (STNMF) has been

proposed to estimate the synaptic connectivity in the retina

(Liu et al., 2017).

• Others: Other methods have also been proposed using

the spike train metric (Kuroda et al., 2011) and the cop-

ulas (Sacerdote et al., 2012).

3.2. Model-based approach

While the correlation-based approach directly analyzes the

interdependence of two given spike trains, the model-based ap-

proach constructs a mathematical model in which spiking neu-

rons interact. The model-based approach can take account of

all recorded neurons simultaneously. The synaptic connections

are determined by fitting a large number of model parameters

to given spike trains.

3.2.1. Generalized linear model

Many studies have used the generalized linear model

(GLM) (Paninski, 2004; Okatan et al., 2005; Truccolo et al.,

2005; Chen and Brown, 2022), see Stevenson et al. (2008b) for

a review. The firing rate λi(t) of the i th neuron is given as a

function of an input

λi(t) = F(Input), (2)
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where the input is decomposed as

Input = [Base] + [Stimulus]

+[Refractory] + [Coupling]. (3)

The GLM (Eq. 3) assumes that neuronal firing is influenced by

the following four factors. The first term [Base] represents the

spontaneous firing rate. The second term [Stimulus] represents

the effect of the stimulus and is often modeled by the convolu-

tion of the external stimulus and the temporal/spatial filter. The

third term [Refractory] represents the property of neurons that

are less likely to fire immediately after a spike, which is related

to the refractory period or spike frequency adaptation (Koch,

2004; Kobayashi and Kitano, 2016). The fourth term [Cou-

pling] represents the monosynaptic effect from other neurons

recorded in parallel, and the synaptic connections are inferred

from the parameters in this term.

One of the reasons that GLM is often used is the ap-

plicability of the maximum likelihood method. The max-

imum likelihood method has been shown to provide more

accurate parameter estimation than the method of mo-

ments (Brillinger, 1975) or other methods (Berry and Meister,

1998; Chornoboy et al., 1988; Paninski, 2004). For GLM, it

has also been shown that the maximum likelihood method does

not have a local maximum (Paninski, 2004). The input-output

functions F can be the exponential function (Jolivet et al.,

2006; Kobayashi and Shinomoto, 2007) or the Relu func-

tion (Ermentrout, 1998; Kobayashi, 2009). GLMs whose input-

output function is a Relu function are also called Hawkes pro-

cess (Hawkes, 1971), for which fast estimation algorithms have

been developed (Lambert et al., 2018).

It should be noted that the number of parameters in the GLM

tended to be too large and overfitting occurred when applied to

experimental data (Stevenson et al., 2008b). Research has been

conducted to overcome this problem. One approach is to use

L1 (Lasso) regularization to reduce the effective number of pa-

rameters (Paninski, 2004; Zaytsev et al., 2015; Lambert et al.,

2018). For example, Pillow et al. (2008) estimated significant

functional connections between retinal ganglion cells by incor-

porating the physiological knowledge that synaptic connections

are sparse using the Group Lasso method (Yuan and Lin, 2006).

Another approach is to reduce the effective number of parame-

ters by Bayesian estimation (Gerwinn et al., 2010). For exam-

ple, Stevenson et al. (2008a) developed an estimation method

that incorporates the smoothness of the postsynaptic potential

and the sparsity of the connections into the prior distribution.

Chen et al. (2011) reported that Hierarchical Bayesian model-

ing is more accurate than L1 regularization in estimating con-

nections.

Applications to synthetic and experimental data

Below we summarize the applications of GLMs to synthetic

and experimental data.

• Applications to synthetic data: The validity of GLMs

can be tested by estimating synaptic connectivity from

spike data obtained by numerical simulation of an inter-

connected network of neurons. However, most GLM stud-

ies have estimated functional connectivity, and few stud-

ies have examined the correspondence between functional

connectivity and actual synaptic connectivity (excep-

tions are Kobayashi and Kitano (2013) and Zaytsev et al.

(2015)). Zaytsev et al. (2015) proposed a fast algorithm

for estimating synaptic connections, and the proposed

method was applied to simulated data based on a network

of 1,000 spiking model neurons. It has been shown that

the proposed method can accurately and quickly estimate

synaptic connections even when 1,000 cells are measured

simultaneously.

• Applications to biological data: An example of exper-

imental validation of GLM is a study of the stomato-

gastric ganglion (STG) circuit in the crab (Cancer bore-

alis) (Gerhard et al., 2013). In this study, the synaptic con-

nections between neurons were estimated from spike data

measured from the STG. The results showed that connec-

tions estimated using GLM were consistent with known

physiological connections. In contrast, connections es-

timated using Granger causality and firing rate were not

consistent with physiological connections.

GLM has also been applied to the retina (Pillow et al.,

2008; Gerwinn et al., 2010)), hippocam-

pus (Okatan et al., 2005; Xia et al., 2019), and motor

system (Stevenson et al., 2008a). The neuroscientific

significance of the inferred connections has also been

investigated. For example, Pillow et al. (2008) showed

that inferred connections between two types of cells (ON

and OFF retinal ganglion cells) in the monkey retina

improved the accuracy of predicting firing rates and

decoding visual stimuli. This result suggests that the

inferred connections may contribute to visual informa-

tion processing in the retina. In addition, some studies

suggest a relationship between estimated connections

and behavior. Xia et al. (2019) estimated the connection

between the rat hippocampus (HPC) and prefrontal cortex

(PFC). The results showed that the estimated connection

corresponded to rat behavior, with strong connections

between HPC and PFC observed only on trials where the

rat responded correctly to the task.

3.2.2. Other models

In addition to the GLM or point-process models (Section

3.2.1), other models have been used to infer monosynaptic con-

nections from spike trains. We introduce two popular models

for connectivity inference, namely the ising model and the spik-

ing neuron model.

• Ising model: Ising model is a simple mathematical model

of a magnetic material in which each spin can take ei-

ther an up or down state. A memory retrieval process in

a network of model neurons is analogous to an energy re-

laxation process in a network of Ising spins. The Ising
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Table 2: Available codes for connectivity inference from spike trains.

Method Language URL

TSPE (De Blasi et al., 2019) MATLAB https://github.com/biomemsLAB/TSPE

GLMCC (Kobayashi et al., 2019)
Python https://github.com/NII-Kobayashi/GLMCC

Web application https://s-shinomoto.com/CONNECT

ExGLM (Ren et al., 2020) MATLAB https://github.com/NaixinRen/extended-GLM-for-synapse-detection

CoNNECT (Endo et al., 2021)
Python https://github.com/shigerushinomoto/CoNNECT

Web application https://s-shinomoto.com/CONNECT

Transfer entropy (Ito et al., 2011) MATLAB https://code.google.com/archive/p/transfer-entropy-toolbox

CoTETE (Shorten et al., 2021) Julia / Python https://github.com/dpshorten/CoTETE.jl

GLM (Pillow et al., 2008) MATLAB https://github.com/pillowlab/GLMspiketools

model can be used to analyze a network of neurons inter-

acting through synapses. This can be done by transform-

ing the spike trains into a binary state, resting or firing,

with the time bin ∆. The connection between neurons can

be estimated by fitting the model to a given set of spike

data, such that each connection parameter represents the

degree to which the firing activity of neurons is synchro-

nized (Cocco et al., 2009; Posani et al., 2017). A problem

with this model is that the estimation results vary greatly

depending on the time bin ∆. To solve these problems,

Terada et al. (2020) developed a kinetic Ising model that

incorporates the effect of synaptic time delay and proposed

a framework to optimize the bin width ∆.

• Spiking neuron model: The spiking neuron model de-

scribes how a neuron generates spikes in response to ex-

ternal input (Kobayashi et al., 2009; Gerstner et al., 2014).

It has also been proposed to estimate the connections

between neurons by fitting a network of spiking neu-

ron models to the parallel spike data (Cocco et al., 2009;

Isomura et al., 2015; Ladenbauer et al., 2019). It has also

been proposed to estimate connections by training a spik-

ing neural network with spike time-dependent plasticity

(STDP) using measured spiking data (Moon et al., 2021).

3.3. Available source codes

As explained above, several techniques have been developed

for estimating connections between neurons from spike data,

and many of these techniques have been validated by apply-

ing them to simulated and experimental data. However, it often

takes a lot of effort to implement these techniques programmat-

ically. Therefore, it is convenient to use open source code. We

list codes that are currently available (March 2024) in Table 2.

Python and Matlab codes are becoming more popular. GLMCC

and CoNNECT also have web applications that allow users to

try analyzing spike data without programming. While TSPE,

GLMCC, ExGLM, and CoNNECT are cross-correlation meth-

ods (Section 3.1.1), transfer entropy and CoTETE are based on

information-theoretic measures (Section 3.1.2). GLMCC and

CoNNECT were validated by applying them to simulated data

from the spiking neuron model and the Hodgkin-Huxley model.

4. Future challenges

We summarize the difficulties in estimating synaptic connec-

tions from spiking data and discuss possible future directions.

• False positives: While reasonable estimation methods

provide many true positives for synaptic connections,

there are cases where they provide false positives. The

false positives can be caused by functional similarity

or common inputs. The false estimation due to func-

tional similarity can be eliminated by using the shift pre-

dictor (Fig.3b: Perkel et al. (1967)), and the false es-

timation due to common inputs can be eliminated by

the GLMCC (Fig.3e: Kobayashi et al. (2019)) or the

GLM (Kulkarni and Paninski, 2007), but these methods

are not perfect. Improving detection capability will con-

tinue to be a challenge.

• Competition of estimation methods: We have seen that

different approaches for estimating synaptic connections

have been proposed and validated using simulated data. It

should be noted that the effective method may also depend

on the simulation data. Since model developers tend to

prefer data that have yielded favorable results, it is desir-

able that a third party organize a competition to estimate

synaptic connections from multicellular spike trains using

experimental data in which the true connectivity is avail-

able for validation.

• Network analysis: Some studies have applied network

analysis (Barabasi, 2018; Newman, 2018) to the estimated

networks of neurons. Song et al. (2005) performed intra-

cellular recordings from layer 5 pyramidal neurons in rat

visual cortex and showed that the connections between

neurons have non-random features, such that bidirectional

connectivity and three-neuron connectivity patterns are

observed more frequently than the random network (ran-

dom graph). Furthermore, the strength of the connections

follows a log-normal distribution, i.e. the synaptic connec-

tions consist of a few strong connections and many weak

connections.

Shimono and Beggs (2015) applied the transfer entropy

method to spiking data measured with a 512-electrode ar-

ray from cultured cells. They applied the network motif
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analysis (Milo et al., 2002) and the community detection

algorithm (Blondel et al., 2008) to the inferred networks.

The results showed that the connections are more tightly

connected than in the random network, there are hub neu-

rons connected to many cells, and large clusters (commu-

nities) connected by two or three synapses are found. The

functional significance of the network structures in infor-

mation processing needs to be investigated in the future.

• Ca imaging data: Ca imaging is a popular tool for mea-

suring neural activity (Grienberger and Konnerth, 2012),

mainly because the number of neurons that can be

recorded is huge; recently, neural activity from 16,000

neurons was recorded from multiple areas of awake mice,

including sensory-motor areas (Ota et al., 2021).

However, the temporal resolution for spike time detec-

tion is still longer than the typical synaptic delay of

a few milliseconds. Therefore, it is difficult to esti-

mate synaptic connections from Ca imaging data. Nev-

ertheless, several methods have been proposed to esti-

mate synaptic connections directly from imaging data

using GLM (Mishchencko et al., 2011) or transfer en-

tropy (Stetter et al., 2012). Furthermore, the first Neu-

ral Connectomics Challenge was organized with the

goal of reconstructing monosynaptic connectivity from

simulated Ca fluorescence signals (Guyon et al., 2014;

de Abril et al., 2018). It would be essential to organize a

similar challenge using experimental data.

Since the activity of glial cells can be estimated from

Ca imaging data, their influence on neurons can be mod-

eled (Nakae et al., 2014). Such techniques may allow a

more accurate estimation of synaptic connections between

neurons by removing the influence of glial cells.

• Improving the decoding accuracy: It has been re-

ported that information about interneuronal connectivity

can be used to improve decoding performance. For ex-

ample, the inferred connections can improve the recon-

struction of visual information from retinal ganglion cell

activity (Pillow et al., 2008) or the reconstruction of lo-

cation information from hippocampal CA1 neuron activ-

ity (Posani et al., 2017). Evaluating decoding performance

may be useful to investigate the functional significance of

synaptic connectivity.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we have reviewed the methods for inferring

or estimating monosynaptic connectivity from parallel spike

trains. First, we have clarified a variety of meanings of “con-

nectivity” or “connection” as the term is used differently in dif-

ferent areas of neuroscience research, such as structural connec-

tivity, monosynaptic connectivity, and functional connectivity.

Structural connectivity is defined as the anatomical connectiv-

ity between neurons or between brain regions. Anatomical con-

nection is a sufficient condition, but it does not necessarily guar-

antee the presence of a monosynaptic connection. In contrast,

functional connectivity simply means that there is a significant

correlation of brain activity, which does not necessarily mean

that there are synaptic connections between them.

Next, we focused on studies that infer monosynaptic con-

nections from parallel spike trains of multiple neurons. As a

result of efforts to refine the method, the accuracy of identify-

ing monosynaptic connections seems to have improved dramat-

ically in recent years. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the

inference of synaptic connections will never be perfect (Brody,

1999; Gerstein et al., 1989; Stevenson et al., 2008b) or rule out

the possibility of a connection based on the absence of a corre-

lation (Stevenson, 2023). To confirm the existence of a monosy-

naptic connection, one must either stimulate the presynaptic

neuron by juxtacellular/micro-stimulation or optogenetic stim-

ulation (Swadlow, 1995; English et al., 2017), or manipulate

the synaptic connections using synaptic blockers. However, due

to the high cost of this experiment, it is impractical to do this

for all neuron pairs. Therefore, a technique to estimate synaptic

connections from spiking data would be useful to narrow down

the number of neuron pairs to test.
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