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Abstract

Partial information decomposition allows the joint mutual information between an output
and a set of inputs to be divided into components that are synergistic or shared or unique to
each input. We consider five different decompositions and compare their results on data from
layer 5b pyramidal cells in two different studies. The first study was of the amplification of
somatic action potential output by apical dendritic input and its regulation by dendritic inhi-
bition. We find that two of the decompositions produce much larger estimates of synergy and
shared information than the others, as well as large levels of unique misinformation. When
within-neuron differences in the components are examined, the five methods produce more
similar results for all but the shared information component, for which two methods produce
a different statistical conclusion from the others. There are some differences in the expression
of unique information asymmetry among the methods. It is significantly larger, on average,
under dendritic inhibition. Three of the methods support a previous conclusion that apical
amplification is reduced by dendritic inhibition. The second study used a detailed compart-
mental model to produce action potentials for many combinations of the numbers of basal
and apical synaptic inputs. Decompositions of the entire data set produce similar differences
to those in the first study. Two analyses of decompositions are conducted on subsets of the
data. In the first, the decompositions reveal a bifurcation in unique information asymmetry.
For three of the methods this suggests that apical drive switches to basal drive as the strength
of the basal input increases, while the other two show changing mixtures of information and
misinformation. Decompositions produced using the second set of subsets show that all five
decompositions provide support for properties of cooperative context-sensitivity - to varying
extents.

Keywords— information theory, partial information decomposition, pointwise partial information de-
composition, synergy, redundancy, contextual modulation, apical amplification, apical drive, misinforma-
tion

1 Introduction

A breakthrough in information theory happened in 2010 when Williams and Beer [1] published a method
called partial information decomposition which provided a framework under which the mutual information,
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shared between the inputs and the output of a probabilistic system, could be decomposed into components
which measure different aspects of the information: the unique information that each input conveys about
the output; the shared information that all inputs possess regarding the output; the information that the
inputs in combination have about the output. They also defined a decomposition method, Imin. Several
authors criticised the definition of the redundancy component in the Imin method [2, 3, 4, 5] thus spawn-
ing several new methods for computing a partial information decomposition (PID), including: Ibroja which
was developed independently by Bertschinger, Rauh, Olbrich, Jost and Ay [3] and by Griffiths and Koch [4],
Idep invented by James, Emenheiser and Crutchfield [6], Iccs invented by Ince [5], Ipm a PID invented by
Finn and Lizier [7], and Isx developed by Makkeh, Gutknecht and Wibral [8, 9]. The Ibroja and Idep PIDs
are guaranteed to have nonnegative components while the other three methods are defined in a pointwise
manner by considering information measures at the level of individual realisations and defining partial
information components at this level. Pointwise PIDs can produce negative components and they are de-
scribed as providing misinformation in such cases [10]

An important feature of PID is that it enables the shared information and synergistic information in a
system to be estimated separately. This provides an advance on earlier research in which the interaction
information was used to estimate synergy [11, 12], but could be negative, and the three-way mutual infor-
mation [13] or coinformation [14], which also could be negative, was used as an objective function in neural
networks with two distinct sets of inputs from receptive and contextual fields, respectively.

Partial information decomposition has been applied to data in neuroscience, neuroimaging, neural net-
works and cellular automata; see, e.g. [15] –[22]. A major selling point of the Isx PID is that the components
are differentiable, unlike other PIDs. This makes it possible to build neural networks with a particular neu-
ral goal involving PID components as the objective function [23, 24]. For an overview of PID, see [25], and
for an excellent tutorial, see [26].

We will provide a systematic comparison of the different methods by applying the Ibroja, Idep, Iccs,
Ipm and Isx PIDs to data recorded in two different studies. First, we present more detailed analyses and
comparisons of physiological data recorded from cortical layer 5b (L5b) pyramidal neurons in a study
of GABAB receptor-mediated regulation of dendro-somatic synergy. The influence of GABAB receptor-
mediated inhibition of the apical dendrites evoked by local application of the GABAB receptor agonist
baclofen will be studied by making within-neuron paired comparisons of PID components. We will also
shed light on unique information asymmetries as revealed by the PID analyses, as well as discussing the
evidence for apical amplification in the presence and absence of GABAB receptor-mediated inhibition of
apical dendrites.

The stereotypical morphology of pyramidal neurons suggests that they have at least two functionally
distinct sets of fine dendrites, the basal dendrites that feed directly into the cell body, or soma, from where
output action potential(AP)s are generated, and the dendrites of the apical tuft, which are far more dis-
tant from the soma and connected to it by the apical trunk. Inputs to the branches of the apical tuft arise
from diverse sources that specify various aspects of the context within which the feedforward input to the
basal dendrites is processed [28, 29]. These apical inputs are summed at an integration zone near the top
of the apical trunk, which, when sufficiently activated, generates calcium-dependent regenerative poten-
tials in the apical trunk, thus providing a cellular mechanism by which these pyramidal cells can respond
more strongly to activation of their basal dendrites when that coincides with activation of their apical den-
drites [30]. Though these experiments require an exceptionally high level of technical expertise, there are
now many anatomical and physiological studies indicating that some classes of pyramidal cell can oper-
ate as context-sensitive two-point processors, rather than as integrate-and-fire point processors [31, 30, 32].
Thick-tufted L5b pyramidal cells are the class of pyramidal cell in which operational modes approximat-
ing context-sensitive two-point processing have most clearly been demonstrated, but it may apply to some
other classes of pyramidal cell also, though not to all [33]. These advances in our knowledge of the division
of labor between apical and basal dendrites now give the interaction between apical and basal dendritic
compartments a prominent role within the broader field of dendritic computation [34].

The second study [35] considers data on spike counts obtained using an amended version of the Hay
compartmental model [36]. Spike counts are available for many different combinations of basal and apical
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inputs. While PIDs can be computed for the entire dataset, an interesting diversity of balance between
basal drive and apical drive is revealed by applying the PID methods to subsets of the data defined by
various combinations of basal and apical inputs. For one set of subsets this reveals a bifurcation in unique
information asymmetry, and a difference among the methods in how this is expressed. A different analysis
of subsets allows a full discussion of the extent to which evidence of cooperative context-sensitivity is
revealed by the nature of the PID components.

Many empirical findings have been interpreted as indicating that cooperative context-sensitivity is com-
mon throughout perceptual and higher cognitive regions of the mammalian neocortex. For example, con-
sider the effect of a flanking context on the ability to detect a short faint line. A surrounding context is
neither necessary nor sufficient for that task, but many psychophysical and physiological studies show
that context can have large effects, nevertheless, as reviewed, for example, by Lamme [37, 38] and by [39].
In [40, 41], theoretical studies on the effects of context (then called ‘contextual modulation’) were explored.
Here we have the opportunity to explore this topic using data from real and simulated L5b pyramidal cells.
The ideal properties of cooperative context-sensitivity are described in the Methods section.

2 Methods

2.1 Data

Physiological data recorded from rat L5b pyramidal neurons during dual patch-clamp recordings from
soma and apical dendrite before and during local application of the GABABB receptor agonist baclofen was
taken from [27]. Spike count data obtained using an amended version of the Hay compartmental model
was taken from [35].

2.2 Notation and Definitions

We consider trivariate probabilistic systems involving three discrete random variables: an output Y and
two inputs B and A. Hence, underlying the discrete data sets we consider is a probability mass function
Pr(Y = y, B = b, A = a), where y, b, a belong to the finite alphabets AY,AB,AA, respectively.

We now define the standard information theoretic terms that are required in this work and they are
based on results in [42]. We denote by the function H the usual Shannon entropy, and note that any term
with zero probability makes no contribution to the sums involved. The joint mutual information that is
shared by Y and the pair (B, A) is given by,

I(Y; B, A) = H(Y) + H(B, A)− H(Y, B, A). (1)

The information that is shared between Y and B but not with A is

I(Y; B|A) = H(Y, A) + H(B, A)− H(A)− H(Y, B, A), (2)

and the information that is shared between Y and A but not with R is

I(Y; A|B) = H(Y, B) + H(B, A)− H(B)− H(Y, B, A). (3)

The information shared between Y and B is

I(Y; B) = H(Y) + H(B)− H(Y, B) (4)

and between Y and A is
I(Y; A) = H(Y) + H(A)− H(Y, A) (5)

The interaction information [43] is a measure of information involving all three variables, Y, B, A and is
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defined by
I I(Y; B; A) = I(Y; B, A)− I(Y; B)− I(Y; A) (6)

2.3 Partial Information Decomposition

The information decomposition can be expressed as [23]

I(Y; B, A) = Iunq(Y; B|A) + Iunq(Y; A|B) + Ishd(Y; B, A) + Isyn(Y; B, A). (7)

Adapting the notation of [23] we express our joint input mutual information in four terms as follows:

UnqB ≡ Iunq(Y; B|A) denotes the unique information that B conveys about Y;

UnqA ≡ Iunq(Y; A|B) is the unique information that A conveys about Y;

Shd ≡ Ishd(Y; B, A) gives the shared (or redundant) information that both B
and A have about Y;

Syn ≡ Isyn(Y; B, A) is the synergy or information that the joint variable (B, A)

has about Y that cannot be obtained by observing B and A
separately.

It is possible to make deductions about a PID by using the following four equations which give a link
between the components of a PID and certain classical Shannon measures of mutual information. The
following are in [23, eqs. 4, 5] , with amended notation; see also [1].

I(Y; B) = UnqB + Shd (8)

I(Y; A) = UnqA + Shd, (9)

I(Y; B|A) = UnqB + Syn, (10)

I(Y; A|B) = UnqA + Syn. (11)

Using (7), (8), (9) we may deduce the following connections between classical information measures and
partial information components.

I I(Y; B; A) = Syn− Shd (12)

I(Y; B)− I(Y; A) = UnqB−UnqA (13)

When the partial information components are known a priori to be non-negative, we may deduce the
following from (1), (8), (9). When the interaction information in (6) is positive, a lower bound on the synergy
of a system is given by the interaction information [43]. Also, the expression in (13) provides a lower bound
for UnqB, when I(Y; B) > I(Y; A). Thus some deductions can be made without considering a PID. While
such deductions can be useful in providing information bounds, it is only by computing a PID that the
actual values of the partial information components can be obtained.

When making comparisons between different systems it is sometimes necessary to normalise the PID
components by dividing each term by their sum, the joint mutual information, I(Y; B, A). Such normalisa-
tion will be applied in the analyses considered in the sequel. This means that the sum of the PID compo-
nents is equal to unity and so they are negatively correlated.

In this study, the PID component, Shd, has not been separated into a sum of source, ShdS, and mecha-
nistic, ShdM, terms [2, 40, 44] as

Shd = ShdS + ShdM
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because not all of the five PIDs considered include definitions regarding how to achieve this task. For
probability distributions in which the inputs B and A are marginally independent the source shared in-
formation, ShdS, should be equal to zero, and hence the shared information, Shd, is entirely mechanistic
shared information - shared information due to the probabilisitic mechanism involved in the information
processing.

2.4 Unique Information Asymmetry

We define the unique information asymmetry (UIA) to be UnqB - UnqA. From (10), (11), (13) we have that

UnqB−UnqA = I(Y; B)− I(Y; A) = I(Y; A|B)− I(Y; B|A) (14)

The value of UIA is the same for every PID method. When UIA > 0, we say that the basal input is mainly
driving, whereas when UIA < 0 it is the apical input that is mainly providing the drive. Asymmetries
for which UIA > 0 and UnqA is zero or small in magnitude are of interest in relation to property CSS3 of
cooperative context-sensitivity, as defined below.

2.5 Pointwise PID methods

The PID methods Ibroja and Idep produce PID components that are non-negative, whereas Iccs, Ipm and
Isx can produce negative values. The PIDs Iccs, Ipm and Isx are pointwise-based methods in which local
information measures are employed at the level of individual realizations of the random variables. Local
mutual information is explained by Lizier in [10]. If U, V are discrete random variables then the mutual
information I(U, V) shared between U and V can be written as an average of the local mutual information
terms i(u; v), for each individual realization (u, v) of (U, V), as follows

I(U; V) = ∑
u,v

p(u, v) log2
p(u, v)

p(u)p(v)
= ∑

u,v
p(u, v) log2

p(u|v)
p(u)

= ∑
u,v

p(u, v) log2 i(u; v), (15)

where

i(u; v) = log2
p(u|v)
p(u)

is the local mutual information associated with the realization (u, v) of (U, V).
The local mutual information i(u; v) is positive when p(u|v) > p(u), so that “knowing the value of

v increased our expectation of (or positively informed us about) the value of the measurement u” [10].
The local mutual information i(u; v) is negative when p(u|v) < p(u), so that “knowing about the value
of v actually changed our belief p(u) about the probability of occurrence of the outcome u to a smaller
value p(u|v), and hence we considered it less likely that u would occur when knowing v than when not
knowing v, in a case were u nevertheless occurred” [10]. Of course, the average of these local measures is
the mutual information I(U; V), as in (15), but when pointwise information measures are used to construct
a PID there can be negative averages. For further details of how negative values of PID components can
occur, see [5, 7, 8, 40].

In the analyses reported below, it will be found that the pointwise PIDs can give negative values for the
unique information due to A, or for the unique information due to B, or both. We interpret this to mean that
the unique information provided by A, or by B is, on average, less likely to result in predicting the correct
value of the output Y. We adopt the term ‘misinformation’ from [7, 8, 10], and describe this as ’unique
misinformation due to A (or B)’.

2.6 Ideal properties of cooperative context-sensitivity

We now state key properties of cooperative context-sensitivity (which are a modified form of those specified
for contextual modulation in [41]), while recognising that in any biological system these properties are
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likely to be observed only as an approximation to the ideal. It is assumed that the basal input is driving
and the apical input provides the context. The context amplifies the transmission of information about the
necessary, or driving, input when criterion CCS3 is met.

CCS1: The drive, B, is sufficient for the output to transmit information about the input, so context, A, is
not necessary.

CCS2: The drive, B, is necessary for the output to transmit information about the input, so context, A, is
not sufficient.

CCS3: The output transmits unique information about the drive, B, but little or no unique information
or misinformation about the context, A, although synergistic or shared mechanistic components,
or both, are present.

CCS4: The context strengthens the transmission of information about B when B is weak. As the strength
of B increases the synergy and shared mechanistic information decrease.

2.7 Statistics

Summary statistics are presented as the sample median and the sample quartiles. Significance testing based
on within-neuron differences is conducted using a two-sided exact Wilcoxon signed rank test of equality
of population medians, and the threshold for declaring statistical significance of a single test is P < 0.05.
Where multiple tests are used the individual P values were corrected by using the Bonferroni method to
ensure that the family-wise error rate is at most 0.05; if m simultaneous tests are conducted, a test with p
value P has a corrected value of min(mP, 1).

2.8 Software

The Ibroja PID was estimated using compute UI [45]. The discrete information theory library dit [46] was
used to estimate the Iccs, Idep and Ipm PIDs. R [47] code was also used to estimate the Iccs and Idep
PIDs. Python code was called from RStudio [47] by using the reticulate package [48]. The graphics were
produced by using the ggplot2 package [49] in RStudio. Statistical testing made use of the coin package [50]
in RStudio.

3 Results

3.1 Real data from patch-clamp recordings in L5b pyramidal neurons

In a study of GABAB receptor-mediated regulation of dendro-somatic synergy in L5b pyramidal neu-
rons [27], the relationship between AP output, Y, to input currents during combined current injections
into the soma, S (referred to as basal input, B, in the sequel) and distant apical dendrite of thick-tufted
L5b pyramidal neurons, D (referred to as apical input, A, in the sequel) in rat somatosensory cortex was
recorded. Current waveforms injected via patch-clamp pipettes were used to mimic synaptic responses to
contralateral hind limb stimulation in vivo [51]. AP trains were recorded for ≥ 25 (range: 25-49) combina-
tions of different current levels (see Figure 1).

The normalised injected waveforms were scaled by separate amplification factors ranging from 0 pA up
to 1500 pA, resulting in at most 49 trials for each neuron. Trials for which there were no APs for a treatment
condition were omitted from consideration. Care was taken to ensure that the input distributions for the
treatment conditions considered within a neuron contained exactly the same combinations of somatic and
dendritic amplitude. This is particularly important since there is interest in comparing the PIDs obtained
under different treatment conditions within each neuron. Ensuring that the input (B, A) distributions match
ensures that any observed difference in a PID component within a neuron is not simply due to a difference
in the input distributions. Data of time-varying input currents and resulting AP times, from the admitted
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trials, were binned into non-overlapping segments of 120 ms to maximize the joint mutual information
(see [27], Figure S1). Within each bin the AP number, the mean somatic and mean dendritic signals were
computed. The values of each of the input signals were binned into quartiles to maximize entropy [26]. The
output was categorized as 0, 1 or 2+ APs. Thus, we generated a 4 by 4 by 3 probability distribution for each
of the neurons considered under each of the treatment conditions.

Figure 1: Dual dendritic and somatic patch-clamp recording from a L5b pyramidal neuron of rat
somatosensory cortex enables the study of amplification of somatic AP output by apical dendritic
input and its regulation by dendritic inhibition. (A) Locations of dual dendritic and somatic patch-
clamp recordings are indicated on a biocytin-filled L5 pyramidal neuron. After recordings in
the control condition, the GABAB agonist baclofen (50 µM) was puffed onto the apical dendrite
at 50 to 100 µm distal to the dendritic patch pipette. Example membrane potential responses
to combined current injections into soma and dendrite are shown in control condition (left) and
during the puff of baclofen (right). Peak current amplitude was 1,000 pA for dendritic and somatic
current injections. (B) Top, injected current waveforms based on in vivo responses to sensory
stimulation [51]. Dendritic current is shown in green, somatic in purple. Bottom, raster plot of
APs emitted in individual episodes during increasing levels of dendritic and somatic stimulation
strength. Control is shown on the left. A raster plot of APs emitted in the same neuron during
activation of dendritic GABABRs by a puff of baclofen onto the apical dendrite is shown on the
right. Different levels of the injected current in 36 combinations are indicated by the right colour
bars (S, somatic; D, dendritic). The peak amplitude of the current waveform was increased from
0 pA (white) to 1,250 (black) in soma and dendrite, respectively. Step size was 250 pA. (C) Peri-
stimulus time histogram of APs across all current combinations for both conditions. All data was
taken from [27].
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Figure 2: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. For each of the 15 neurons under each of
the Control and Baclofen conditions, the values of the four normalised classic mutual information
measures that are involved in the definition of a PID are displayed. Their values are given as their
relative contributions to the joint mutual information in each case.

3.1.1 Classic mutual information measures

The classic mutual information measures were computed for each neuron under each of the two exper-
imental conditions. The values of the joint mutual information (JMI) between the AP count (Y) and the
pair of basal and apical inputs (B, A) ranged from 0.49 to 0.93 bit for neurons in the Control condition and
from 0.45 to 1.02 bit for neurons exposed to baclofen. Therefore the information measures computed for
each neuron under each condition were normalised by dividing by their respective JMI values. Normalised
values are displayed in Figure 2. It is worth noting that when normalised the information measures values
satisfy the equations

I(Y; B) + I(Y; A|B) = 1 = I(Y; A) + I(Y; B|A) (16)

which means that I(Y; B) and I(Y; A|B) are negatively correlated, as are I(Y; A) and I(Y; B|A).
Following the vertical dashed lines in Figure 2, we notice that the mutual information between the AP

count and the basal input is much larger than that between the AP count and the apical input, indicating
clear unique information asymmetry. For these neurons the AP count is more strongly related to the basal
than the apical input. This is the case for both of the experimental conditions. We can therefore anticipate
that each of the PIDs considered will also express these asymmetries between the values of their unique
basal and apical PID components.

In Figure 2, for most neurons under both conditions we see that when I(Y; B|A) is high the correspond-
ing I(Y; A) values are low and when the I(Y; B) values are large the corresponding I(Y; A|B) values are
small. These simply reflect the negative correlations between the respective normalised measures as a result
of (16).

8



Table 1: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Summary statistics for the sample of 15 neu-
rons. Summary statistics of the normalised information measures, showing for each measure the
median and interquartile range for the sample of 15 neurons under both experimental conditions,
given as percentages of the joint mutual information.

Condition I(Y; B) I(Y; A) I(Y; B|A) I(Y; A|B) I I(Y; B; A)

Control 61.2 16.3 83.7 38.8 26.9
(52.1, 69.8) (11.8, 19.5) (80.5, 88.2) (30.2, 47.9) (14.5, 30.0)

Baclofen 77.6 5.2 94.8 22.4 13.6
(71.6, 86.3) (4.3, 8.2) (91.8, 95.7) (13.7, 28.4) (9.6, 22.3)

From Table 1 we find that I(Y; B) increases on average when baclofen is present and that the sample
distribution of values has shifted upwards while having approximately the same interquartile range. It
is also noticeable that I(Y; A) has decreased on average in the presence of baclofen and that the sample
distribution of values has shifted downwards with an approximate 50% reduction in interquartile range.
By considering (16), we find corresponding changes in the conditional mutual informations I(Y; B|A) and
I(Y; A|B), which indicate, on average, an increase in the conditional dependence between the AP output
and the basal input along with a decrease in the conditional dependence between the AP output and the
apical input. These changes, which are associated with the presence of baclofen, show that, as expected,
when there is inhibitory input to the distal apical dendrite, the AP output becomes more strongly related
to the basal input and less strongly related to the apical input. It remains to be seen just how these changes
are reflected in the differences between the components of the PIDs.

All of the thirty values of the interaction information are positive. Thus we can deduce the presence of
at least some synergy a priori for all fifteen neurons under each condition for PIDs that are guaranteed to
possess nonnegative components.

3.1.2 Comparison of PID components

The components of the five PIDs are plotted in Figure 3. For each PID component, the values given by
the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs appear to be reasonably similar for each of the Control and Baclofen conditions,
although the Iccs method provides a small negative value of unique information due to the apical input
for a few neurons. By way of contrast, the Ipm and Isx provide different ranges of values for each PID
component, particularly evident in the plots of shared information and synergy where their ranges of val-
ues do not overlap at all with those of the PIDs Ibroja, Idep and Iccs, and they give much larger values for
these components. In particular, both of the methods Ipm and Isx give very negative values of the unique
information due to the apical input, much more strongly negative in the case of Ipm. Ipm also gives nega-
tive values in most cases for the unique basal information; for Isx this happens only in one case. Also, the
ranges of values provided by Ipm and Isx do not overlap at all except for the case of the unique information
due to the basal input. The Ipm method also has values for synergy that are greater than 1, which suggests
somewhat counterintuitively that more information is transmitted in the form of synergy than is available
in the joint mutual information.
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Figure 3: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Plots of each PID component, connected by
each neuron, for the five PID methods: A (UnqB), B (UnqA), C (Shd) and (D) Syn. For each neuron
under each experimental condition, the values of the PID components are given as proportions of
the respective joint mutual informations.
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Summary statistics for the sample of fifteen neurons are given in Table 2. For each of the PID compo-
nents, the median values for the Ipm and Isx PIDs are very different from those produced by the Ibroja,
Idep and Iccs methods, being much smaller (or negative) for UnqB and UnqA and also much larger for the
components Shd and Syn. On average, The Idep and Iccs PIDs generally have slightly larger values of the
unique informations than does the Ibroja PID, and correspondingly lower values for Shd and Syn. It is clear
from Table 2 and Figure 3 that, for these data sets, the Ipm and Isx methods produce remarkably different
PIDs. If one were interested in estimating the actual value of each component then researchers using dif-
ferent methods would obtain very different values, including much larger estimates of shared information
and of synergy!

Table 2: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Summary statistics for 15 neurons. PID com-
ponents are shown for each PID method and each experimental condition. The sample median
(Md) and the sample quartiles (qL, qU) are stated as percentages of the joint mutual information.

Control Baclofen

Ibroja Idep Iccs Ipm Isx Ibroja Idep Iccs Ipm Isx

qL 33.7 43.5 39.7 −33.1 13.9 65.7 65.8 64.3 −16.0 13.6
UnqB Md 49.7 51.9 47.7 −27.8 18.5 74.5 74.6 70.0 −12.7 19.2

qU 60.8 65.7 61.1 −24.7 28.3 82.0 84.3 78.4 −8.2 24.0

qL 0.2 6.1 1.7 −79.8 −33.3 0.0 1.9 −0.7 −88.5 −34.5
UnqA Md 0.7 10.3 6.7 −67.8 −24.2 0.7 4.0 −0.1 −81.7 −22.2

qU 5.3 13.6 12.2 −59.2 −15.6 1.9 5.5 2.1 −72.7 −15.5

qL 19.4 3.9 6.3 80.0 36.7 3.5 1.8 3.6 85.5 38.8
Shd Md 11.9 5.4 7.4 86.6 38.3 5.0 2.7 4.7 88.4 42.9

qU 17.1 6.6 10.1 91.9 43.5 5.5 3.4 7.6 94.2 46.0

qL 25.9 20.3 26.9 109.3 62.3 12.7 11.3 16.7 101.4 55.8
Syn Md 38.6 32.2 34.3 112.4 65.1 21.1 17.7 23.2 106.3 58.7

qU 44.4 38.6 39.2 116.6 66.2 27.2 25.9 28.5 110.0 62.3

If the interest in the components were relative, however, and involved comparing PID components
under different conditions then perhaps the dramatic differences between the Ipm and Isx methods and the
other methods would be somewhat attenuated, thus rendering the results produced by the different PID
methods to be fairly similar in a relative sense, if not at an absolute level.

The purpose of the the study by Schulz et al. [27] was to examine the effect of the GABAB receptor-
mediated dendritic inhibition on dendritic integration, and in particular whether it was associated with a
change in synergy. This involves the examination of within-neuron differences of the synergy component,
and so it means the comparison of the relative values of synergy in the absence and presence of local
baclofen application that activated GABAB receptors in the distal apical dendrite. We now turn attention to
these comparisons.

3.1.3 Analysis of within-neuron differences in PID components

In Figure 4 the within-neuron differences in each PID component are plotted for each neuron.
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Figure 4: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Within-neuron differences in each PID com-
ponent for 15 neurons, taken as Baclofen minus Control. Different vertical scales are employed for
each component.

It is clear that the five PID methods produce differences which lie on the same scale. For UnqB, we
see that the differences for all but one neuron are positive for all of the five PID methods, suggesting a
general increase in UnqB in the presence of baclofen. For UnqA, most of the differences are negative for
all five PIDs, thus indicating a general decrease in UnqA in the presence of baclofen. The Shd component
differences reveal a possible divergence of the PID methods: while the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs differences are
almost all negative, those for Ipm and Isx are mostly positive, thus suggesting a general increase rather than
a general decrease. Apart from one neuron, the synergy differences are all negative, suggesting a general
decrease in synergy in the presence of baclofen.

These observations on the plots of the component differences are also reflected in the summary statistics
provided in Table 3.

12



Table 3: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Summary statistics of within-neuron differ-
ences for 15 neurons. The sample median (Md) and the sample quartiles (qL, qU) of the differences
(taken as Baclofen minus Control) are provided for each PID component.

Ibroja Idep Iccs Ipm Isx

qL 21.7 16.9 14.6 12.6 13.1
UnqB Md 26.6 22.1 22.1 14.8 14.8

qU 24.2 24.2 23.4 19.2 17.8

qL − 0.0 −9.0 −8.9 −14.1 −15.3
UnqA Md −0.0 −6.2 −6.8 −11.6 −13.5

qU 0.0 −4.0 −5.1 −5.7 −8.4

qL −10.3 −3.4 −3.6 0.1 1.1
Shd Md −7.4 −2.5 −2.4 2.5 2.7

qU −4.6 −1.8 −1.8 3.8 5.1

qL −19.0 −13.0 −14.4 −8.0 −6.6
Syn Md −14.9 −10.6 −9.9 −6.5 −4.3

qU −12.6 −6.8 −5.7 −2.9 −3.6

3.1.4 Statistical significance?

For the physiological L5b neuronal recording data [27], there is interest mainly in the synergy components.
Suppose that five different researchers were to each use a different PID method and then apply a statistical
test of the null hypothesis that the median value of synergy is the same in the absence and in the presence of
baclofen. It turns out that all five researchers would find a significant reduction, on average, in the synergy
component (all p values are less than 0.001) when baclofen is present. Therefore, despite the dramatic
differences between the PID results, both in the absence and in the presence of baclofen, all five researchers
would arrive at the same formal statistical conclusion.

Suppose, however, that interest lay in the shared information component. For this component all five
PIDs do not produce the same formal statistical conclusion. The researchers using Ibroja (P < 0.001), Idep
(P < 0.001) and Iccs (P < 0.006) would all find a statistically significant reduction, on average, in the shared
information in the presence of baclofen. On the other hand, the researcher using Ipm would declare that
there is no statistically significant difference, on average, in this component when baclofen is introduced (P
= 0.2), and with Isx the researcher would declare a statistically significant increase, on average, in the shared
component (P < 0.006).

3.1.5 Unique Information Asymmetry

Recall from Section 2.3 that the unique information asymmetry (UIA) is defined as UnqB - UnqA. For a
given probability distribution the UIA has the same value for every PID. Figure 5 shows the the UnqB and
UnqA values for each experimental condition and each PID. The 15 neurons have positive values of the
UIA under each experimental condition. Despite the fact that the Iccs PID has a few very small negative
values for UnqA it appears that the three PIDs, Ibroja, Idep and Iccs, have very similar patterns to each
other under each of the experimental conditions. On the other hand Ipm and Isx express the asymmetries
very differently, and even differently from each other. Apart from one of the 15 neurons, Ipm has negative
values for UnqB and more negative values for UnqA. Hence the asymmetries are being expressed in terms
of there being much more unique apical misinformation than unique basal misinformation. For each of
the 15 neurons, Isx has positive values for UnqB and negative values for UnqA. Therefore, it expresses the
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asymmetry as a balance of unique basal information and unique apical misinformation, with the former
being larger for some neurons and smaller for others.

Figure 5: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. A plot of the unique information asymme-
tries provided by each of the five PIDs for each experimental condition for 15 neurons.

One property of apical amplification (CSS3) in a neuron is that there is no or little unique apical in-
formation or misinformation in a PID, coupled with the requirement that synergy or mechanistic shared
information, or both, are present. It is clear in Figure 5 that both Ipm and Isx mostly have large unique
misinformation components and so, while they do have large values of synergy, their PIDs are generally
not compatible with property CCS3. Therefore, we focus on the other three PIDs. For Ibroja, most of the
neurons have small nonnegative unique apical components as well as appreciable synergy components
(see Figure 3) and so they provide some evidence of apical amplification. The Idep and Iccs PIDs tend
to produce larger values for the unique informations than those obtained using Ibroja, but in the Control
condition a few neurons have small unique apical components, and this is more markedly the case in the
presence of baclofen. From Figure 3, we see that several of these neurons also have appreciable values for
synergy. Thus, some evidence of apical amplification is given by these neurons when using the Idep and
Iccs methods but the Ibroja method provides the strongest support for apical amplification.

Some summary statistics of the UIA values and their differences, with Bonferroni-corrected p values,
are provided in Table 4. The UIA is significantly positive, on average, under the control condition, and also
in the presence of baclofen. When baclofen is present, the UIA is significantly larger, on average, than in
the control condition. For the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs PIDs, these results taken together with Figure 4, which
shows for 14 of the neurons that in the presence of baclofen there is an increase in the transmission of unique
basal information, coupled with a decrease in shared information and synergy, confirm the finding in [27]
that ‘GABABR-mediated inhibition shifts the balance towards somatic control of AP output and potently
decreases apical amplification’.
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Table 4: Physiological L5b neuronal recording data. Summary statistics of the values of unique
information asymmetry for 15 neurons. The sample median (Md) and the sample quartiles (qL,
qU) are stated as percentages of the joint mutual information. The differences between the unique
information asymmetries are taken as Baclofen minus Control. The quoted P values have been
Bonferroni-corrected since three simultaneous tests have been performed.

Control Baclofen Difference

qL 33.3 64.7 21.8
Md 44.6 74.5 27.9
qU 60.7 80.1 33.4

P < 0.0002 <0.0002 < 0.0004

3.2 Simulated data from a detailed compartmental model

Shai et al. [35] reported simulations of a L5b model neuron that was based on a model originally fitted to
data recorded from the rat somatosensory cortex by Hay et al. [36] and then adapted to recordings from the
adult mouse visual cortex by manual manipulation of dendritic calcium and IH conductance parameters.
NMDA/AMPA synapses were randomly distributed across the tuft and basal dendrites ranging in number
from 0 to 300, in steps of 10, in the basal dendrites and 0 to 200, in steps of 10, in the apical dendrites.
While many bursts of APs were observed, information regarding their occurrence was not recorded and so
is unavailable in the data set (Adam Shai, personal communication). Hence we work with spike counts.

Figure 6: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. The number of action potentials emitted are
provided for 651 combinations of the numbers of basal and apical inputs to the cell. The number
of basal inputs ranges from 0 to 300 in steps of 10. The number of apical inputs ranges from 0 to
200 in steps of 10.

Information regarding the observed numbers of APs for the combinations of numbers of basal and
apical inputs used in the study is provided in Figure 6. No APs are evoked by apical inputs when there
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are 0 or 10 basal inputs, but when there are no apical inputs APs occur provided that the number of basal
inputs is at least 160. This suggests that the basal input is driving when the number of apical inputs is very
low. When the number of basal inputs is very low (30-50) APs occur as long as the number of apical inputs
is 110 or larger, suggesting that apical inputs may be the more effective driver of AP output under certain
circumstances. When the numbers of basal and apical inputs are both large then at least 3 APs occur.

Since there are relatively few combination with 1 or 4 APs (see Figure 6) the categories of the output
variable Y were taken to be 0, 1-2, 3-4 APs. The numbers of basal and apical inputs were not categorised.
Each of the 651 observed combinations was given a probability of 1/651, with the remaining possibilities
having a probability of 0, thus creating a 31 values for the basal input, B, 21 values for the apical input, A,
and 3 possible values for AP count, Y, in a 31 by 21 by 3 probability distribution.

Several classical information measures were computed for this probability distribution.

Table 5: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Estimated mutual information measures. Some
estimated classical mutual information measures (the unit is bit), given to two decimal places.
The numbers in parentheses are the values of the measures as a percentage of the joint mutual
information.

I(Y; B) I(Y; A) I(Y; B|A) I(Y; A|B) I(Y; B, A) I I(Y; B; A) H(Y)

0.74 0.16 1.37 0.79 1.54 0.63 1.54
(48.3) (10.7) (89.3) (51.7) (100) (41.0) (100)

In this 31 by 21 by 3 system, the joint mutual information I(Y; B, A) is 1.54 bits, while the difference
I(Y; B)− I(Y; A) is 0.58 bit. Therefore in any PID the unique information due to basal input will be larger
than that contributed by apical input by 0.58 bit. The interaction information in this system is 0.63 bit,
which is 41% of the joint mutual information. Thus without performing a PID we can deduce, for any PID
having nonnegative components, that at least 41% of the mutual information between the output Y and the
inputs (B, A) will be due to synergy.

To obtain the actual values of the partial information components, the five PIDs were applied to the
whole data set and the results are given in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Stacked bar plots showing the values of the
components for each of the five PIDs using the full data set
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We now describe the bar plots in terms of percentages of the joint mutual information. As expected
all five PIDs reveal the asymmetry between the unique basal and apical components, possibly due to the
disparity in numbers of apical and basal inputs – but see Figures 8, 9 which contain a combination where
both basal and apical have the same range of inputs: 0-200. There are differences in how this asymmetry is
expressed. The Ibroja PID has 37.7% of the joint mutual information transmitted as information unique to
the basal input and no unique information due to the apical input. For the Idep PID, the respective numbers
are 42.2% and 4.5%, while for the Iccs PID they are 43.7% and 6.1%. This suggests for all three PIDs that the
basal input is primarily driving while the apical input is mostly amplifying. Thus these three PIDs express
the asymmetry in a similar manner, with Ibroja providing the strongest suggestion of apical amplification.

On the other hand the PIDs Ipm and Isx express the asymmetry rather differently. For Ipm, 13.8%
is transmitted as information unique to the basal input, whereas 23.9% is transmitted as unique apical
misinformation. The corresponding numbers for Isx are 17.4% and 20.3%. These two PIDs express the
asymmetry in a similar manner. The numbers suggest that both the basal and apical inputs are driving,
with the basal input transmitting information while the apical input is contributing a larger percentage
as misinformation. For all five PIDs a large percentage of the joint mutual information is transmitted as
synergy, with much larger percentages for the PIDs Ipm and Isx than for the other three PIDs. Also, the
percentage of information transmitted as shared information is much larger for the PIDs Ipm and Isx.

3.2.1 PID analysis for varying strengths of basal and apical input

In previous work on cooperative context-sensitivity [40, 41], by utilising pre-defined probability models and
particular transfer functions, it was possible to explore ideal properties, as defined in the Methods section.
In order to investigate such matters here with realistic data, we consider increasing subsets of numbers of
basal and apical inputs, from 0-100 to 0-200 for each of the basal and apical inputs. We think of a range
which has larger numbers of inputs as being stronger than a range with a smaller number of inputs; so the
range 0-130 is viewed as being stronger input that the range 0-100, and if the ranges of basal and apical
inputs are both, say, 0-150 we consider the strengths of the basal and apical inputs to be equal.

We take the large range 0-100 as a baseline as there is no information in several smaller ranges since
there are no APs (Figure 6). Starting with the range 0-100 an additional 10 units were added incrementally
until the range 0-200 was reached. Therefore, when basal and apical both have the range 0 -100, we see
from Figure 6 that there are 11 distinct basal inputs and 11 distinct apical inputs, and for each of the 121
combinations there are three possible values for the output. Therefore the PIDs are based on an 11 by 11 by
3 probability distribution, with each observed combination having an equal probability of 1/121, with the
remaining combinations having probability zero. Similarly, when the apical range is 0-100 and the basal
range is 0-200 the PIDs are based on a 21 by 11 by 3 probability distribution, with each observed combina-
tion having equal probability 1/231, with the rest having probability zero. When the ranges are both 0-200
the PIDs are based on a 21 by 21 by 3 probability distribution with each observed cell having probability
1/441, with the rest having probability zero. Thus there are 121 different combinations of ranges of basal
and apical input. Given the different sizes of the probability distributions and the resulting differences in
the values of the joint mutual information, the components of a PID in each combination were normalised
by dividing by the joint mutual information for that combination. A representative sample of the 121 PIDs
for each of the five methods is displayed in Figures 8, 9.

Focusing on the Ibroja results in Figure 8, we notice that there is a large synergy component in each
combination, as well as an appreciable level of shared information. These levels of synergy and shared
information appear to be fairly constant in all combinations for which the apical range is 0-130 or greater.
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Ibroja Idep Iccs

Figure 8: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Ibroja (left column), Idep (middle column)
and Iccs (right column) PIDs for various combinations of increasing ranges of basal inputs and
increasing ranges of apical inputs: B1(0-100), B2(0-130), B3(0-150), B4(0-170), B5(0-200) and A1(0-
100), A2(0-130), A3(0-150), A4(0-170), A5(0-200).
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Ipm Isx

Figure 9: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Ipm (left column) and Isx (right column)
PIDs for various combinations of increasing ranges of basal inputs and increasing ranges of apical
inputs: B1(0-100), B2(0-130), B3(0-150), B4(0-170), B5(0-200) and A1(0-100), A2(0-130), A3(0-150),
A4(0-170), A5(0-200).

When the apical input is 0-100, however, we do notice some changes in the shared information and the
synergy. As the basal range increases there is an increase in both of these components until the range 0-150
and thereafter a small decrease in both as the basal range increases.
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We now comment in the changes in the unique informations and their relative values for these PIDs.
When the basal input is 0-130, or lower, this asymmetry is negative for these subsets and there is very little
unique basal information at all. On the other hand, when the basal input is 0-170 or greater the asymmetry
is positive and there is very little unique apical information. The negative asymmetry is present because
the number of basal inputs is not sufficient to drive APs, whereas apical inputs are more effective at driving
APs. With regard to the the positive asymmetry, now the situation changes, because basal inputs do drive
APs; however, they do this in a more graded fashion than apical inputs. See Figure 6.

When the basal input is 0-150 we find that the asymmetry becomes positive, and one could say that by
considering all the basal input ranges there is a unique information asymmetry bifurcation which happens
when the number of basal inputs increases from 140 to 150, irrespective of the strength of the apical input.
Thus these results reveal a much more diverse picture than the PID analysis of the whole dataset. For basal
input up to 0-140 we say that the apical input is driving, whereas this begins to reverse at 0-150 and more
strongly so for the larger basal input ranges. It is interesting that these patterns of results are not obtained
if one were to reverse the roles of basal and apical and consider increasing apical strength; this reveals a
fundamental asymmetry within the distributions.

A unique information asymmetry can also be seen when the ranges of basal and apical ranges are
equal. For low values of both basal and apical there is apical drive and this changes to basal drive when the
numbers of basal and apical inputs both change from 140 to 150. Even though the basal and apical strengths
are equal, we find that the basal input comes to dominate in terms of unique information as the common
strength increases.

These revelations also apply to the results obtained using the Idep and Iccs PIDs, although they both
tend to produce larger values for the unique information components.

The Ipm and Isx results are given in Figure 9. The comments regarding the unique information asym-
metry bifurcation hold also for these PIDs due to the fact that unique information asymmetry is the same
for all PIDs. It is expressed very differently, however. With Ipm, both unique informations are generally
negative, so the asymmetry is described as the presence of more unique basal misinformation switching
to more unique apical misinformation. The Isx PID generally expresses the bifurcation in UIA as a mix-
ture of unique apical information and unique basal misinformation changing to a mixture of unique basal
information and unique apical misinformation.

3.2.2 Cooperative context-sensitivity as revealed by PID analyses

In these experiments, we add further basal ranges to the previous increasing ranges of basal inputs consid-
ered in Section 3.3, up to 0-300, but now we consider three fixed apical ranges with a view to assessing the
effect of different fixed strengths of apical input on the basal distributions of the PID components. From
Figure 6, we see that for apical ranges 110 -150 and 160-200, there are 5 distinct input values, and so the
probability distributions range from 11 by 5 by 3 (for basal 0-100), with equal probability 1/55, to 31 by 5
by 3 (for basal 0-300), with equal probability 1/155 for the observed combinations and zero for the rest. The
PID components for each combination of input ranges are normalised by the joint mutual information for
that combination.

The results obtained with the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs PIDs are given in Figure 10, and those for the Ipm
and Isx PIDs are in Figure 11. We now discuss the plots in Figs. 6, 10, 11 with regard to the ideal properties
of cooperative context-sensitivity defined in the Methods section, with the basal input as the ‘drive’ and the
apical input as the ‘context’.

Properties CSS1 and CSS2

In Figure 6 we find, in the absence of apical input, that APs are emitted when the number of basal inputs
is at least 150. This shows that the basal input is sufficient for the output to transmit information about the
input in the absence of context. Thus property CSS1 holds: B is sufficient and A is not necessary. When
there is no basal input we see that no APs are emitted. Thus the apical input is not sufficient for information
transmission and the basal input is necessary, and therefore property CSS2 holds.
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Ibroja Idep Iccs

Figure 10: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Ibroja (left column), Idep (middle column)
and Iccs (right column) PIDs for various combinations of increasing ranges of basal inputs and
three fixed ranges of apical inputs: B1(0-100), B2(0-130), B3(0-150), B4(0-170), B5(0-200), B6(0-250),
B7(0-300) and A1(0-100), A6(110-150) and A7(160-200).

Property CSS3

In Figure 10, when the apical inputs are in ranges A6 and A7, and the basal inputs are in ranges B1-B7,
the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs PIDs have large unique basal components as well as zero or small unique apical
components, and synergy and some shared information are present; hence the these PIDs are consistent
with property CSS3. When the apical inputs range from 0-100, only the Ibroja PIDs for 0-150, 0-170 and
0-300 basal inputs are consistent with CSS3, while for the Idep and Iccs PIDs this is so only when the basal
input range is 0-300. In Figure 11, the Ipm PID satisfies property CSS3 mainly when the basal input ranges
are 0-200, 0-250 and 0-300, for all three ranges of apical input. The Isx PID does not have small components
for unique apical information or misinformation and hence it does not produce results that are consistent
with property CSS3. Therefore, property CSS3 holds most widely for the Ibroja PID, less so for Idep and
Iccs, for several basal-apical combinations with the Ipm PID and not at all for Isx.

Property CSS4

In each of the probability distributions considered which are defined in terms of combinations of ranges of
basal and apical inputs, B and A are marginally independent, and so the source shared information, ShdS,
is equal to zero. Therefore the shared information components describe mechanistic shared information.
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For Ibroja, in Figure 10, when the apical input range is 0-100, and the strength of the basal input increases
from 0-130 to 0-150 we see that the combined value of the UnqB, Shd and Syn information components
increases, thus increasing the transmission of information about the basal input.

Ipm Isx

Figure 11: Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data. Ipm (left column) and Isx (right column)
PIDs for various combinations of increasing ranges of basal inputs and three fixed ranges of apical
inputs: B1(0-100), B2(0-130), B3(0-150), B4(0-170), B5(0-200), B6(0-250), B7(0-300) and A1(0-100),
A6(110-150) and A7(160-200).

As the strength of the basal input is further increased we find that the shared and synergistic compo-
nents generally decrease. This provides support for property CSS4. These observations hold also for the
Idep PID components as well as the Iccs components. In Figure 11, the Ipm PID does not show the in-
crease in the combined value of the information components Shd and Syn (UnqB is misinformation) as the
basal strength is increased from 0-130 to 0-150. As the strength of the basal input is increased we do find,
however, the same pattern of decreasing synergy and shared information as given by Ibroja, Idep and Iccs.
Hence Ipm is partially consistent with property CCS4. The Isx PIDs show the same characteristics that were
shown with Ibroja, Idep and Iccs and so it is consistent with property CCS4.
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4 Conclusions

Rat somatosensory cortical L5b pyramidal neuron recording data

The PID analyses reveal that the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs methods produce broadly similar PIDs for the 15
neurons under each experimental condition, whereas the Ipm and Isx methods produce components which
have very different values than those given by the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs methods. In particular, the Ipm
and Isx methods produce much larger estimates of shared information and synergy. The Ipm method
even produces some values for synergy that are larger than the joint mutual information, which seems
nonsensical!

When the relative values of the PID components are considered - as with the within-neuron differences
in the PID components used in the investigation of the effect of baclofen - then these differences can be
considered on the same scale for all five PID methods, and the results are generally more similar, although
not for the shared information component. Statistical testing shows that for the synergy component five
independent researchers, each using one of the five methods, would arrive at the same formal statistical
conclusion. Were they to consider the shared information, however, the researchers using the Ipm or Isx
methods would reach a different formal statistical conclusion than obtained by those using the Ibroja, Idep
and Iccs methods.

While the values of the unique information asymmetry are the same for all five methods, the asymmetry
is expressed in different ways. The Ibroja, Idep and Iccs methods all exhibit strong basal drive and there
is evidence of apical amplification for several neurons. Examination of the within-neuron differences and
statistical testing conducted on the asymmetry values provide support for the conclusion in [27] regarding
the effect of GABABR-mediated inhibition. Neither conclusion applies to the Ipm and Isx methods.

As to the question of which method(s) to rely on it seems wise, for probability distributions of the type
considered in this study, to employ the Ibroja, Idep and Iccs methods since they give broadly similar results,
rather than the Ipm or Isx method.

Simulated mouse L5b neuron model data

The PID analyses of the full dataset again reveal differences among the five methods, with the Ibroja, Idep
and Iccs decompositions again being broadly similar. The Ipm and Isx methods transmit higher percent-
ages of the information as synergy and shared information and an appreciable percentage as unique apical
misinformation that is larger in magnitude than the transmitted unique basal information.

A richer picture emerges when various subsets of the data are analysed. When the basal and apical
inputs are treated on an equal footing, and various combinations of strengths of basal and apical inputs
considered, we find that there is a bifurcation in unique information asymmetry for all PIDs. While the val-
ues of the asymmetries are fixed by classical measures of mutual information, the nature of the asymmetries
is only revealed by the PIDs. For Ibroja, Idep and Iccs, we find that as the strength of the basal input in-
creases, to the extent that it is sufficient to drive AP output, there is a switch from apical drive to basal drive,
and that this occurs at the same strength of basal input for every strength of apical input. We also find that
this bifurcation happens when we consider combinations where the basal and apical strengths are equal.
The Ipm and Isx PIDs express the asymmetry in terms of combinations of basal and apical misinformation
or a combination of a unique information with a unique misinformation.

In a second exploration of subsets, increasing basal strengths were considered for three fixed apical
strengths. With regards to cooperative context-sensitivity, we find that all five PIDs provide at least some
support for the ideal properties. The Ibroja PID satisfies the properties to the fullest extent, with Idep and
Iccs close behind. Ipm and Isx provide partial support.

Both investigated data sets have different intrinsic limitations. In the first study, direct current injection
was used as an experimental approximation of synaptic inputs. The model neuron of the second study
is expected to provide limited accuracy in the precise AP number evoked by synaptic inputs due to the
intrinsic difficulties in modeling the fast underlying conductances appropriately [36]. However, our anal-
yses converge at the conclusion that apical dendritic inputs may mainly contribute to synergy, i.e. have
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a modulatory role, rather than driving output information. The reason for this is that, in the investigated
pyramidal neurons, apical dendritic inputs are bound to recruit an amplifying Ca2+ spike mechanism in
the apical dendrite if they were to activate somatic APs directly. Therefore, apical dendritic inputs can-
not provide the graded impact on AP output that basal dendritic inputs do. We can conclude that under
these circumstances, the role of apical dendritic inputs is largely restricted to amplifying output rather than
driving output information.

Abbreviations

Partial Information Decomposition

PID Partial Information Decomposition, with components UnqB, UnqA, Shd
and Syn, defined in Section 2.3

Ibroja The PID developed by Bertschinger et al. [3]

Idep The PID developed by James et al. [6]

Iccs The PID developed by Ince [5]

Ipm The PID developed by Finn & Lizier. [7]

Isx The PID developed by Makkeh et al. [8]

Others

AMPA α-amino-3-hydroxy-5-methyl-4-isoxazolepropionic acid

AP Action potential

GABA gamma-aminobutyric acid

GABAB A GABAB receptor is a G-protein receptor, or metabotropic receptor

JMI Joint mutual information between the output Y and the inputs (B, A), as
defined in Section 2.2

L5b Layer 5b

NMDA N-methyl-D-aspartate

UIA Unique information asymmetry, as defined in Section 2.4
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