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1. SUPPLEMENTARY VIDEOS AND EXTENDED EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Supplementary Videos

Videos encompass both experimental recordings and numerical simulations of networks of spiking neurons. The
videos corresponding to experimental recordings are played at 20x speed. The left-hand side of the videos shows the
recording, while the right-hand side shows the raster plot derived from its analysis. The original image sequences were
obtained in greyscale format and here are presented as a blue-red—yellow color scheme to enhance the visualization
of activity. The brighter the color, the stronger the activity of the neurons. For modular networks, each of the 4
modules is highlighted with a faint colored outline, where the color matches the grouping of spikes and module rates
on the right.
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Video 1. Single-bond network during spontaneous activity.
These recordings and their raster plots are the same ones shown in Figs. 1D-G of the main manuscript.

Video 2. Same network as in Video 1 but under optogenetic stimulation.

Video 3. Single-bond network during spontaneous activity before chemical stimulation with potassium.
The raster plots correspond to the data shown in Figs. 1H-I of the main manuscript.

Video 4. Same as network as Video 3 but after chemical stimulation with high potassium.

Video 5. Single-bond network during spontaneous activity while exposed to bicuculline.
Video 6. Single-bond network exposed to bicuculline under optogenetic stimulation.
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Video 7. Simulations, model of spiking neurons with modules connected by k = 3 axons, with neurons receiving only baseline
noise.

Video 8. Same network and random number seed as Video 7 but neurons in the lower two modules receive 20 Hz additional
noise beyond baseline.


https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s1_opto_1b_210719_B_pre.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s2_opto_1b_210719_B_stim.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s3_kcl_1b_210720_B_pre.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s4_kcl_1b_210720_B_stim.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s5_bic_1b_220128_pre.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/experiments/s6_bic_1b_220128_stim.mov
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/simulations/s7_k=3_0Hz.mp4
https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures/src/main/movies/simulations/s8_k=3_20Hz.mp4

B. Comparison of Different Optogenetic Stimulation Paradigms

In the following, we describe two control experiments to investigate i) the role of how many modules are targeted
(partial vs global stimulation) and ii) the impact of asynchronous vs synchronous stimulation (Fig. S1). We focus
on modular, single-bond topologies. Note that for these new control experiments, substrates differ from the main
manuscript: Cultured cortical neurons were patterned using microfluidic devices [83], which we found to provide more
reproducible results. The four modules again consist of 200 pm x 200 pm squares that are connected by microchannels
of three different sizes to adjust the degree of modularity (S: 4 pm width x 2 pm height, M: 7 x 2 pm, L: 7 x 4 pm). All
experiments were conducted at 10-11 DIV, as in the other experiments. For each channel size, we considered three
stimulation protocols:

e stim2 is the protocol described in the main manuscript. The lower two modules are targeted by asynchronous
optogenetic stimulation, where ten individual neurons are preselected candidates to be targeted (during each
400 ms time bin, every candidate has a probability p = 0.4 to be stimulated).

e stim4 is similar to the protocol of the main manuscript, but two to three candidates are selected from each of
the four modules (ten in total). Note that, due to an experimental constraint, the area from which neurons can
be selected is limited, so that candidates do not cover the whole culture.

e stim1 is a synchronous stimulation protocol, where the entire area of one of the four modules was targeted with
a square light pulse of 400 ms. The pulses were delivered at a mean interval of 10 s with a standard deviation
of 2 s.

Partial stimulation: We first confirmed the reproducibility of the experiments reported in the main manuscript
by applying protocol stim2. As shown in the example raster plots (Fig. S1A), collective activity events present in
the spontaneous activity (pre) were disrupted during stimulation, which decreased the overall neuron correlation
and event size (Fig. S1B) and recovered during post (not shown). The decrease in correlation was also observed
when the optogenetic stimulation was delivered locally, to one of the four modules (stim1, Fig. S1B). However,
note that the typical response of the cultures to the stim1 differed to stim2: The synchronous stimulation reliably
triggered bursting activity, causing an event that started in the targeted module and probabilistically propagated to
neighbouring modules, potentially spanning the whole system. This observation is in line with the gating mechanism
that we abstractly model in the mesoscopic description (Section 3, below). The asynchronous stimulation, on the
other hand, did not trigger events deterministically at pre-defined times. This can be seen as a confirmation of our
proposed resource mechanism. Reconsidering the recharge dynamics (main Fig. 4A—C), the perturbing effect of the
stim1 protocol should vanish if the delivery of the pulse is timed to match the intrinsic, natural timing of events
each culture has. In this case, the duration of charge-discharge cycles would not be altered, merely the onset-times of
events. On the other hand, if pulses are delivered at a higher frequency, resources would be depleted more often. To
confirm this intuition, we color-coded the lines representing each culture according to its (natural) IEI during the pre
condition (Fig. S1). For stim1, and channel size M in particular, this intuition seems confirmed: Those realizations
where the IEI was already short before the stimulation at 1/10 s (yellow and red) tend to show smaller changes.

Global stimulation: As presented in Fig. 1 of the main manuscript, a global increase in neuronal excitablility
induced by chemical stimulation did not break synchrony in modular networks. To address the question whether
global but asynchronous stimulation does break synchrony, we applied the protocol stim4. Overall, the results for
this protocol show the same trends as for stim2, with decreased event sizes and neuron correlations, and a strong
dependence on the topology.

Channel size: The most consistent trend in the results of these new control experiments is the dependence on
channel size. In particular, for large channels (L), where presumably connections between modules are strong and
modularity low, the effect size of all stimulation protocols tends to be smallest. This supports our main conclusion,
that the modularity of the topology is the key ingredient to facilitate the desynchronizing effect of stimulation.
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Figure S1. Comparison of different optogenetic stimulation paradigms. A: Raster plots. As controls of the asyn-
chronous stimulation in two modules stim2 (main manuscript), we considered two other stimulation paradigms. In stim1, a
single module was targeted with a flash covering the whole module every ~10 s. Thus, the stimulation was synchronous (to all
neurons of this module) and partial, as only a subset of the modules was targeted. Notably, flashes reliably cause events that
span at least the targeted module. In stim4, individual neurons from all modules were targeted asynchronously, similar to
stim2 but extending the stimulation region to the full system (global). However, note a constraint of the experimental setup
that limited the location of neurons that could be targeted to parts of each module. B: For these stimulation paradigms, we
compare the pre condition with the respective stim condition, for three different channel sizes, S, M, and L. Note that the
samples for partial stimulation (stim2 and stim1) are correlated, as they were recorded in sequence, from the same cultures.
For each realization, the line connecting pre and stim is color-coded by the mean inter-event-interval (IEI, measured during the
pre condition). This serves as a proxy for the strength of the perturbation caused by stim1: In this paradigm, the impact of
stimulation on the recharge dynamics is presumably small when the frequency of the flash (every ~10 s) is close to the intrinsic
IEI (red for 15 s, blue for 60 s). Because asynchronous stimulation (stim2, stim4) targets individual neurons, and does not
trigger events that span a whole module, this dependence seems less pronounced. Independent of the stimulation protocol, note
the dependence on channel size (as an indicator for modularity): With increasing channel size, the effect from all considered
forms of stimulation decreases.



C. Effect of the Blockade of Inhibition on Dynamics
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Figure S2. The desynchronizing effect of optogenetic stimulation relies on GABAergic balancing. Data collected
on 1-b modular networks (N = 5 trials) in the presence of 20 uM bicuculline, a GABA4 receptor antagonist. The data for
this assay was collected using 1-b modular networks grown in both microcontact printed substrates and microfluidic devices
(Ref. [83], different samples from those analyzed in the previous section). A: Aggregated distributions of network-wide events
(left) and pairwise correlation coefficients (right). B: Trial-to-trial estimates of the mean event size, mean correlation, and
functional complexity. ns, no significance (two-sided, paired-sample t-test). We note that administration of bicuculline at 20 pm
may seize or substantially decrease the rate of spontaneous activity in small-scale neuronal networks, such as those used in the
present work, at 10-11 DIV. In such a case, similar effects could be observed at a concentration of ~5 M.

D. Statistics across Experimental Repetitions
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Figure S3. Trial-level estimates, related to main Fig. 2. A: Mean number of cells per network. The differences between the
means of the three topologies are statistically not significant. Two-sided, unpaired t-test. B, C: Every faint line corresponds to
the estimate of a quantity within one trial and its change across conditions (pre, stim and post). Error bars (thick vertical lines)
are obtained from bootstrapping the within-trial estimates (500 samples). The white dot denotes the mean of the bootstrap
samples, and the extended thin vertical line indicates the maximal and minimal value observed in a trial. The indicated
statistical significance (pre to stim) is calculated from two-sided, paired-sample t-tests. For p-values of all combinations, see
Table S1.
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size correlation complexity delay

pre-stim 0.8411 0.0067 0.0084 0.0524 0.0338 0.1557

1b (N =7 trials) stim-post 0.6910 0.0130 0.0071 0.0037 0.1033 0.0719
pre-post 0.9685 0.1749 0.9631 0.5391 0.1219 0.8875

pre-stim 0.2072 0.0513 0.0335 0.0384 0.0057 0.1556

3b (N = 7 trials) stim-post 0.2957 0.0617 0.0103 0.0170 0.0428 0.0647
pre-post 0.3505 0.6590 0.9678 0.0666 0.4373 0.0898

pre-stim 0.0284 0.0463 0.0195 0.0469 0.0278 0.5641

merged (N = 7 trials) stim-post 0.1773 0.0542 0.0181 0.0560 0.0678 0.6848
pre-post 0.6078 0.4167 0.3847 0.9992 0.7199 0.8951

Table S1. Overview of p-values for Main Fig. 2 and Suppl. Fig. S3. Two-sided, paired-sample t-test.



2. DETAILS OF THE MICROSCOPIC MODEL OF SPIKING NEURONS
A. Topology

To create the 2D topology, we model axonal growth as proposed by Orlandi et al. [18] (cf. Table S3). Neurons
are spread out uniformly over a 2D surface where somas are modeled as hard, non-overlapping discs with radius
rs = 7.5 um from which axons grow on a semi flexible path with mean length [, ~ 1000 pm. The path is constructed
from several concatenated axonal segments of unit length d, = 10 um. The variance of the mean bending angle o(6)
along neighboring segments determines the overall stiffness. If an axon intersects the dendritic tree of another neuron
(modeled as soft disks with mean radius rq &~ 150 pm), then each overlapping segment has probability « to establish
the connection. (Note, this is a different convention than Ref. [18], where the probability to form the connection is
independent of the number of intersecting segments.) Because dynamics are heavily dependent on the in-degree, we
adjust « so that ki, =~ 30 incoming connections per neuron [82] for all topologies, independent of their modularity.
Once the connections are set (as a binary matrix), additional details of the topology can be discarded. The types of
neurons (inhibitory GABAergic or excitatory AMPA-glutamatergic) are not distinguished topologically.

In order to create the modular topology, soma, axon segments, and dendritic trees are only placed on the substrate,
which consists either of one 400 x 400 ytm? rectangle (merged) or four 200 x 200 pm? rectangles (modular). To avoid
axons growing out of the substrate, larger bending angles (with increased variance o(8') = 50(6)) are allowed near
the domain walls, which effectively deflect the axons back into the module (main Fig. 3A). To connect neighboring
modules with a given number of axons, every module acts once as a “source module”. Then, for every adjacent
neighboring module, k& neurons are selected and forced to first grow their axons towards the center of the target
module (neglecting the substrate) before the growth continues randomly within the target, again confined to the
substrate. The in-degree distributions for the different topologies are summarized in Fig. S5.

We found this controlled approach to produce more consistent topologies than an algorithm where we would add
a given number of bridges as an actual part of the substrate (as in the experiments) and axons had to grow through
the bridges by chance. For the latter case, it frequently occurred that modules were only connected in one direction
or not connected at all. As the topological structure is the backbone of the observed dynamics, a much larger number
of repetitions would have been needed to find reliable ensemble estimates of observables.

B. Modularity

In the following, we show analytically how the modularity index @@ depends on the number of axons crossing between
modules (k) and the in-degree per neuron (k;,)'. The straightforward mathematical way of measuring how well a
partition splits the graph into modules is computing the modularity—the fraction of the edges that fall within the
given groups minus the expected fraction if edges were distributed at random [84]. While using this measure to find
community division is criticized [85], in our case, communities are already defined (as modules) per the experimental
or theoretical construction, and we evaluate the modularity for this partitioning.

Modularity is formally defined as:

1 kik;
QZZmiZj(Aij—W’Qm)ﬂci,Cj)» (1)
where m is the total number of edges, A;; is the adjacency matrix of the graph, k; is the degree of node 4, v is the

resolution parameter that we take, v = 1, and d(¢;,¢;) is 1 if nodes ¢ and j belong to the same community and 0
otherwise. The summation is performed over all pairs of nodes in the network. The simplified formula for @ reads:

3 fnv(ﬁl)] @)

where summation is performed over all modules ¢, L. is number of links within a module, and k. is the sum of the
degrees of all nodes of the module.

When growing the networks with axons crossing over between modules, we control the mean in-degree per neuron.
To do so, we need to adjust the expected density of connections per unit length «. Let us compute the number of

1 Note that the number of axons that cross to neighbouring modules is denoted by k in the rest of the material. In this section, we denote
it as k to differentiate from other degree-related variables.



connections, assuming N neurons in the module and k neurons that would form a cross-module axon per neighbour.
In this case, the total number of connections between neurons of the same module (L.) is a sum of connections due to
axons not crossing modules plus connections due to the parts of crossing axons that are still within the same module.
With our model parameters (200 pm module size / separation and [, ~ 1000 pm axon length) a crossing axon spends
~ 100 pm in the source module, ~ 200 pm between modules, and ~ 700 um in the target module. Thus, the number
of connections within the same module L. is given by

Lo=(N—2K)a-lg+01-2k-a-l, = (N — 1.8K)a - I,. (3)

The number of connections coming from the two other neighbouring modules is proportional to the axon parts they
have within the target module, 0.71,:

L,=07-2k-a-l,=14k-«a-1,. (4)
Combining Eq. 3 and Eq. 4, we get the average in-degree per neuron
kin = (Le + Lo)/N = aly(N — 0.4k) /N, (5)
which, taking, without loss of generality, [, = 1, gives us

kinN

S N ok 0

The total number of edges in the network is given by m = 4k;,, N (note that, here, N denoted the number of neurons
per module). Inserting the computed m, L., and « into Eq. 2 we get

Q_Z“: Le (kN '\ _,((N-18KkyN 1) _N-18k 1 @
- kN~ \akyyN) | 7 \4(N 04Kk, N~ 16) ~ N—0.4k 4

c=1

Interestingly, the final result does not depend on the choice of k;,,—which gives us some degree of freedom to select a
reasonable value for it in simulations (we took k;, = 30). The computed modularity closely matches the observations
from network generation (minor discrepancies are expected due to variable degrees and actual numbers of synapses
in every simulation. cf. Table S2).

simulations, for different ki,
analytic kin = 15 20 25 30
k=0 0.750 0.748 0.749 0.749 0.749
k=1 0.715 0.706 0.706 0.705 0.705
k=3 0.642 0.621 0.619 0.618 0.616
k=5 0.566 0.535 0.533 0.532 0.530
k=10 0.361 0.322 0.322 0.322 0.324
k=20 —0.125 —0.102 —0.089 —0.074 —0.057
merged 0 0.018 0.018 0.019 0.019

Table S2. Modularity @ for different k vs. ki, combinations. Analytically, @ is independent from k;,,, which is closely matched
by the values measured in simulations.

C. Dynamics

To model neuronal behaviour, we use quadratic integrate-and-fire dynamics [80] with synaptic depression [86],
which is implemented in a reduced form as in Ref. [18]. The neuron population consists of 20% inhibitory and 80%
excitatory neurons, where inhibitory currents are modeled to have a higher amplitude and a slower decay time than
excitatory ones [49, 87|, cf. Table S3. Dynamic parameters of the model were chosen so that the network resembles
regular spiking neurons [80] and the frequency of network-wide events was between 3 to 12 per minute, as observed in
the experiments. Note that the parameter combination that was ultimately used is not unique and other combinations
could yield the same burst frequency [88].



Independent of the neuron type, membrane dynamics are described through two coupled differential equations? for
the membrane potential v and the recovery variable u:

Ty U = a (v — Urer) (V — Vnr) — ¥+ Tampa — IgaBa, (8)
Tu = b (v — Vper) — u, (9)

U —> Ureset

if v > vpeak : { (10)

U — U+ Uincr-

The first term in Eq. (8) describes the basic behavior of the membrane potential. Below threshold, v < wvtn, the
membrane potential slowly decays to the resting value vt depending on the characteristic time constant 7, and leak
factor a. Once the threshold is exceeded by repeated stimulation, the membrane potential rises quickly until the
peak potential vpeax is reached, a spike is triggered, and the potential is reset to vrese;. The membrane potential is
decreased through the recovery variable u, which is driven by the activation of K™ currents and the inactivation of
Na™ currents [80]. In practice, the coupling of Eqgs. (8) and (9) determines the inter-spike interval and implements an
effective refractory period.

The coupling of neurons is realized through excitatory and inhibitory current terms in Eq. 8: Iampa and Igasa
consist respectively of all excitatory and inhibitory currents arriving from the rest of the network. Each spike from
a presynaptic neuron instantaneously increments the current term of the postsynaptic neuron. Note that in Ref. [1§]
small membrane fluctuations were implemented through an additional term, which we here omit to control the level
of noisy input through a single control parameter.

Whenever an excitatory (inhibitory) pre-synaptic neuron spikes, it emits a current I that increments (decrements)
the membrane potential of the post-synaptic neuron. The strength of the current depends on the amount of pre-
synaptic resources (associated with the available neurotransmitters). To model the synaptic currents I and the level
of synaptic resources (R = 1 for full available resources, R = 0 for full depletion), every neuron has three additional
dynamic variables:

TamPA Ianipa = —Iampa, (11)
TaaBa laaa = —Icapa, (12)
TR R =1- R7 (13)

if v > vpeak : R — B R. (14)

Note that I respectively describes all excitatory and inhibitory currents that arrive at the neuron, whereas R scales
the outgoing current (0 < 8 < 1). Whenever a pre-synaptic neuron of type x spikes, the respective post-synaptic
current term (AMPA or GABA) is incremented instantaneously:

Ix,post — Ix,post + jx,pre Rpre ) (15)

where jy pre is @ constant to describe the current strength that depends on the type of the pre-synaptic neuron. From
Egs. (11)—(13), we see that I, decay to 0 with a characteristic time 7y and R slowly recovers to 1 with 7. In general,
7r is much longer than the other time constants (see Table S3).

D. Stimulation

To incorporate optogenetic stimulation, the model features a controlled source of noise. The excitatory current
arriving at each neuron is increased by small spikes of amplitude j,, generated randomly by a Poisson process

Iavipa — Ianvpa + Jm  at rate A, (16)

where h denotes the “synaptic noise rate” that serves as our control parameter when investigating the interplay of
modularity and stimulation (main Figs. 3, 4 and Fig. S4).

In the main manuscript, we consider a baseline noise level to all neurons at h = 80 Hz, which accounts for miniature
synaptic potentials (“minis”) even in the absence of stimulation [18]. To mimic the experimental stimulation within
two modules, additional Poisson noise at 20 Hz is applied to the neurons in those modules. Note that, because Poisson
noise is additive, a local increase of the baseline input to 100 Hz would be equivalent.

2 We express the equations in reduced form, and, for readability, omit the resistance R by denoting I := RI*.
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Parameter Description References
Topology [18]
N =160 Number of neurons, out of which 20% inhibitory [49, 87]
200 pm X 200 pm Substrate area per module (4 modules)
p=1000mm~2 Density of plated neurons
rs =7.5pm  Radius of somas (hard discs)
rqa = 150pum  Radius of dendritic trees (soft discs), drawn from Normal dist. (¢ = 150 pm, o = 20 pm)
la~ 1000pm  Length of axons, drawn from Rayleigh dist. (o = 800 pm)
da = 10pum  Length of axon segments
0~ 0° Bending angle between segments, drawn from Normal dist. (u = 0°, o = 57°)
a=~0.3—27% Probability to form a connection, per intersecting axon segment. Adjusted to realize kiy,.
kin =~ 30 Average in-degree per neuron (all substrates) [82]
Dynamic variables
v Membrane potential
U Recovery variable
Iampa Excitatory current
IgaBa Inhibitory current
R Synaptic resources
Time scales
T, = 50 ms Time scale of the membrane potential v
To = 50 ms Time scale of the recovery variable u
Tr = 208 Time scale of recovery of synaptic resources R
Tampa = 10ms  Decay time of post-synaptic excitatory current
TgaBa = 20ms Decay time of post-synaptic inhibitory current
Dynamic constants [18, 80]
vref = —60mV  Resting potential
vinr = —45mV  Threshold potential
Upeak = 35mV  Peak potential, after ven, is passed, rapid growth towards vpeak
Vreset = —D0 MV  After-spike reset value of the membrane potential v
Uiner = D0mV  After-spike increment value of recovery variable u
a=05mV~! Leak factor
b=10.5 Sensitivity of u to sub-threshold fluctuations of v
jampa = 45mV AMPA current strength
jeaa = 50mV GABA current strength
B8=0.8 R — BR after spike, here synaptic depletion, thus 5 < 1
h =80 — 115Hz Rate for Poisson noise (80 Hz baseline, 0 — 35 Hz stimulation)
jm = 15mV  Strength of Poisson noise (stimulation), applied on Iampa
Simulation settings [89]
T =30min  Simulation time (after 5 min thermalisation)
0t =0.05ms  Time-step of numeric time integration (Euler)
~ 30 min Wall-clock runtime per simulation
50 Number of repetitions

Table S3. Overview of parameters and variables of the microscopic model.
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Figure S4. Extended simulation details. A: Overview of topology and dynamics for & = 0, corresponding to four indepen-
dent modules. The dynamics plotted below (A2-A4) share this topology (and the RNG seed), and differ only in the stimulation
rate. Al: Representation of the topology, featuring soma (white circles) and axons (colored lines). A2, A3: Module-level
firing rate, raster plot and synaptic resources for a 180 s time window at 80 Hz baseline input (pre), and with an additional 20
Hz stimulation to the orange modules (stim). Synaptic resources are averaged across all neurons in a particular module and
color-coded accordingly. The black dot denotes a 250 ms long zoom into the raster plot to illustrate a single event. A4: Charge-
discharge cycles are illustrated in the resource-rate plane. Both synaptic resources and firing rates are calculated on the module
level. 80 traces are shown (20 per module) where each trace lasts from end-time to end-time of two consecutive events (system-
level bursting). The triangles on the z-axis indicate the average level of resources when an event starts. B—D: like A, but for
k=1, k=3 and k = 10. Summary: In general, stimulation causes bursts to fire at lower rates (circle size) and to start at
lower resource levels (triangles near z-axis). When modules are disconnected (k = 0), cycles reflect single-module properties
independent of the stimulation. For intermediate connections (k = 3), the fluctuation in the trajectories of the non-targeted
modules is strongest, but still retains module-dependent sizes. When intermodular connection is further increased (k = 10),
cycles of non-targeted modules also decrease, as they activate together with targeted modules—while synchrony is maintained
due to strong connections.
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Figure S5. In-degree distributions for different topologies. For all topologies, the growth was adjusted to match an
expected in-degree of kin &~ 30. In simulations, modular cultures synchronize less strongly when average synaptic resources get
depleted. This effect depends on the the number of incoming connections, which, determined by the topology, may greatly differ
between internal connections (originating in the same module) and external connections spanning across modules. Distributions
obtained from 20 independent realizations of each topology.
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Figure S6. Probability of event propagation. We investigated the stochastic inter-modular connections, and in particular,
how the probability of burst propagation depends on available resources. We performed simulations of two-module networks,
where a single axon projected one-way from the left to the right module (k = 1, ki, = 30). A: Sketch of the resulting
connectivity. Causally, events can only propagate from the left to the right module. B: Probability that an event propagates
from the source module (left) to the target module (right) as a function of the respective resource levels (module-average). To
record events, 500 network realizations were sampled for a simulated duration of 5 min. Each simulation was repeated with
different noise levels targeting the left, right or both modules. Noise frequency was varied from 0 to 35 Hz in steps of of 5 Hz.
Events were mostly detected as for the main manuscript, but the system-wide rate threshold was fixed to 3 Hz to account for
the altered topology. Events were classified as “successfully propagated” if both modules participated (module-level threshold
crossing separated at most 100 ms). Coincidental events, where the right module fired alone, or by chance, just before the other
module, were discarded. Thus, all considered events originate in the left module. For each of the remaining events, we extracted
the average resources present in the source and target module, at the time of the event start. For all resulting (and binned)
combinations of resources in the source- and target-module, we then calculated the propagation probability as the fraction of
events that did indeed propagate. Note that we cannot set the combinations of resources directly (but, rather, we have to
measure after adjusting them indirectly by setting the provided noise), which limits the accessible regions in the plotted phase
plane. However, overall, the propagation probability is more sensitive to a depletion of resources in the originating module
(z-axis) compared to depletion in the target module (y-axis).
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Figure S7. In simulations, increasing noise decreases the intensity of network-wide events. Dynamics depend
on stimulation rate and the number of axons connecting modules, k. k = 0 is included as a control, indicating chance-level
synchronization. A: Stimulation slightly increases the mean firing rate. B: Event size describes the fraction of neurons that
fire at least one spike during a detected event (the chance-level event size that corresponds to one module is 0.25). Event
sizes are larger for higher k but decrease under stimulation. C: Correlation of neuron pairs where both neurons are in
modules targeted by stimulation (corresponding to main Fig. 4D, where the correlation of module-level firing rates is shown).
D: Functional complexity is maximal at different stimulus intensity, depending on k. E: Inter-event-intervals decrease under
stimulation. F: Core delays describe the the time between the respective highest-firing rate time-points when multiple modules
contribute to an event. It serves as a proxy of the multi-module burst-duration. Note that k = 0 corresponds to chance-level.
G: Consistent with the observed changes of charge-discharge cycles, the average module-level resources at the time point when
an event starts decrease with increased stimulation rate. H: For every detected event we calculate the number of spikes each
neuron contributed. Besides the decrease in the number of neurons that contribute (panel B), the decrease in spikes is a second
mechanism to conserve (module-level) resources.
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Figure S8. Blocking inhibition in simulations weakens the desynchronizing effect of input. Same as main Fig. 3,
but with the current strength of inhibitory neurons set to jecapa = 0. Paremeters: k = 3, kin = 30.
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E. Optical Recordings and Spike Detection

The raster plots from simulations that we presented in the main manuscript seem to differ from the experimental
rasters, at first glance. In the following we explore that these differences are likely rooted in the sampling. Optical
recordings are known to miss some spiking events, whereas simulations provide perfect sampling. In order to assess
how these missing spikes affect the statistics of rates and bursting, we here considered a “virtual optical recording”,
in which some events are removed from simulated data, and then the statistics are compared.

Recently, Huang et al. [90] performed simultaneous patch-clamp recordings of spiking activity with fluorescence
imaging, and computed the fraction of missing events. They found that isolated spikes are more likely to go undetected
by fluorescence analyses, while consecutive spikes are detected more reliably. In order to mimic this phenomenology,
we consider a probability pmiss(n) of missing a single event when n spikes are presented in a time window of 250 ms,
as reported in [90]. Then, the probability of missing m out of n spikes in a given time bin is given by a binomial
distribution, B(m,n, pmiss(n)). The result of this process can be seen in Fig. S9. One can see that the raster gets
“cleaner”, since many of the asynchronous, isolated spikes are removed, thus giving a picture closer to that of the
experiments. Notably, the burst-like events appear unaltered. We computed some core observables before and after
applying the filter: the number of modules involved in events, the fraction of neurons involved (event size), inter-event-
intervals, neuron correlations. Although detected firing rates decrease (not shown), and correlation distributions do
not cover the low tail (corresponding to uncorrelated activity in-between events), the statistics of events and (median)
correlations remain mostly the same. Thus, we conclude that results of simulations can be directly compared with
those coming from the experiments, despite the fact that fluorescence misses some events. Since most missed events
are isolated, bursting and synchronization statistics are not affected.
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Figure S9. Effect of missed spikes due to fluorescence in measured statistics. Optical measurements predominantly
miss isolated spikes from the recording. However, especially event-related observables are hardly affected. A: Original spike
train at reference conditions (k = 3, pre). B: Filtered raster plot, after virtual optical recording. Note that we picked a
realization that shows rather segregated activity, beyond the monotonic four-module synchrony. C: Observables employed in
the main manuscript remain mostly unaffected when filtered. However, neuron-level correlations tend to be slightly higher
when filtered. This is expected, as the missing of spikes occurs dominantly in the low-activity regime outside of synchronized
events—which corresponds to uncorrelated firing of individual neurons.
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3. DETAILS OF THE MESOSCOPIC MODEL WITH GATING MECHANISM
A. DMean-field Description of Module Dynamics

In order to link the mechanisms that we uncovered based on single-neuron dynamics and their impact on large-scale
behavior, we developed a mesoscopic description that bridges local, finite-size aspects with conventional mean-field
ideas to describe large populations of neurons through coarse-grained variables. In particular, the smallest spatial
unit we consider in the following is a module. Each module ¢ is characterized by only two stochastic variables: the
module firing rate, p;(t), and the amount of available synaptic resources, R;(t). Notice that in a mean-field description
individual neurons are assumed to be fully connected, meaning that the variables p;(t) and R;(¢) do not present any
dependence on space. The dynamics of an isolated module follows a rate model, which are a common choice to
represent the activity of neuronal masses [75, 91-93]:

pit) == —pi(t) + FLE#)] + 0&(2), (17a)
4,_/ ——— ——
Decay Input Noise
. 1 1
Ri(t) = - Epi(t) Ri(t) + — (Ro — Ri(?t)) - (17b)
Discharge Charge

Here, we also include short-term synaptic plasticity, Eq. (17b), to describe through one variable the average depletion
and recovery of neurotransmitters of all neurons in the module, following Tsodyks and Markram [94, 95]. See Table
S4 for a full description of all parameters.

At any given time ¢, module ¢ receives a total input

L(t)=pi() Ri(t) + h 4w E Aij gij (t) pi (8) R;(t) (18)
—— ~— .
Self External I
Neighbours

Input can stem from three sources: recurrent input from the module itself, external input accounting for, e.g., stimu-
lation, and input from neighbouring modules (which depends on the state of the neighbour p;(t)R;(t), the connections
between modules w A;; and a novel gating variable g;;(t), see Section 3 C, below). The effect of inputs is implemented
through a sigmoidal transfer function F', which maps the input to a change of the target-modules’ rate:

1_67(1(179)

F(I;0,a,b) = {gHeaee—au—w 1>9,

I<9. (19)
where 0, a, and b are constant parameters that determine the shape of the transfer function (Fig. S10A). The sigmoidal
is selected such that F' (I =0;0,a,b) = 0, as is customarily done to ensure continuity of the function at zero input
[91].

The dynamics of a single module are as follows: whenever the total input stays below the threshold [I;(t) < 6], the
transfer of inputs is suppressed, and the firing rate decays [p;(t) — 0] with the (relatively short) time scale 7,. During
such times of low activity, synaptic resources are rarely used and slowly charge with time scale 7., until reaching the
upper reference [R;(t) — Ro]. Notice that the amount of resources modulates the recurrent input [Eq. (18)], so that
an isolated module without resources cannot increase its firing rate. On the other hand, once resources are charged
and available, input from any source can trigger a feedback loop; a once-heightened firing rate causes the recurrent
inputs to exceed the threshold, which again causes an increase in firing rate. Such self-accelerating episodes of high
activity are commonly called bursts, and they will only terminate once the resources are depleted. For an isolated
module, the noise term in Eq. (17a) ensures that such bursts occur from time to time, which reproduces well the
behavior of in vitro systems (without enriched topologies), where large bursting events occur stochastically.

Here, depending on model parameters, an isolated module can also undergo stochastic burst cycles, where it
alternates between states of high and low firing rates. Cycles tend to appear independently of parameters if the
charging and discharging timescales are well separated and the maximum resources are enough to trigger the modules’
feedback loop with a small fluctuation. The periods of cycles (and the burst duration) are determined by the timescales
of resource charging (7.) and discharging (7q4). This has been previously demonstrated in detail in Refs. [12, 96].
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B. The Role of External Input

In the mesoscopic model, our experimental optogenetic stimulation is accounted for by the amplitude of module-
level fluctuations o, and the external input h in Eq. (18). In particular, this input is supplied to all modules at
constant rate?; it is independent of the gate state, firing rate and resources. Consistent with the SNN-simulations, we
find that an increase in external input decreases the amplitude of charge-discharge cycles in the resource-rate plane
(Fig. S10C), and, if the gating mechanism is enabled, it helps to desynchronize modules (Fig. S11). This raises the
question: how does external input decrease the amplitude of charge-discharge cycles?

Let us consider an isolated module at different values of h, without input from neighbours, and without fluctuations
(0 =0, Fig. S10B). For small h, no matter how we initialize the system, it will always end up in the charged state
with zero firing rate and fully charged resources. For sufficiently large h, the system is in an input-driven regime
that is characterized by high firing rates and low synaptic resources. The transition into this regime is discontinuous
(Fig. S10B), and can be explained by the non-linear activation function (Eq. 19, Fig. S10A): only once all collected
inputs exceed 0, does a rate change occur — and for the considered case of no neighbours, the only possible sources
are h and the modules’ recurrent input (p;R;). Once the system is in the input-driven regime, the total input always
overcomes the decay, leading to the stationary dynamics with p;(t) > 0. In neither of the above cases does the system
undergo full (and repeated) charge-discharge cycles.

Parameter Description

Dynamic variables

pi(t) Firing rate (or activity) of module i
R;(t) Available synaptic resources in module %
I;(t) Total input arriving at module ¢

&(t) Gaussian noise (mean 0, variance 1)

Dynamic constants

Ro=1 Baseline synaptic resources
0 =0.1 Intensity of (additive) background noise
h =0.0 — 0.3 External input (rate), supplied to all modules

Time scales

T, =1 Time scale of module rates (decay back to baseline)

Ta=5H Time scale of discharging synaptic resources
Te = 40 Time scale of charging synaptic resources

Tgd = 1 Time scale of disconnecting gates
Tee =20  Time scale of (re-)connecting gates

Input transfer sigmoid

0=0.2 Activation threshold, for input below 6 no transfer
a=1.6 Knee (abruptness of change) mapping module input to rate change
b=20.0 Input gain of the function

Gates and module coupling

95 (%) Gate states. 1 if connected (transmitting activity), 0 else
Qij Rates at which gates connect/disconnect

Asj Adjacency matrix of modules. 1 if coupled/neighbouring, 0 else
w =0 —0.15 Coupling strength between modules
ag =10  Knee of sigmoid mapping R;(t) — Qi
0s = Ro/2 Threshold of resources below which gates start to disconnect

Simulation settings

Table S4. Overview of parameters and variables of the mesoscopic model.

3 The constant rate in the mean-field picture is motivated microscopically by the Poisson spiking of every neuron in the population.
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Next, let us next consider the isolated module, but with fluctuations (o # 0, Fig. S10C). From Eq. (18), we note
that h contributes as a linear term in the exponents (I — 6) of the transfer function Eq. (19). Thus, increasing h is
equivalent to lowering the threshold 6, which determines how easily a burst can start due to fluctuations of a given
amplitude o. Thus, when the external input is increased h — 6, the module bursts more frequently and the average
amount of available resources decreases. Due to the effectively lower threshold, even at the decreased resources,
fluctuations can start a (less intense) burst. Together, this manifests in smaller charge-discharge cycles.

How do h and o relate to the optogenetic stimulation in the experiments? As h describes the average external
input to the underlying neuron population, the random optogenetic stimulation of individual neurons corresponds
to an increased h. Consistently, increasing h causes higher activity in the mesoscopic model, as we also observed
in experiments during stimulation. Because the targets of optogenetic stimulation are random, stimulation also
corresponds to an increase of the module-level noise (an increase in o). Reconsidering Fig. S10C, we see that increasing
o also decreases the size of charge-discharge cycles (as long as h < #). When fluctuations have a larger amplitude,
they are more likely to push the module away from the stable point at high resources, triggering a burst. Thus, the
average amount of resources at which bursts occur is lowered — just as in the case when increasing h. Thus, h and
o have a similar effect. In the following, we keep o = 0.1 fixed and focus on systematically varying h.
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Figure S10. Interplay of noise and external input for individual modules. In the absence of fluctuations (“no noise”,
o = 0), an isolated module will always end up at a stable fixed point. Charge-discharge cycles can only be triggered by
sufficiently large fluctuations. A: Sketch of the transfer function F(I;6,a,b) mapping the total input arriving at a module to
a rate change. B: The position of the fixed point depends on the external input h. Colors scale from blue (low input) to red
(high input) and match across panels to show how the fixed point moves in different representations. Bigger dots correspond to
the values of h shown in panel C. As h is increased, the system undergoes a discontinuous transition to the input-driven (up)
state, near h ~ 6 = 0.2, see accompanying text. C: Charge-discharge cycles in the Resource-Rate plane for simulations that
include noise. Gray background lines indicate the deterministic flow field and derive from short, equally long time-integrations
of Egs. 17b and 17a (excluding the noise term and inputs from other modules). Long gray lines indicate fast dynamics and
short lines indicate slow dynamics. The colored lines are example trajectories of the full model for a single module, including
noise but without interacting neighbors. C, top to bottom: Increasing . Independent of external input A, only fluctuations
can trigger a discharge by perturbing the module sufficiently far from the fixed point. C, left to right: Increasing h. For small
h < 0 = 0.2, fluctuations trigger a fast discharge (bursting at high rates, depleting resources). Once resources are depleted, the
module slowly recovers resources at rates near zero. For larger h > 6, the system is in the input-driven regime of continuous
firing at medium rates and low resources (right column). In this regime, fluctuations cannot start a burst (and the characteristic
large cycles), because no resources are available.

C. Stochastic Gates as Connections between Mesoscopic Modules

In a mean-field formulation, one assumes that connectivity in the neuron population is all-to-all — an assumption
which we here clearly violate when neurons are predominantly confined to grow connections within modules. As
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we illustrate in the following, this manifests in the way modules synchronize and necessitates the introduction of a
stochastic gating mechanism.

In the experimental cultures, modules connect because individual neurons grow an axon into a neighboring, coupled
module. Thus, the total input projected from module j to ¢ should depend on the average firing rate within the source
module p;(t) and the number of connecting axons. Describing the average number of connecting axons through a
continuous variable (the coupling strength w), and considering all coupled modules, then the total input to ¢ would
be I;(t) ~w)_,,; Aijpj(t), where A;; is the adjacency matrix describing links from j to ¢ (1 if modules are coupled,
0 otherwise).

Clearly, in our experimental setup (and the simulations of LIF-neurons), the local topology plays a key role when
coupling different modules, because only few individual neurons project to neighboring clusters (1 < k£ < 10). In
particular, if & = 1 and the projecting neuron is already in a refractory state when a module-level burst occurs
(or, by chance, it fails to release an action potential) then activity cannot spread between modules, preventing
synchronization. Thus, the mean-field coupling strength (w) only partly captures the mechanism of the microscopic
number of connecting axons (k): It accounts for the scaling of the input due to more connections but not for
the increased probability of a successful transmission of activity. To account for this, we introduce a novel gating
mechanism that incorporates the probabilistic nature of the connections between modules through a discrete gate
variable. This allows us to maintain the advantages of the mean-field description (such as better analytic tractability)
by accounting for the effects of low-level spatial structure while avoiding the necessity to explicitly incorporate it. As
such, our model combines continuous and discrete variables and is an example of hybrid stochastic systems, which
have also been employed to successfully describe single-cell dynamics [97].

A gate from module j to ¢ is a discrete (Boolean) variable g;;(t) with two possible states: connected (1, activity
can pass) or disconnected (0, activity cannot pass). Gates are not symmetric; g;; can be connected while g;; is
disconnected, so that activity can spread in an inhomogeneous manner. Microscopically, disconnected gates represent
a state in which the presynaptic neurons are exhausted. We have already included the state of the gates in the input
to each module [Eq. (18)]. Input is projected from j to ¢ only if both modules are coupled (A;; = 1) and the gate is
currently connected [g;;(t) = 1]. The gates transition between states as follows: They (re-)connect at a constant rate,
so that a disconnected gate recovers after a typical time 74, and gates become more likely to disconnect as resources
of the source-module are depleted. The stochastic transition-rates are:

1
Tec
Qs (1 0) =—— ! (20b)
A A L oy O I

where ag, and 6, are parameters that control the (sigmoidal) response of the gate to the amount of available resources
(cf. Fig. 4E in the main manuscript). For sufficiently small time steps dt, these rates directly correspond to the
probability that a gate connects or disconnects, P;; ~ €);;0t.

D. Gates Desynchronize Modules

How does the gating mechanism affect the interaction of multiple modules? Let us first consider how modules
synchronize while gates are connected. In this case, the input from one module to another has the same effect that
we saw for stochastic fluctuations and isolated modules. If a module is charged, a sufficiently strong perturbation can
trigger a module-level burst. In addition, because bursts feature a high firing rate, they also cause severe input to
all neighboring modules [Eq. (18)], which again acts as an initial perturbation, triggering subsequent bursts in those
modules. Note that, because time scales are separated, the time of discharge during the burst is much quicker than the
charging, so that all modules that participated in the system-level burst start recharging at what can be considered
the “same time”. Thus, they are also ready to burst again, and the system synchronizes. A crucial detail is that pairs
of modules enter a recurrent feedback loop, just as we described for a single module; with constantly connected gates
[9ij = 1 in Eq. (18)], a change in p; is very similar to a change of p;. Of course, the recurrent feedback loop does
not occur for vanishing coupling w — 0, in which case modules become independent and could only synchronize by
chance.

Our stochastic gating mechanism can disrupt the inter-module feedback loop for non-vanishing coupling: When a
module starts bursting, its available resources are rapidly consumed, so that its outgoing gates will deactivate quickly
(~ Tga). Once a gate is disconnected, it will remain disconnected for a relatively long time (~ 74.). In this period,
if the module bursts again, activity cannot spread to the neighboring modules. Hence, if modules tend to burst with
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a time scale faster than 74, the recurrent feedback loop between modules is hindered, because the crucial initiating
inputs cannot pass through the disconnected gates, and therefore the system cannot synchronize.

Finally, let us reconsider the external input h, an increase of which caused smaller charge-discharge cycles for
isolated modules, by effectively lowering the threshold 8. Importantly, the smaller charge-discharge cycles correspond
to more frequent bursts on the module level and lower average resources. For multiple modules connected by the
gating mechanism, the lower resources cause the gates to be disconnected more often, and the fraction of bursts
occurring in times of disconnected gates increases. Thus, it becomes less likely for a module-level burst to trigger a
system-wide burst, because either gates are not ready or the target modules are not in the state of sufficiently charged
resources.

To summarize, in order to desynchronize the modules of the mesoscopic model for non-vanishing coupling strengths,
two ingredients are needed: i) a sufficiently strong amplitude of fluctuations to cause charge-discharge cycles, and ii)
an inhomogeneous as well as stochastic coupling between modules, implemented through our novel gating mechanism.
If both conditions are met, then the desynchronization can be facilitated by increasing the external input h to all
modules (cf. Figs. S11 and S12).

4. CODE AVAILABILITY

Our source code for analysis and simulation is available via Github:
e Github: https://github.com/Priesemann-Group/stimulating_modular_cultures
e DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.7962283

Experimental data and processed analysis results are available via G-Node GIN:
e https://gin.g-node.org/pspitzner/stimulating_modular_cultures

e DOI: 10.12751/g-node.t77b3p
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Figure S11. Mesoscopic model with gating mechanism enabled, and varying stimulation to all modules. With the
gating mechanism, modules desynchronize when the coupling between modules is removed, or the external input is increased.
Correlations between modules gradually decrease with increasing external input, until reaching the transition to the up state
at h = 6 = 0.2. Note that very strong coupling (e.g. w = 5.0) leads to a saturation of the gating mechanism so that gates
are always disconnected and modules can no longer synchronize, despite the strong coupling. Panels with a gray star are also

presented in the main manuscript.
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Figure S12. Mesoscopic model with gates permanently connected, and varying stimulation to all modules.
Without the gating mechanism, modules only desynchronize for vanishing coupling. An increase of external input cannot
desynchronize the modules. Correlations between modules drop abruptly as the system enters the input-driven up state
h>6=0.2.



5. DATA TABLES
Layout Condition Ef)ietflee (i across targr(l?:(i all
median 0.72 0.76 0.81 0.76
pre 2.5 0.66 0.69 0.75 0.74
97.5 0.81 0.82 0.85 0.82
median 0.22 0.31 0.73 0.41
single-bond stim 2.5 0.05 0.16 0.51 0.21
97.5 0.31 0.41 0.74 0.44
median 0.74 0.79 0.81 0.81
post 2.5 0.56 0.61 0.80 0.73
97.5 0.78 0.80 0.84 0.81
median 0.82 0.80 0.84 0.81
pre 2.5 0.80 0.68 0.78 0.78
97.5 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.88
median 0.72 0.71 0.75 0.73
tripe-bond stim 2.5 0.27 0.31 0.71 0.46
97.5 0.81 0.74 0.81 0.76
median 0.81 0.84 0.86 0.85
post 2.5 0.68 0.68 0.75 0.72
97.5 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.89
median 0.92 0.89 0.91 0.91
pre 2.5 0.73 0.81 0.72 0.79
97.5 0.95 0.92 0.93 0.92
median 0.59 0.51 0.74 0.62
merged stim 2.5 0.26 0.30 0.36 0.28
97.5 0.84 0.85 0.89 0.87
median 0.92 0.88 0.93 0.91
post 2.5 0.87 0.83 0.82 0.85
97.5 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.93
median 0.83 0.81 0.82 0.82
simulation pre (0.0 Hz) 2.5 0.77 0.76 0.78 0.80
(two modules 97.5 0.86 0.84 0.85 0.84
targeted, median 0.33 0.50 0.80 0.58
k=3) post (20.0 Hz) 2.5 0.28 0.46 0.74 0.53
97.5 0.44 0.53 0.84 0.63

22

Table S5. Pairwise correlation sorted according to stimulation targets. The data shown in the barplots (main Fig.
2D) compares neuron correlation and their dependence on the neuron’s positions. For every neuron pair, both neurons could

reside in the “targeted modules”, both could reside in “non-targeted” modules, or “across”,

where one neuron is within a

targeted module and the other one is not. The last column contains the ensemble of all pairs, irrespective of position. Note
that for merged topologies, no modules exist but categorization is still possible, depending on whether a neuron is a potential
stimulation target. The median corresponds the single-realization estimate (median neuron correlation), 2.5% and 97.5% are
percentiles of the bootstrap distribution.



Layout Condition Percentile Evejnt Neulfon TEL Core delays
size correlation (seconds) (ms)

50 1.00 0.77 18.97 39.17

pre 2.5 0.96 0.76 16.15 32.83

97.5 1.00 0.78 21.35 45.26

50 0.46 0.40 6.23 70.00

single-bond stim 2.5 0.42 0.38 5.60 65.83
97.5 0.50 0.42 6.92 77.83

50 0.83 0.78 12.43 46.67

post 2.5 0.81 0.77 11.43 42.24

97.5 0.88 0.78 13.94 53.89

50 0.95 0.86 16.13 31.17

pre 2.5 0.95 0.86 12.96 27.91

97.5 0.95 0.87 20.20 35.67

50 0.75 0.75 7.04 46.67

tripe-bond stim 2.5 0.73 0.74 6.33 39.92
97.5 0.80 0.75 7.55 53.58

50 0.95 0.88 17.13 34.83

post 2.5 0.95 0.87 15.35 29.03

97.5 0.95 0.88 19.69 41.25

50 1.00 0.89 19.85 35.83

pre 2.5 1.00 0.89 17.75 32.67

97.5 1.00 0.90 23.67 40.42

50 0.75 0.72 5.35 37.67

merged stim 2.5 0.68 0.71 4.89 34.75
97.5 0.79 0.75 5.87 40.00

50 1.00 0.92 20.78 31.33

post 2.5 1.00 0.91 15.73 28.17

97.5 1.00 0.92 25.82 35.09

50 0.81 0.72 42.40 59.25

KCl =0 mM 2.5 0.75 0.71 20.39 37.24

chemical 97.5 0.88 0.74 48.64 100.00
50 0.94 0.76 20.01 104.50

KCl =2mMm 2.5 0.88 0.73 17.15 67.67

97.5 0.94 0.78 22.34 153.33

50 1.00 0.82 73.90 173.58

0 pM 2.5 0.85 0.80 56.74 129.58

bicuculline 97.5 1.00 0.84 100.15 177.17
50 0.80 0.82 6.31 29.92

20 um 2.5 0.80 0.80 4.97 26.87

97.5 0.85 0.83 8.34 34.21

50 0.81 0.84 18.76 18.00

simulation pre (0.0 Hz) 2.5 0.79 0.84 18.46 17.67
(two modules 97.5 0.81 0.85 19.06 18.17
targeted, 50 0.27 0.58 5.50 28.31
k=3) stim (20.0 Hz) 2.5 0.26 0.57 5.38 27.75
97.5 0.27 0.58 5.64 28.79

23

Table S6. Statistics aggregated across trials. For all the violins (main Figs. 2A,B and 3E) we plot aggregated observations
(activity events, IEI or a pair of neurons contributing a correlation coefficient) that are collected across all trials. To get
uncertainty estimates, we bootstrap the observations (a large number) and calculate the median for each of the 500 bootstrap
samples. Then, considering all bootstrap samples, we get a distribution of where these medians fall. The percentiles of this
distribution are plotted as the error sticks in the violins: the error bar from the 2.5% to the 97.5% and the white dot is located
at the 50% (corresponding to the median of all bootstrap samples). Here, we use the median as we expect these distributions to
be non-Gaussian, and skewed (for instance, the median event size of non-stimulated single-bond is 1, because the distribution
is skewed — this would not be captured so well if we used the mean instead of the median).



24

. Event Correlation Functional IEI Core delays
Layout Condition . . .
size coeflicient complexity (seconds) (ms)
mean 0.98 0.77 0.47 41.13 0.05
pre sem 0.05 0.03 0.06 12.86 0.03
max 1.00 0.85 0.75 109.98 0.24
min 0.69 0.49 0.39 9.64 0.03
mean 0.52 0.39 0.68 9.45 0.07
single—b.ond' stim sem 0.11 0.06 0.07 2.91 0.02
(N =7 realizations) max 0.88 0.73 0.77 16.52 0.16
min 0.25 0.21 0.47 4.41 0.04
mean 0.93 0.79 0.47 18.57 0.05
post sem 0.05 0.04 0.04 8.14 0.02
max 1.00 0.82 0.69 49.46 0.14
min 0.75 0.47 0.38 9.60 0.02
mean 0.96 0.82 0.39 34.41 0.05
sem 0.04 0.04 0.06 9.76 0.01
pre max 1.00 0.92 0.55 56.53 0.10
min 0.75 0.72 0.24 7.06 0.02
mean 0.85 0.70 0.52 9.89 0.05
triple—b.ond' stim sem 0.11 0.09 0.05 4.29 0.02
(N =7 realizations) max 1.00 0.90 0.67 41.80 0.11
min 0.33 0.27 0.29 4.55 0.02
mean 0.97 0.85 0.33 25.25 0.04
post sem 0.07 0.05 0.07 12.93 0.01
max 1.00 0.91 0.55 47.84 0.06
min 0.75 0.68 0.22 13.12 0.02
mean 0.99 0.90 0.30 61.41 0.05
pre sem 0.02 0.05 0.07 24.62 0.03
max 1.00 0.95 0.46 154.61 0.16
min 0.94 0.69 0.16 3.14 0.02
mean 0.72 0.62 0.49 9.04 0.04
mergsad . stim sem 0.28 0.16 0.10 2.77 0.02
(N =T realizations) max 1.00 0.94 0.70 16.11 0.14
min 0.30 0.27 0.24 3.76 0.02
mean 0.98 0.90 0.31 48.17 0.06
post sem 0.03 0.03 0.06 25.23 0.02
max 1.00 0.93 0.48 158.83 0.09
min 0.88 0.81 0.16 5.64 0.01
mean 0.79 0.72 0.58 63.01 0.12
KCI =0 sem 0.08 0.01 0.02 39.26 0.08
max 1.00 0.75 0.62 177.93 0.34
chemical min 0.69 0.69 0.54 19.52 0.04
(N = 4 realizations) mean 0.92 0.75 0.48 34.50 0.15
KCI =2 mu sem 0.05 0.09 0.09 12.55 0.09
max 1.00 0.93 0.57 63.82 0.36
min 0.78 0.53 0.21 17.38 0.03
mean 0.90 0.76 0.49 90.78 0.15
0 sem 0.16 0.05 0.06 13.84 0.03
max 1.00 0.91 0.63 126.47 0.18
bicuculline min 0.25 0.65 0.38 55.56 0.07
(N = 5 realizations) mean 0.88 0.76 0.47 49.69 0.08
20 M sem 0.16 0.05 0.11 32.90 0.06
max 1.00 0.94 0.65 134.48 0.30
min 0.25 0.70 0.16 4.91 0.03

Table S7. Trial-wise statistics. For all the trial-level plots (main Fig. 1J and Figs. 2E-H) we consider observables of individual
trials (realizations). Thus, the observable is calculated once for each realization (for example, functional complexity, the median
neuron correlation in a trial, or the median event size in a trial). We then bootstrap these trials and get a distribution from
the bootstrap samples. The white dot is the mean of the samples, the error bar indicates the mean plus/minus the bs-sample
standard error and the extended thin line indicates that maximal/minimal value observed in any realization. Here, we use the
mean because we expect these distributions to be normal.
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