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We study the joint dynamics of membrane potential and time since the last spike in a population
of integrate-and-fire neurons using a population density framework. This leads to a two-dimensional
Fokker–Planck equation that captures the evolution of the full neuronal state, along with a one-
dimensional hierarchy of equations for the moments of the inter-spike interval (ISI). The formalism
allows us to characterize the time-dependent ISI distribution, even when the population is far from
stationarity, such as under time-varying external input or during network oscillations. By performing
a perturbative expansion around the stationary state, we also derive an analytic expression for the
linear response of the ISI distribution to weak input modulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neurons communicate through stereotyped, spike-like
electrical impulses generated when their membrane po-
tentials exceed a threshold. The intervals between con-
secutive spikes known as interspike intervals (ISIs), are
highly irregular in the cortex, even under identical stim-
ulus/environmental conditions [1, 2]. Such variability
gives rise to rich ISI statistics and non-Poisson distri-
butions [3–5], suggesting that information transmission
by cortical neurons may be fundamentally constrained
by noise [6]. Nevertheless, stimulus-dependent modula-
tions of ISI statistics can be faithfully represented at the
population level, enabling temporally precise encoding
of information [6, 7]. From this perspective, developing
a theoretical framework that explains how ISI statistics
unfold in neuronal populations is crucial for understand-
ing the principles of neural information processing and
encoding in the brain.

Variability in neuronal spike patterns arises from the
incessant fluctuations of input currents driven by both
continuous changes in the sensed environment and in-
trinsic brain activity, even under constant external stim-
ulation [8, 9]. These fluctuations represents an unavoid-
able source of noise that can be further amplified by
neurons acting as excitable systems [10], where stochas-
tic resonance may shape and enrich the ISI distribu-
tion [11]. During sleep or general anesthesia, when the
unconscious brain enters an isolated and synchronized
state, slow waves generate a quasi-periodic alternation
between high-firing and silent phases [12], leading to dis-
tinctive ISI distributions [13] that differ from those ob-
served during wakefulness across cortical layers and re-
gions [14, 15]. The diversity of ISI statistics has been
theoretically linked to the presence of metastable dynam-
ics in neuronal systems, both during spontaneous activ-
ity [16, 17] and during performance of specific cognitive
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tasks [18, 19]. Therefore, a comprehensive theory of ISI
dynamics must account for neuronal populations operat-
ing far from equilibrium.
The study of ISI distributions in stationary neuronal

populations has long been a cornerstone of stochastic
analysis in neuroscience [20–22]. At the single-neuron
level, ISIs naturally arise within the framework of the
first-passage time (FPT) problem, which characterizes
the distribution of times required for the membrane po-
tential V (t) to reach threshold. Under the diffusion ap-
proximation, the subthreshold dynamics of an integrate-
and-fire (IF) neuron model is governed by the stochastic
differential equation

τm dV = f(V ) dt+ µdt+
√
2τmDdW, (1)

where f(V ) is the intrinsic drift, µ(V, t) and σ(V, t)2 =
2D(V, t) denote the infinitesimal mean and variance of
the synaptic input, and W is a Wiener process with 0
mean and ⟨dW (t)dW (t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′)dt. Setting τm = 1
as unit measure of time, the corresponding membrane po-
tential density pA(v, t) satisfies the Fokker-Planck (FP)
equation

∂tp
A(v, t) = L pA(v, t) (2)

where L pA = −∂v[(f + µ)pA − D∂vp
A] is the FP op-

erator, and the emission of a spike due to the reaching
of the threshold θ is modelled by an absorbing barrier
(pA(θ, t) = 0). For the sake of generality, the membrane
potential is lower-bounded including a reflecting barrier
in α where the flux defined as −∂vS = L pA is set to
S(α, t) = 0. The superscript “A” indicates the absorbing
boundary condition without the reinjection term we will
introduce later.
In the classical formulation, the ISI distribution is ob-

tained by solving the above FP equation with initial con-
dition V (0) = y:

∂tp
A(v, t) = L pA(v, t), (3)

pA(v, 0) = δ(v − y), (4)
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The FPT (or ISI) density is then the flux of realization
crossing the threshold emitting a spike

ρ(t|y) = −D(v, t) ∂vp
A(v, t)

∣∣
v=θ

= S(θ, t) . (5)

For stationary currents (µ̇ = Ḋ = 0), exact ISI prob-
ability densities exist only for a few simplified models
[20, 22, 23]. However, Siegert’s recursion formula [22, 24]
has enabled derivation of the first two moments of the
ISI for a broader class of IF neurons [21, 25–27], even in
the presence of multiplicative noise, as in conductance-
based models [28, 29]. These results have been partially
recovered through spectral decomposition of the Fokker-
Planck operator [23, 30, 31]. Collectively, they indicate a
degree of universality in ISI distributions across IF mod-
els [32, 33].

Although this framework is well established for sta-
tionary inputs, its extension to non-stationary or self-
consistent regimes introduces substantial difficulties. In
mean-field descriptions of spiking neuron networks [34],
the mean and variance of synaptic currents depend on
the population firing rate—which is intimately tied to ISI
statistics—rendering the evolution operator L both time-
dependent and nonlinear [35, 36]. Self-consistency also
necessitates modeling the reset of the membrane poten-
tial after spike emission. This is achieved by reinjecting
the outgoing flux ν(t) = S(θ, t)—the population firing
rate—at the reset potential H as an additional source
term:

∂tp(v, t) = L p(v, t) + ν(t) δ(v −H) . (6)

In this population density approach (PDA) [35–39], indi-
vidual realizations are preserved, and unlike pA(v, t), the
probability density p(v, t) remains normalized at all times

(
∫ θ
α
p(v, t), dv = 1). This continuous coupling of sub-

threshold voltage dynamics to spike-time history tran-
scends the renewal approximation. However, the ap-
proach comes at the cost of severing any direct link to
single-neuron ISI statistics.

Alternative approaches linking population dynamics
to single-neuron ISIs include the spike response model
(SRM) formalism [40] and the refractory density method
(RDM) [41]. The SRM formulation computes popula-
tion activity by filtering past firing rates with a state-
dependent ISI distribution. The RDM, in contrast, ex-
plicitly evolves the population density structured by the
age τ (time since last spike), employing a hazard func-
tion derived from the stationary ISI distribution. To ad-
dress non-stationarity, both frameworks break the strict
renewal hypothesis by modulating these renewal quanti-
ties based on the instantaneous input statistics µ(t) and
D(t). However, this relies on a quasi-renewal approxima-
tion: it assumes that at any instant, the spiking statis-
tics match those of a stationary state driven by the cur-
rent inputs. Far from steady state, this approximation
fails because the true hazard rate and ISI statistics de-
pend nontrivially on the full voltage dynamics, which are

shaped by the history of time-varying, self-consistent in-
puts. Consequently, the actual non-stationary quantities
differ from the stationary renewal ones, and, as we will
show, it is impossible to fully decouple the age-dependent
dynamics from the underlying voltage evolution.
To address all these issues, here we formulate the neu-

ronal dynamics in an extended state space that jointly
tracks the membrane potential V and the time since last
spike τ . The coupled stochastic dynamics reads{

dV = f(V ) dt+ µdt+
√
2DdW

dτ = dt
, (7)

with reset conditions V (t−) = θ ⇒ V (t) = H and
τ(t) = 0. This construction leads naturally to a two-
dimensional FP equation for the joint density q(v, τ, t),
enabling the analysis of ISI statistics in non-stationary,
self-consistent regimes beyond the reach of classical re-
newal formulations and their approximated extensions.

II. DENSITY EQUATION

At the population level, the joint density q(v, τ, t)
evolves according to the two-dimensional PDE

∂tq(v, τ, t) =L q(v, τ, t)− ∂τq(v, τ, t)

+ δH(v) δ0(τ) ν(t), (8)

with absorbing boundary condition q(θ, τ, t) = 0 for all t
and τ ≥ 0. Here L acts on the voltage variable v. We
define the partial flux through threshold at ISI τ as
[42] :

νq(τ, t) := −D(t) ∂vq(v, τ, t)
∣∣
v=θ

, (9)

so that the total firing rate is given by

ν(t) =

∫ ∞

0

νq(τ, t) dτ. (10)

The ISI distribution at time t is therefore

ρ(τ, t) =
νq(τ, t)

ν(t)
. (11)

A. Relationship with age-structured population
dynamics

Our approach clarifies the relationship between the
population density method and age-structured popula-
tion dynamics, providing a systematic framework for as-
sessing the validity of the quasi-renewal approximation
used in these models. We can establish a connection be-
tween the introduced formalism and the SRM [40]. Con-
sider the initial distribution q(v, τ, t = 0) = δH(v)δ0(τ)
(we refer to the Appendix for the general case). If we then
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rewrite q(v, τ, t) = g(v, τ, t)[ν(t − τ)], ∀τ < t and substi-
tute this ansatz into equation (8) we find that g(v, τ, t)
satisfied the partial differential equation:

∂tg(v, τ, t) =L g(v, τ, t)− ∂τg(v, τ, t)+ (12)

+ δH(v)δ0(τ) ∀τ < t.

Notice that g depends on the past firing rate only through
the mean µ(t) and the variance D(t)/2 of the synaptic
current. The function g(v, τ, t) describes the probability
density of a neuron that fired at time t− τ ≥ 0. We can
then express the firing rate ν(t) as a function of the past
activity:

ν(t) =

∫ t

0

νg(τ, t)ν(t− τ)dτ + ρ(t|H). (13)

The last term represents the fraction of neurons firing for
the first time, with an ISI of t, and progressively becomes
irrelevant at t becomes larger. In the SRM framework,
the integral kernel νg(·, t) is typically approximated using
the stationary ISI distribution. In contrast, our formula-
tion provides an exact expression, at the cost of solving
a two-dimensional equation.

Similarly, marginalizing the population density equa-
tion (8) over the membrane potential v yields the RDM
formulation [43]:

∂tr(τ, t) = −∂τr(τ, t)− νq(τ, t) + ν(t)δ0(τ), (14)

where r(τ, t) :=
∫ θ
α
q(v, τ, t), dv. This marginal equation,

however, remains unclosed, as the RDM approximates
the flux term νq through a state-dependent stationary
hazard function.

B. Moment equations

The joint density equation (8) can be simplified by
taking the Laplace transform on the variable τ . The
time evolution of the Laplace transform q̃(v, s, t) =∫∞
0−
e−sτq(v, τ, t)dτ, s ∈ C is then given by the equation:

∂tq̃(v, s, t) = L q̃(v, s, t)− sq̃(v, s, t) + δH(v)ν(t). (15)

A key feature of (15) is that, for each fixed Laplace fre-
quency s, the evolution of q̃(v, s, t) is decoupled from that
at other values s′ ̸= s; the only external drive enters
through the population firing rate ν(t). By computing
the Taylor expansion of equation (15) we can further de-
rive a hierarchy of one-dimensional PDEs for the mo-
ments Tn(v, t) :=

∫∞
0−
τnq(v, τ, t)dτ :

∂tT0(v, t) = LT0(v, t) + δH(v)ν(t) (16)

∂tTn(v, t) = LTn(v, t) + nTn−1(v, t) ∀n ≥ 1 (17)

with absorbing boundary at θ. Then the flux of Tn(·, t) at
the threshold gives the n-th moment of the ISI of neurons

firing at time t:

mn(t) := E
τ∼ρ(τ,t)

[ τn] =
−D(t)

ν(t)
∂vTn(v, t)|v=θ =

νTn(t)

ν(t)

(18)

This hierarchy of equations is one of the main results of
this work, as it allows studying the evolution of moments
of the ISI distributions when the population is far from
the stationary state.

III. STATIONARY STATE

We begin by analyzing the stationary solution q0(v, τ)
of the ISI population density equation (8). In the sta-
tionary regime, the firing rate is constant and denoted
by ν0, and the density factorizes as

q0(v, τ) = ν0 g
0(v, τ). (19)

The function g0 satisfies a time-homogeneous renewal
equation in the variables (v, τ):

∂τg
0(v, τ) = L0 g

0(v, τ) + δ0(τ) δH(v), (20)

Taking the Laplace transform of g0 with respect to τ
yields

(s− L0) g̃
0(v, s) = δH(v), (21)

⇒ g̃0(v, s) = GA(v,H; s), (22)

Evaluating the flux of g̃0 at threshold provides the sta-
tionary ISI distribution:

νg̃0(s) = ρ̃(s). (23)

Thus, as expected, the flux of g0 through the threshold
recovers the Laplace-transformed stationary ISI density.

A. Stationary moment equations

We now turn to the stationary hierarchy of ISI mo-
ments obtained from Eq. (16). Let T 0

n(v) denote the n-th
stationary marginal moment. These satisfy

T 0
0 (v) = ϕ0(v), (24)

−L0 T
0
n(v) = nT 0

n−1(v), (25)

Solving this hierarchy using the Green’s function GA

yields the integral representation

T 0
n(v) =

∫ θ

α

GA(v, y; 0)T 0
n−1(y) dy (26)

= nD−1
0 w(v)

∫ θ

α

T 0
n−1(y)

[∫ θ

v∨y
w−1(z) dz

]
dy

= nD−1
0 w(v)

∫ θ

v

w−1(y)

[∫ y

α

T 0
n−1(z) dz

]
dy,
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where w denotes the Wronskian associated with the ho-
mogeneous operator L0. Applying the boundary flux op-
erator −D0 ∂v|v=θ to Eq. (26) yields an explicit formula
for the stationary ISI moments:

m0
n =

νT 0
n

ν0
=

n

ν0

∫ θ

α

T 0
n−1(y) dy. (27)

This provides a compact integral characterization of all
stationary ISI moments in terms of solutions of the re-
cursive hierarchy for T 0

n .

B. Relaxation to stationary state

We analytically solve the relaxation dynamics of an
uncoupled neuronal population with an initial state
q(v, τ, t = 0) = δv0(v)δτ0(v), and derive an explicit ex-
pression for the time-dependent inter-spike interval (ISI)
distribution. Here, we focus in particular on the case
(v0, τ0) = (H, 0), which corresponds to the relaxation
of the population immediately after all neurons are syn-
chronously reset to the reset potential v = H—for in-
stance, following an externally triggered burst of activ-
ity. Additional derivations and details are provided in
the Appendix. In this case, the time dependent ISI dis-
tribution is given by:

ρ(τ, t) =
νq(τ, t)

ν(t)
= (28)

=
1

ν(t)
(ρ(τ)ν(t− τ) + δt(τ)ρ(τ))

where ρ(τ) := ρ(τ |H) is the stationary state ISI distribu-
tion from the renewal theory. Taking the Laplace trans-
form in t and τ we obtain:

νq̂(s, k) =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

e−sτ−κtνq(τ, t)dτdt =
ρ̃(s+ k)

1− ρ̃(k)
. (29)

This expression has poles at {λi : ρ(λi) = 1} and at
{µi : ρ(µi) = 0}, corresponding to the eigenvalues of the
Fokker–Planck operator under reinjection and absorbing
boundary conditions, respectively [31]. From (16) we also
obtain a closed-form expression for the relaxation of the
moments:

ν
T̂n

(k) = (−1)n
ρ̃(n)(k)

1− ρ̃(k)
. (30)

Evaluating the principal part of this expression at the
poles, we can invert the Laplace transform and find a
power series expansion for the relaxation of the moment
fluxes νTn

. Here we report the expression for the first

two moments:

m1(t) =
1

ν(t)

∑
i

eλit − eµit → 1

ν0
(31)

m2(t) =
2

ν(t)

∑
i

[
Res
k=λi

ρ̃(k)

(k − λi)3
Res
k=λi

1

1− ρ̃(k)

]
eλit −

− 2

ν(t)

∑
i

[
t+

(
1−Res

k=µi

ρ̃(k)

(k − µi)

)(
Res
k=µi

ρ̃(k)

)−1]
eµit

IV. LINEAR RESPONSE THEORY

Next, we analyse first-order perturbations of the sta-
tionary state in the frequency domain. We consider a
small time-dependent modulation of the external current
(µ(t), D(t)) = (µ0, D0)+(µ1, D1)ε(t). We can then write
the FP operator L = L0 + L1ε(t) where L1 = µ1∂v +
D1∂

2
v . We start by considering the first order response of

the function g(v, τ, t) = g0(v, τ)+ g1(v, τ, t)+ o(ε). From
(12) we obtain:

∂tg
1(v, τ, t) = L0g

1(v, τ, t)− ∂τg
1(v, τ, t) + ε(t)L1g

0(v, τ),

Then, considering the Laplace transform in t and τ :

(s+ κ− L0) ĝ
1(v, s, κ) = ε̂(κ)L1g̃

0(v, s) (32)

Which can be solved using the Green function GA:

Hg(s, κ) =
νĝ1(s, κ)

ϵ(k)
=

∫ θ

α

L1ρ̃(s+ κ|y)GA(y,H; s)dy =

=

∫ θ

α

L1ψ(y; s+ κ)

ψ(θ; s+ κ)
GA(y,H; s)dy (33)

From this, we can get the response function for the den-
sity νq1 :

Hq(s, κ) =ν0H
g(s, κ) + ρ̃(s+ κ)Hν(κ) (34)

Where Hν(κ) = ν1(κ)/ε(κ) is the standard linear re-
sponse function for the population firing rate. Evaluating
Equation (36) at s = 0 we get an equivalent expression
for Hν(κ):

Hν(κ) =

∫ θ

α

L1ψ(y;κ)

ψ(θ;κ)− ψ(H;κ)
ϕ0(y)dy (35)

Finally as νq = ν0+ν0ρ
1+ν1ρ+o(ε), the linear response

of the ISI distribution is given by:

Hρ(s, κ) = Hg(s, κ) +
1

ν0
Hν(κ) [ρ̃(s+ κ)− ρ̃(s)] . (36)
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Eq. (28) with spiking neural network simulation (SNN N = 104 neurons). Bottom: population density q(v, τ, t). (b) Temporal
dynamics of mean ISI, comparison between theory and SNN simulation. (c) Temporal trajectory of mean ISI and coefficient of
variation. Comparison between theory and SNN simulation.

A. Linear response from the moment hierarchy

To derive the linear response of the ISI moments, we
expand the moment hierarchy equations (16) to first or-
der in the input modulation. Let

Tn(v, t) = T 0
n(v) + ε T 1

n(v, t) + o(ε)

denote the perturbed marginal moments, and let T̂ 1
n(v, κ)

be their bilateral Laplace transforms in time. The corre-
sponding linear response of the ISI moments follows from
the identity

Hmn(κ) = (−1)n ∂ ns H
ρ(s, κ)

∣∣
s=0

, (37)

which links the moment response function to the ISI re-
sponse function.

The linearized equations for the perturbations T̂ 1
n are

obtained by applying the adjoint Green’s function GA

of the stationary operator and collecting all first-order
terms. For the zero-th element of the hierarchy we obtain

T̂ 1
0 (v, κ)

ε̂(κ)
=

∫ θ

α

GA(v, y;κ)L1ϕ0(y) dy (38)

+GA(v,H;κ)Hν(κ),

For n ≥ 1 the hierarchy propagates through the recursion

T̂ 1
n(v, κ)

ε̂(κ)
=

∫ θ

α

GA(v, y;κ)L1T
0
n(y) dy (39)

+

∫ θ

α

GA(v, y;κ)
T̂ 1
n−1(y, κ)

ε̂(κ)
dy.

Substituting these expressions into the definition of the
ISI moments yields the linear moment response function

Hmn(κ) =
1

ν0

∫ θ

α

L1ρ̃(κ|y)T 0
n(y) dy (40)

+
1

ν0

∫ θ

α

ρ̃(κ|y)
T̂ 1
n−1(y, κ)

ε̂(κ)
dy − m0

n

ν0
Hν(κ),

which provides a closed expression for the frequency-
domain linear response of the ISI moments in terms of
the stationary hierarchy, the stationary ISI distribution,
and the perturbation operator L1.
Figure 2 illustrates the linear response properties

predicted by the theory. Panel (a) shows the trans-
fer functions of the first two ISI moments in both
a drift–dominated and a noise–dominated regime. In
each case, the theoretical prediction (solid lines) closely
matches the result obtained by numerically integrating
the moment hierarchy (16). Panel (b) compares the full
ISI response function Hρ (solid lines) with numerical inte-
gration of the population equation (8) (dashed lines) for
a representative modulation frequency (ω/2π = 0.4/τm).
Both drift and noise modulations are shown. In each
case, the linear theory accurately reproduces the phase
and amplitude of the ISI perturbation, confirming that
the response of the full ISI density is correctly captured.

V. NONLINEAR DYNAMICS

Finally, we validate our theoretical results through di-
rect numerical simulations, showing that the proposed
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µ(t) = KJ(pD ∗ ν)(t) + µext (41)

D(t) = 2KJ2(pD ∗ ν)(t) +Dext , (42)

where K is the number of presynaptic contacts.
We focus on two representative regimes in which the

population converges to a stable limit cycle: an exci-
tatory synchronous–irregular oscillation, where all neu-
rons fire on every cycle, and an inhibitory synchronous–
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FIG. 3. Synchronous (limit cycle) irregular state in an ex-
citatory population of LIF neurons. (a) ISI distribution
ρ0(τ) = ⟨νq(τ, t)⟩t/⟨ν(t)⟩t. Comparison between population
dynamics, numerical integration of Eq. (8) and SNN simu-
lation (N = 5 · 104). (b) Phase-dependent ISI distribution.
(c) Joint trajectory of firing rate, ISI mean (left) and coef-
ficient of variation (right). Comparison between population
dynamics (8), moment hierarchy from Eq. (16)) and SNN
simulation (N = 5 · 104). Parameters: J = 0.1mV, K =
1000, µext = 21mV/τm, Dext = 1.33mV/τm, H = 0mV,
θ = 20mV, δ = 0.05 τm, τδ = 0.1τm.

regular oscillation, where only a fraction of the neurons
fire on each cycle. In both cases, we compare the predic-
tions of the population density Eq. (8) and the moment
hierarchy (16) with large-scale spiking-network (SNN)
simulations.
Figure 3 illustrates the excitatory limit cycle. Panel (a)

compares the ISI distribution obtained from long-time
averages with the prediction of the population equation
and with SNN simulations (N = 5 · 104). The ISI distri-
bution reflects a fully synchronous population in which
all neurons fire on every cycle but at different phases.
Panel (b) shows the phase-resolved ISI distribution, re-
vealing the temporal organisation of spikes within the
cycle. Panel (c) tracks the firing rate, mean ISI, and
coefficient of variation over a full period. Both the pop-
ulation equation and the moment hierarchy match the
microscopic dynamics, confirming that the ISI evolution
is accurately captured even far from stationarity.
The inhibitory limit cycle, shown in Fig. 4, displays

qualitatively different ISI statistics. Because inhibition
prevents a subset of neurons from firing on each cycle,
the ISI distribution becomes highly structured and mul-
timodal, with peaks corresponding to different numbers
of skipped cycles. Panel (a) shows that the population
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equation reproduces this complex structure with high ac-
curacy. Panels (b) and (c) track the evolution of the mean
ISI and the squared coefficient of variation, again show-
ing excellent agreement between the population equation,
the moment hierarchy, and SNN simulations.

Overall, these simulations confirm that the popula-
tion dynamics equation reliably describes ISI statistics
in regimes where renewal-based approximations break
down and the population is far from the stationary state.
Moreover, the moment hierarchy offers an efficient com-
plementary description of ISI statistics, accurately cap-
turing moment dynamics at a computational cost compa-
rable to integrating the one-dimensional Fokker–Planck
equation.
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FIG. 4. Synchronous (limit cycle) irregular in an inhibitory
population of LIF neurons. (a) ISI distribution ρ0(τ) =
⟨νq(τ, t)⟩t/⟨ν(t)⟩t. Comparison between population dynam-
ics, numerical integration of Eq. (8)) and SNN simulation
(N = 5 · 104). (b) Time trajectory of mean ISI. Comparison
between population dynamics (8), moment hierarchy (16) and
SNN simulation (N = 5 · 104). (c) Same as (b) but tracking
squared coefficient of variation. Parameters: J = −0.1mV,
K = 1000, Dext = 8mV, δ = 0.4 τm, τδ = 0 τm. Other pa-
rameters as in Fig. 3.

VI. DISCUSSION

In summary, we developed an analytic framework for
characterizing the time evolution of inter-spike interval

(ISI) distributions in non-stationary neuronal popula-
tions. Starting from the population density equation, we
formulated a two-dimensional Fokker–Planck description
that jointly tracks membrane voltage and time since the
last spike, providing direct access to the ISI distribution
under arbitrarily time-dependent inputs.

Numerical integration of this equation shows excellent
agreement with large-scale spiking-network simulations,
including regimes that strongly depart from stationarity,
such as recurrently generated limit cycles. This demon-
strates that the framework captures ISI dynamics beyond
the reach of classical renewal-based approaches.

Building on this formulation, we derived a one-
dimensional hierarchy governing the moments of the ISI
distribution and performed a first-order perturbative ex-
pansion around the stationary state. This yields a com-
pact analytic expression for the linear response of ISI
statistics to weak temporal modulation, offering a re-
duced yet accurate description of ISI dynamics.

More broadly, the methodology provides a tractable
route to analyzing threshold-crossing statistics in driven
excitable systems, extending its relevance beyond neu-
ronal models to a wider class of first-passage problems in
statistical physics.
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Appendix A: Details on the Green function

The Green function GA(x, y; s) for the Fokker-Planck
operator L0 with absorbing boundary conditions can be
expressed as a function of the solutions of the homoge-
neous equations:

L0fi(·; s) = sfi(·; s) L+
0 ψi(·; s) = sψi(·; s) i ∈ {1, 2}.

Where L+
0 is the adjoint operator. such that:

∂vψi(v; s)|v=α = δi1 ψi(α; s) = δi2 i ∈ {1, 2} (A1)
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Then the Green’s function has the form:

GA(x, y; s) =

f1(x; s) · a−(y, s) + f2(x; s) · b−(y, s) x < y

f1(x; s) · a+(y, s) + f2(x; s) · b+(y, s) x > y
(A2)

The coefficients a±(y, s), b±(y, s) ∈ C, can be found by imposing the conditions:

∂xG
A(x, y; s)|x=α = 0, GA(θ, y; s) = 0, L0G

A(·, y; s) = δy. (A3)

Solving the associated linear system, we find:

GA(x, y; s) =
1

D0


f1(x; s) · ψ1(θ;s)ψ2(y;s)−ψ2(θ;s)ψ1(y;s)

ψ1(θ;s)
x < y

f2(x; s) · ψ1(y;s)ψ1(θ;s)
ψ1(θ;s)

− f1(x; s) · ψ2(θ;s)ψ1(y;s)
ψ1(θ;s)

x > y

Appendix B: Relationship with Siegert equation

Historically, the inter-spike interval (ISI) distribution
has been studied using a “forward-in-time” approach: for
a neuron starting at a given state v one computes the
distribution of the first passage time to a threshold θ,
typically using the backward Kolmogorov operator L+.
In his seminal work, Siegert used this framework to derive
a recursive system of equations for the moments of the
stationary ISI distribution:

−L+
0 m

0
n(y) = nm0

n−1(y) (B1)

m0
n(y) = nD−1

0

∫ θ

y

w−1(z)

∫ z

α

w(v)m0
n−1(v)dvdz. (B2)

w(v) = f1(v)∂vf2(v)− f2(v)∂vf1(v) (B3)

in a non-stationary setting, the “forward-in-time” ap-
proach requires knowledge of the future input current,
making it difficult to extend to systems—such as cou-
pled neural networks—where the input must be deter-
mined self-consistently from the population activity, i.e.,
from the evolving probability flux.

In contrast, we adopt a “backwards-in-time” perspec-
tive, describing the inter-spike interval distribution of the
neurons in the population that are currently firing. Here
we show that in the case of stationary currents, the two
formal descriptions are equivalent. While the function
m0
n(v) describes n-th moment of the distribution of wait-

ing time until the next spike for a neuron with membrane
potential v, instead the function T 0

n(v) is related to the
n-th moment of the time from the last spike. The two
variables have the following relationship:

1

ν0

∫ θ

α

T 0
n−1(v)dv =

m0
n

n
=

∫ θ

α

m0
n−1(v)ϕ0(v)dv. (B4)

In fact, using Equation (B1) and integrating by parts
we have:

n

∫ θ

α

m0
n−1(v)ϕ0(v)dv = −

∫ θ

α

L+
0 m

0
n(v)ϕ0(v)dv =

= ν0m
0
n(H) = ν0m

0
n =

∫ θ

α

T 0
n−1(v)dv

where the last equality follows from Equation (27). Sim-
ilarly, with the same strategy, we can prove the following
relation:∫ θ

α

q0(τ, v)dv =

∫ θ

α

ρ(τ |v)ϕ0(τ, v)dv = ν0L
−1

{
1− ρ(s)

s

}
where L−1{·} is the inverse Laplace transform

Appendix C: Additional details on the
age-structured population dynamics

We decompose the full density q(v, τ, t) by normalizing
the reinjection flux at(v, τ) = (0, H) and write:

q(v, τ, t) = g(v, τ, t)ν(t− τ) + ℓ(v, τ, t) (C1)

With initial conditions

g(v, τ, 0) = 0, ℓ(v, τ, 0) = q(v, τ, 0), (C2)

where ℓ accounts for neurons that have not fired during
the interval [0, t], with support restricted to τ ≥ t. At the
same time, g describes the probability density of a neuron
that last fired at time t− τ > 0 and is thus defined only
for τ < t. We may then write

q(v, τ, t) = ν(t− τ)g(v, τ, t), ∀τ < t

Substituting this decomposition into Eq. (8) yields:

ν(t− τ)∂tg(v, τ, t) + g(v, τ, t)∂tν(t− τ) =

ν(t− τ)L g(v, τ, t)− g(v, τ, t)∂τν(t− τ)− (C3)

−ν(t− τ)∂τg(v, τ, t) + ν(t− τ)δH(v)δ0(τ) ∀τ < t

Using the identity ∂tν(t− τ) = −∂τ , this expression sim-
plifies to Eq. (12).
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1. Relaxation dynamics

For stationary diffusion coefficients, the population dy-
namics in Eq. (8) can be solved explicitly. We first con-
sider the elementary initial condition

q(v, τ, 0) = ℓ(v, τ, 0) = δy(v) δu(τ). (C4)

Using the decomposition (C1), the two contributions
read

νℓ(τ, t) = δu+t(τ) ρ(t|y), (C5)

νg(τ, t) = ρ(τ), τ < t, (C6)

from which the relaxation ISI distribution follows as

ρ(τ, t) =
1

ν(t)

{
ρ(τ) ν(t− τ), τ < t,

δu+t(τ) ρ(t|y), τ ≥ t.
(C7)

For a generic initial condition q(v, τ, 0) = q∗(v, τ), the

same construction yields

ρ(τ, t) =
1

ν(t)


ρ(τ) ν(t− τ), τ < t,∫ θ

α

ρ(t|y) q∗(y, t− τ) dy, τ ≥ t.
(C8)

2. Refractory density and hazard rate

We can rewrite equation (14) as:

∂tr(τ, t) = −∂τr(τ, t)− h(τ, t)r(τ, t) + ν(t)δ0(τ), (C9)

h(τ, t) :=
νg(τ, t)

I(τ, t)
, (C10)

where h(τ, t) is the time-dependent hazard rate, repre-
senting the instantaneous firing probability of neurons
that last emitted a spike τ units of time ago. The quan-
tity

I(τ, t) =

∫ θ

α

g(v, τ, t)dv (C11)

defines the survival function, which denotes the fraction
of neurons that fired exactly τ units of time ago and
have not fired again since then. Its temporal evolution is
governed by:

∂tI(τ, t) = −∂τI(τ, t)− νg(τ, t) + δ0(τ). (C12)
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