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Do the receptive fields in the primary visual cortex span a variability
over the degree of elongation of the receptive fields?

Tony Lindeberg

Abstract This paper presents the results of combining (i)
theoretical analysis regarding connections between the ori-
entation selectivity and the elongation of receptive fields for
the affine Gaussian derivative model with (ii) biological mea-
surements of orientation selectivity in the primary visual
cortex, to investigate if (iii) the receptive fields can be re-
garded as spanning a variability in the degree of elongation.

From an in-depth theoretical analysis of idealized mod-
els for the receptive fields of simple and complex cells in
the primary visual cortex, we have established that the ori-
entation selectivity becomes more narrow with increasing
elongation of the receptive fields. Combined with previously
established biological results, concerning broad vs. sharp
orientation tuning of visual neurons in the primary visual
cortex, as well as previous experimental results concerning
distributions of the resultant of the orientation selectivity
curves for simple and complex cells, we show that these re-
sults are consistent with the receptive fields spanning a vari-
ability over the degree of elongation of the receptive fields.
We also show that our principled theoretical model for visual
receptive fields leads to qualitatively similar types of devia-
tions from a uniform histogram of the resultant descriptor of
the orientation selectivity curves for simple cells, as can be
observed in the results from biological experiments.

To firmly determine if the underlying working hypothe-
sis, about the receptive fields spanning a variability in the de-
gree of elongation, would truly hold for the receptive fields
in the primary visual cortex of higher mammals, we formu-
late a set of testable predictions, that can be used for investi-
gating this property experimentally, and, if applicable, then
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also characterize if such a variability would, in a structured
way, be related to the pinwheel structure in the visual cortex.
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1 Introduction

When observing objects and events in our natural environ-
ment, the image structures in the visual stimuli will be sub-
ject to substantial variabilities caused by the natural image
transformations. Specifically, if observing a smooth local
surface patch from different viewing directions and viewing
distances, this variability can, to first order of approxima-
tion, be approximated by local affine transformations (the
derivative of the projective mappings between the different
views). Within the 4-D variability of general centered 2-D
affine transformations, a 1-D variability in the slant angle of
the surface normal relative to the viewing direction does, in
terms of covariance properties, correspond to a variability in
the elongation of the receptive fields, if we would like the
responses to be possible to perfectly match under such vari-
abilities (see Figures 1 and 2 for illustrations and Section 2.1
for a complementary theoretical background).

In Lindeberg (2021, 2023, 2024a), we have outlined a
framework for how covariance properties with respect to
geometric image transformations may constitute a funda-
mental constraint for the receptive fields in the primary vi-
sual cortex of higher mammals, to enable the visual com-
putations to be robust under the variabilities in the image
structures generated by the natural image transformations.
According to the presented theory, based on axiomatically
determined receptive field shapes derived from symmetry
properties that reflect structural properties of the environ-
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2 Tony Lindeberg

Fig. 1 Variabilities in image structures generated by viewing the same surface patterns from different viewing directions. Observe how the resulting
perspective transformations lead to strong foreshortening effects, in that the image structures in one direction in the 2-D image space are compressed
more than the image structures in the orthogonal direction. Here, where the viewpoint of the observer is moved horizontally in the world, the
foreshortening effect is mainly along the horizontal direction, although complemented also with small rotations for non-central image points,
because of using a planar image plane as opposed to a spherical retina. To first order of approximation of the projective mappings between
pairwise views, these resulting image deformations can be modelled in terms of local affine transformations.

κ = 1 κ = 2
√
2 κ = 2 κ = 2

√
2 κ = 4 κ = 4

√
2

Fig. 2 Variability in the elongation of affine Gaussian derivative receptive fields (for image orientation φ = 0), with the scale parameter ratio
κ = σ2/σ1 increasing from 1 to 4

√
2 according to a logarithmic distribution, from left to right, with the vertical scale parameter kept constant

σ2 = 4 and with the horizontal scale parameter being the smaller σ1 ≤ σ2. (first row) First-order directional derivatives of affine Gaussian kernels
according to (5) for m = 1. (second row) Second-order directional derivatives of affine Gaussian kernels according to (5) for m = 2. (third row)
Second-order directional derivatives of affine Gaussian kernels according to (5) for m = 3. (fourth row) Second-order directional derivatives of
affine Gaussian kernels according to (5) for m = 4. When the image structures are subject to foreshortening transformations, because of varying
slant angles between the local surface normals and the viewing direction, the shapes of the spatial components of the receptive fields need to be
adapted accordingly, to achieve affine covariance in the sense that the receptive field responses should be possibly to be appropriately matched
under different viewing conditions. (Horizontal axes: image coordinate x1 ∈ [−16, 16]. Vertical axes: image coordinate x2 ∈ [−16, 16].)
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ment, in combination with additional constraints to guaran-
tee consistency between image representations over multiple
spatial and temporal scales, the population of receptive fields
in the primary visual cortex ought to, according to this the-
ory, obey covariance properties with respect to spatial affine
transformations and Galilean transformations.

While overall qualitative comparisons between predic-
tions from this principled theory have been successfully made
to neurophysiological recordings of receptive fields of sim-
ple cells by DeAngelis et al. (1995, 2004), Conway and Liv-
ingstone (2006) and Johnson et al. (2008), publicly available
data regarding full receptive field recordings are quite lim-
ited, why further experimental evidence would be needed to
firmly either reject or support the stated hypotheses about
affine covariance and Galilean covariance.

In the lack of such neurophysiological data regarding
full receptive field recordings, one could, however, aim to
instead obtain indirect cues regarding a possible variability
in the degree of elongation of the receptive fields, by making
use of the recordings of the orientation selectivity of visual
neurons by Nauhaus et al. (2008), which show a substantial
variability regarding broad vs. sharp tuning of the receptive
fields in the primary visual cortex, as well as by Goris et
al. (2015), who report comparably uniform distributions of
the degree of orientation selectivity of simple and complex
cells, in terms of histograms of the resultant of the orienta-
tion selectivity curves.

In a companion paper (Lindeberg 2024b), we have es-
tablished a strong direct link between the orientation selec-
tivity and the elongation of the receptive fields according to
the idealized generalized Gaussian derivative model for vi-
sual receptive fields (as will be summarized in Section 2.2).
If we would assume that that generalized Gaussian deriva-
tive model would constitute a sufficiently valid model for
the population of simple and complex cells in the primary
visual cortex, then we could logically infer possible indi-
rect support for the working hypothesis, in that the observed
variability in the orientation selectivity of the receptive fields
would correspond to a variability in the degree of elongation
of the receptive fields.

1.1 The hypothesis about affine covariant receptive fields

If we assume that the visual system should implement affine
covariant receptive fields (Lindeberg 2023 Section 3.2), then
the property of affine covariance would make it possible to
compute better estimates of local surface orientation, com-
pared to a visual system that does not implement affine co-
variance, or a sufficiently good approximation thereof.

A general motivation for the wider underlying working
hypothesis about affine covariance is that, if the population
of receptive fields would support affine covariance in the

primary visual cortex, or sufficiently good approximations
thereof, then such an ability would support the possibility of
computing affine invariant image representations at higher
levels in the visual hierarchy (Lindeberg 2013b), or more re-
alistically sufficiently good approximations thereof, over re-
stricted subspaces or subdomains of the most general forms
of full variability under spatial affine transformations of the
visual stimuli.

Fundamentally, we cannot expect the visual perception
system to implement full affine invariance. For example,
from the well-known experience, that it is much harder to
read text upside-down, it is clear that the visual perception
system cannot be regarded as invariant to spatial rotations in
the image domain. However, from the expansion of the ori-
entations of visual receptive fields according to the pinwheel
structure of higher mammals, we can regard the population
of receptive fields as supporting local rotational covariance.

When we look at a slanted surface in the world, we can
get a robust and stable perception of its surface texture un-
der substantial variations of the slant angle. This robustness
of the visual perception system under stretchings of image
patterns that correspond to non-uniform scaling transforma-
tions (the perspective effects on a slanted surface patch can,
to first-order of approximation, be modelled as a stretch-
ing of the image pattern along the tilt direction in image
space, complemented with a uniform scaling transforma-
tion). If the visual receptive fields would span a variabil-
ity under such spatial stretching transformations, then such
a variability would precisely correspond to a variability in
the anisotropy, or the degree of elongation, of the receptive
fields.

1.2 Variability over the elongation of receptive fields

The overall theme of this article is to, based on a theoreti-
cal analysis of a relationship between the orientation selec-
tivity and the degree of anisotropy or degree of elongation
of the receptive fields in the primary visual cortex, in com-
bination with existing neurophysiological results concern-
ing variabilities in the orientation selectivity of the receptive
fields in relation to the pinwheel structure of higher mam-
mals, address the question of whether the receptive fields in
the primary visual cortex could be regarded as spanning a
variability over the elongation of the receptive fields, to sup-
port covariant image measurements under such variabilities,
or, at least, sufficiently good approximations thereof.

In particular, if we could assume that the spatial compo-
nents of the receptive fields could be well modelled by affine
Gaussian derivatives, then the property of affine covariance
implies that there should be visual receptive fields for dif-
ferent degrees of anisotropy present in the visual system. If
we further combine the theoretical results used in this pa-
per, which state that the degree of orientation selectivity is
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strongly dependent on the anisotropy or the elongation of
the receptive fields, with the biological results established
by Nauhaus et al. (2008), which show that the degree of
orientation selectivity for neurons in the primary visual cor-
tex varies both strongly and in relationship with the posi-
tion on the cortical surface in relation to the pinwheel struc-
ture. Then, these results together are fully consistent with
the hypothesis that the visual receptive fields in the primary
visual cortex should span a variability in their anisotropy,
thus consistent with the hypothesis that the receptive fields
in the pinwheel structure should span at least one more de-
gree of freedom in the affine group, beyond mere rotations
(as already established in previous neurophysiological mea-
surements regarding the pinwheel structure of the oriented
receptive fields in the primary visual cortex of higher mam-
mals).

We will also, more generally, use predictions from the
presented theoretical analysis to formulate a set of explicit,
testable hypotheses, that could be either verified or rejected
in future neurophysiological experiments. Additionally, we
will formulate a set of quantitive measurements to be made,
to characterize a possible variability in the anisotropy or
elongation of receptive fields in the primary visual cortex,
with special emphasis on the relationships between a pos-
sibly predicted variability in receptive field elongation and
the pinwheel structure in the primary visual cortex of higher
mammals.

1.3 Contributions and novelty

In summary, the purposes of this paper are twofold:

– to in the current absence of biological measurements
about a possible variability of the degree of elongation
of receptive field shapes in the primary visual cortex,
provide possible indirect support for such a hypothesis,
based on a combination of previously established vari-
ability in the degree of the orientation selectivity of bi-
ological receptive fields with a model-based connection
between the degree of elongation of the receptive fields
and their orientation selectivity, express possible indirect
support for that hypothesis, and

– to formulate a set of theoretically motivated and exper-
imentally testable predictions and quantitative measure-
ments, that could be used by experimentalists for ulti-
mately judging whether the formulated hypothesis about
a variability over the degree of elongation of the recep-
tive fields would hold in the primary visual cortex of
higher mammals.

The main novel contributions of the paper are thus specifi-
cally:

– the theoretical modelling based approach, that, in a theo-
retical neuroscience way, (in Section 3.2) establishes re-

lations between biological measurements regarding an-
other characteristic property of visual neurons in terms
of orientation selectivity, for which experimental data
are available, to the desirable property in terms of the
degree of elongation of the receptive fields, and

– the formulation of the set of biological predictions in
Section 3.3, based on the combination of existing biolog-
ical results with the results from the principled theoret-
ical modelling-based analysis of relationships between
the orientation selectivity and the degree of elongation
for simple and complex cells in the primary visual cor-
tex.

A further underlying motivation with this work is to lay out
a conceptual foundation, by which theoreticians and experi-
mentalists could join efforts, to establish to what extent the
distributions of the shapes of the biological receptive fields
would be compatible with an explanation from the funda-
mental constraint, that the family of receptive fields should
be able to handle variabilities in the image data caused by
geometric image transformations.

2 Methods

In this section, we: (i) give a theoretical background regard-
ing the notion of affine covariant visual receptive fields, which
constitutes the conceptual background for the hypotheses
studied in this work; (ii) describe how the orientation selec-
tivity of receptive fields is related to the degree of elongation
of the receptive fields, based on an in-depth theoretical anal-
ysis of visual receptive fields according to the generalized
Gaussian derivative model; and (iii) relate the computational
modelling approaches taken and the contributions presented
in this work to previous work in the field.

2.1 Affine covariant visual receptive fields

Let us represent spatial coordinates by x = (x1, x2)
T and

centered affine spatial transformations in the 2-D image do-
main as

x′ = Ax, (1)

where A represents any non-singular 2× 2 matrix.
Then, an affine transformed image f ′(x′) of an original

image f(x) is defined according to

f ′(x′) = f(x). (2)

With the affine transformation operator TA, we can write this
relationship as

f ′ = TA f. (3)

The property of affine covariance then means that the results
of either:
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– applying an affine transformation x′ = Ax to an image
f(x) and then applying a receptive field R′ to the affine
transformed image f ′(x′), or

– applying a related receptive field R to the original image
f(x) and then applying an affine transformation TA to
that output,

will lead to the same result, such that

R′ TA f = TA R f, (4)

where the affine covariant property of the receptive field
family means that for every receptive field R in the recep-
tive field family, there exists a possibly transformed recep-
tive field R′ within the same family, specifically determined
according to the actual value of the affine transformation
matrix A, such that the above relationship is guaranteed to
hold, for some transformed receptive field R′ as a function
of the original receptive field R and the affine transforma-
tion matrix A.

The property of affine covariance thus means that the
family of receptive fields is well-behaved with regard to spa-
tial affine transformations, in the sense that affine transfor-
mations commute with the operation of computing outputs
from the family of receptive fields.

In Lindeberg (2021, 2023, 2024a), it is argued that such
affine covariant properties constitute an essential property of
spatial receptive fields, as well as for the spatial components
in joint spatio-temporal receptive fields. Specifically, the re-
ceptive fields, according to the generalized Gaussian deriva-
tive model for visual receptive fields, to be used below, obey
such affine covariant properties.

The property of the degree of elongation of the recep-
tive fields, to be studied in detail in this work, spans a 1-D
variability within the full 4-D variability of general affine
transformations, thus constituting one of the degrees of free-
dom in the variability of transformed receptive field shapes
of R′, that will be generated by subjecting an original recep-
tive field R to the 4-D variability of general affine transfor-
mation matrices A.

2.2 Connections between the orientation selectivity and the
degree of elongation of the receptive fields for the
generalized Gaussian derivative model for visual receptive
fields

For modelling the receptive fields in the primary visual cor-
tex, we will use the generalized Gaussian derivative model
for receptive fields (Lindeberg 2021).

2.2.1 Idealized models for simple cells

We will model the purely spatial component of the receptive
fields for the simple cells as (Lindeberg 2021 Equation (23);

see Figure 7 in that reference for illustrations)

Tsimple(x1, x2; σφ, φ,Σφ,m)

= Tφm,norm(x1, x2; σφ, Σφ) = σm
φ ∂m

φ (g(x1, x2; Σφ)) ,

(5)

and with joint spatio-temporal receptive fields of the simple
cells according to (Lindeberg 2021 Equation (25); see Fig-
ures 10-11 in that reference for illustrations)

Tsimple(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, φ, v,Σφ,m, n)

= Tφm,t̄n,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ)

= σm
φ σn

t ∂m
φ ∂n

t̄ (g(x1 − v1t, x2 − v2t; Σφ)h(t; σt)) ,

(6)

where

– φ is the preferred orientation of the receptive field,
– σφ is the amount of spatial smoothing,
– ∂m

φ = (cosφ∂x1 + sinφ∂x2)
m is an m:th-order direc-

tional derivative operator, in the direction φ,
– Σφ is a symmetric positive definite covariance matrix,

with one of its eigenvectors in the direction of φ,
– g(x; Σφ) is a 2-D affine Gaussian kernel with its shape

determined by the covariance matrix Σφ

g(x; Σφ) =
1

2π
√
detΣφ

e−xTΣ−1
φ x/2 (7)

for x = (x1, x2)
T ,

– σt is the amount of temporal smoothing,
– v = (v1, v2)

T is a local motion vector, in the direction
φ of the spatial orientation of the receptive field,

– ∂n
t̄ = (∂t + v1 ∂x1 + v2 ∂x2)

n is an n:th-order velocity-
adapted temporal derivative operator, and

– h(t; σt) is a temporal Gaussian kernel with standard
deviation σt.

This model builds upon the regular Gaussian derivative model
for purely spatial receptive fields proposed by Koenderink
and van Doorn (1984, 1987, 1992) and previously used for
modelling biological fields by Young and his co-workers
(1987, 2001, 2001). Here, that regular Gaussian derivative
model is additionally generalized to affine covariance, ac-
cording to Lindeberg (2013a, 2021).

2.2.2 Idealized models for complex cells

To model complex cells with a purely spatial dependency,
we will use a quasi-quadrature measure of the form (Linde-
berg 2020 Equation (39))

Qφ,spat,normL =
√

L2
φ,norm + Cφ L2

φφ,norm, (8)

where
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– Lφ,norm and Lφφ,norm constitute the results of convolving
the input image with scale-normalized directional affine
Gaussian derivative operators of orders 1 and 2:

Lφ,norm(x1, x2; σφ, Σφ) =

= Tφ,norm(x1, x2; σφ, Σφ) ∗ f(x1, x2), (9)

Lφφ,norm(x1, x2; σφ, Σφ) =

= Tφφ,norm(x1, x2; σφ, Σφ) ∗ f(x1, x2), (10)

– Cφ > 0 is a weighting factor between first and second-
order information.

This model constitutes an affine Gaussian derivative ana-
logue of the energy model of complex cells developed by
Adelson and Bergen (1985) and Heeger (1992), and is con-
sistent with the observation that receptive fields analogous
to first- vs. second-order derivatives occur in pairs in biolog-
ical vision (De Valois et al. 2000), with close analogies to
quadrature pairs, as defined in terms of a Hilbert transform
(Bracewell 1999, pp. 267–272).

Complex cells with a joint spatio-temporal dependency
will, in turn, be modelled as

(Qφ,vel,normL) =
√
L2
φ,norm + Cφ L2

φφ,norm, (11)

where

Lφ,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ) =

= Tφ,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ) ∗ f(x1, x2, t), (12)

Lφφ,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ) =

= Tφφ,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ) ∗ f(x1, x2, t), (13)

with the underlying space-time separable spatio-temporal
receptive fields Tφm,tn,norm(x1, x2, t; σφ, σt, v,Σφ) accord-
ing to (6) for n = 0.

2.2.3 Orientation selectivity curves for the idealized
receptive field models

In Lindeberg (2024b), the responses of the above purely spa-
tial models of receptive fields are calculated with respect to
a static sine wave of the form (see Figure 3)

f(x1, x2) = sin (ω cos(θ)x1 + ω sin(θ)x2 + β) . (14)

Additionally, the responses of the above joint spatio-temporal
models of receptive fields are calculated with respect to a
moving sine wave of the form

f(x1, x2, t) =

= sin (ω cos(θ) (x1 − u1t) + ω sin(θ) (x2 − u2t) + β) ,

(15)

θ x_1

Fig. 3 Schematic illustration of the sine wave probe used for defining
the orientation selectivity curve, by using a receptive field model with
the fixed preferred orientation φ = 0, and then exposing the receptive
field to sine waves for different inclination angles θ. (Horizontal axis:
spatial coordinate x1. Vertical axis: spatial coordinate x2.)

with the velocity vector (u1, u2)
T parallel to the inclination

angle θ of the grating, such that (u1, u2)
T = (u cos θ, u sin θ)T .

In summary, the theoretical analysis in Lindeberg (2024b)
shows that the resulting orientation selectivity curves for the
first-order simple cells, second-order simple cells and com-
plex cells, respectively, will be of the forms:

rsimple,1(θ) =
|cos θ|√

cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ
, (16)

rsimple,2(θ) =
cos2 θ

cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ
, (17)

rcomplex(θ) =
|cos θ|3/2(

cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ
)3/4 , (18)

with similar angular dependencies within each class for both
the purely spatial receptive fields and the joint spatio-temporal
receptive fields.

Figure 4 shows graphs of these orientation selectivity
curves, where we can clearly see how the orientation se-
lectivity becomes more narrow for increasing values of the
scale parameter ratio κ, thus establishing a direct link be-
tween the elongation and the degree of orientation selectiv-
ity for the idealized models of the receptive fields.

2.3 Relations to previous work

Beyond the works by Nauhaus et al. (2008) and by Goris
et al. (2015), that the treatment in Section 3 will largely
build upon, there is a large body of work on characteriz-
ing the orientation selectivity of neurons, by Watkins and
Berkley (1974), Rose and Blakemore (1974), Schiller et al.
(1976), Albright (1984), Ringach et al. (2002), Nauhaus et
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First-order simple cell Second-order simple cell Complex cell

κ = 1 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

κ = 2 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

κ = 4 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

κ = 8 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fig. 4 Graphs of the orientation selectivity for the idealized models of (left column) simple cells in terms of first-order directional derivatives of
affine Gaussian kernels, (middle column) simple cells in terms of second-order directional derivatives of affine Gaussian kernels and (right column)
complex cells in terms of directional quasi-quadrature measures that combine the first- and second-order simple cell responses in a Euclidean way
for Cφ = Ct = 1/

√
2, and shown for different values of the ratio κ between the spatial scale parameters in the vertical vs. the horizontal

directions. Observe how the degree of orientation selectivity varies strongly depending on the eccentricity ϵ = 1/κ of the receptive fields. (top
row) Results for κ = 1. (second row) Results for κ = 2. (third row) Results for κ = 4. (bottom row) Results for κ = 8. (Horizontal axes:
orientation θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2]. Vertical axes: Amplitude of the receptive field response relative to the maximum response obtained for θ = 0.)

al. (2008), Scholl et al. (2013), Sadeh and Rotter (2014)
and Sasaki et al. (2015), as well as concerning biological
mechanisms for achieving orientation selectivity by Somers
et al. (1995), Sompolinsky and Shapley (1997), Carandini
and Ringach (1997), Lampl et al. (2001), Ferster and Miller
(2000), Shapley et al. (2003), Seriès et al. (2004), Hansel
and van Vreeswijk (2012), Moldakarimov et al. (2014), Gon-
zalo Cogno and Mato (2015), Priebe (2016), Pattadkal et al.
(2018), Nguyen and Freeman (2019), Merkt et al. (2019),
Wei et al. (2022) and Wang et al. (2024). The focus of this
paper, however, is not on the neural mechanisms that lead to
orientation selectivity, but on purely functional properties at
the macroscopic level.

Mathematical models of biological receptive fields have
beyond in terms of Gaussian derivatives (Koenderink and
van Doorn 1984, 1987, 1992; Young and his co-workers
1987, 2001, 2001; Lindeberg 2013a, 2021) also been for-
mulated in terms of Gabor filters (Marcelja 1980; Jones and
Palmer 1987a, 1987b; Porat and Zeevi 1988). Gaussian deriva-
tives have, in turn, been used as primitives in theoretical
models of early visual processing by Lowe (2000), May and
Georgeson (2007), Hesse and Georgeson (2005), George-
son et al. (2007), Hansen and Neumann (2008), Wallis and
Georgeson (2009), Wang and Spratling (2016), Pei et al.
(2016), Ghodrati et al. (2017), Kristensen and Sandberg (2021),
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Abballe and Asari (2022), Ruslim et al. (2023) and Wendt
and Faul (2024).

Hubel and Wiesel (1959, 1962, 1968, 2005) pioneered
the study of simple and complex cells. The properties of
simple cells have been further characterized by DeAngelis
et al. (1995, 2004), Ringach (2002, 2004), Conway and Liv-
ingstone (2006), Johnson et al. (2008), Walker et al. (2019)
and De and Horwitz (2021), and the properties of complex
cells investigated by Movshon et al. (1978), Emerson et al.
(1987), Martinez and Alonso (2001), Touryan et al. (2002,
2005), Rust et al. (2005), van Kleef et al. (2010), Goris et al.
(2015), Li et al. (2015) and Almasi et al. (2020), as well as
modelled computationally by Adelson and Bergen (1985),
Heeger (1992), Serre and Riesenhuber (2004), Einhäuser et
al. (2002), Kording et al. (2004), Merolla and Boahen (2004),
Berkes and Wiscott (2005), Carandini (2006), Hansard and
Horaud (2011), Franciosini et al. (2019), Lindeberg (2020),
Lian et al. (2021), Oleskiw et al. (2024) and Yedjour and
Yedjour (2024). In this work, we have followed a specific
way of modelling simple and complex cells in terms of affine
Gaussian derivatives, according to the generalized affine Gaus-
sian derivative model for visual receptive fields.

Properties of cortical maps in the primary visual cortex
have, in turn, been studied in detail by Bonhoeffer and Grin-
vald (1991), Blasdel (1992), Maldonado et al. 1997, Koch
et al. (2016), Kremkow et al. (2016), Najafian et al. (2022),
Jung et al. (2022), Fang et al. (2022) and Vita et al. (2024).

3 Results

In this section, we will compare the results of the theoretical
predictions in Section 2.2 with biological results concerning
the orientation selectivity of visual neurons.

For later purposes, we will, however, first extend the
above results concerning the orientation selectivity curves
for idealized models of simple cells according to the gener-
alized Gaussian derivative model for visual receptive fields,
from first-order and second-order simple cells to also com-
prise third-order and fourth-order simple cells.

The results derived in Section 3.1 will then be used in
Section 3.2.3, when extending the interpretation in the fol-
lowing Section 3.2.2, based on spatial derivatives up to or-
der 2, to spatial derivatives up to order 4. Readers who are
more interested in the functional results of the theory than
the details of the mathematical derivations, should be able
to, without major loss of continuity, skip the details in Sec-
tion 3.1, while noting the result summary in Section 3.1.3,
to then continue directly with Section 3.2.

3.1 Derivations of orientation selectivity properties for
third-order and fourth-order simple cells

For simplicity, we will here restrict ourselves to purely static
models of simple cells.

3.1.1 Third-order simple cell

Following the methodology in (Lindeberg 2024b) underly-
ing the results summarized in Section 2.2.3, we will express
an idealized model of a simple cell with four lobes along
the preferred orientation of the simple cell as a third-order
scale-normalized derivative of an affine Gaussian kernel (ac-
cording to (5) for m = 3), and for convenience of the cal-
culations choose the preferred orientation as the horizontal
x1-direction (for φ = 0) with spatial scale parameter σ1 in
the horizontal x1-direction and spatial scale parameter σ2 in
the vertical x2-direction, and thus with a spatial covariance
matrix of the form Σ0 = diag(σ2

1 , σ
2
2):

T000,norm(x1, x2; σ1, σ2) =

=
σ3
1

2πσ1σ2
∂x1x1x1

(
e−x2

1/2σ
2
1−x2

2/2σ
2
2

)
=

(3σ2
1x− x3)

2πσ4
1σ2

e−x2
1/2σ

2
1−x2

2/2σ
2
2 . (19)

The corresponding receptive field response can then be ex-
pressed as, after solving the convolution integral in Mathe-
matica,

L000,norm(x1, x2; σ1, σ2) =

=

∫ ∞

ξ1=−∞

∫ ∞

ξ2=−∞
T000,norm(ξ1, ξ2; σ1, σ2)

× f(x1 − ξ1, x2 − ξ2) dξ1ξ2

= −ω3 σ3
1 cos

3(θ) e−
1
2ω

2(σ2
1 cos2 θ+σ2

2 sin2 θ)

× cos(ω cos(θ)x1 + ω sin(θ)x2 + β), (20)

i.e., it corresponds to cosine wave with amplitude

Aφφφ(θ, ω; σ1, σ2) =

= ω3 σ3
1 cos

3(θ) e−
1
2ω

2(σ2
1 cos2 θ+σ2

2 sin2 θ). (21)

If we, for this modelling situation, assume that the spatial re-
ceptive field is fixed, then it follows that the amplitude of the
response will depend strongly on the angular frequency ω of
the sine wave. Specifically, the magnitude of the response
will first increase with the angular frequency of the input
stimulus, because of the factor ω. Then, it will decrease with
scale because of the strong exponential decrease with ω2.

Let us consider that a biological experiment to measure
the orientation selectivity properties of a visual neuron is
performed in such a way that the angular frequency of the
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input stimulus is varied for each inclination angle θ, and
that then the result for each value orientation θ of the stim-
ulus is only reported for the angular frequency ω̂ that leads
to the maximum response over all the image orientations.
Then, we can determine this value of ω̂ by differentiating
Aφ(θ, ω; σ1, σ2) with respect to ω and setting the deriva-
tive to zero, which gives:

ω̂φφφ =

√
3√

σ2
1 cos

2 θ + σ2
2 sin

2 θ
. (22)

If we then insert this value into Aφφφ(θ, ω; σ1, σ2), and
introduce a scale parameter ratio κ such that

σ2 = κσ1, (23)

which gives

ω̂φφφ =

√
3

σ1

√
cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ

. (24)

then this gives rise to an orientation selectivity curve of the
form

Aφφφ,max(θ, κ) =
3
√
3
∣∣cos3 θ∣∣

e3/2
(
cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ

)3/2 . (25)

Notably, this amplitude measure is independent of the spa-
tial scale parameter σ1 of the receptive field. This property
is a direct implication of the scale-invariant properties of
differential expressions in terms of scale-normalized deriva-
tives when using the specific value γ = 1 for the scale nor-
malization parameter.

3.1.2 Fourth-order simple cell

Let us next consider an idealized model of a simple cell with
five lobes along the main orientation of the receptive field,
which we model with as a fourth-order scale-normalized
derivative of an affine Gaussian kernel (according to (5) for
m = 4), with its preferred orientation again for convenience
chosen as the horizontal x1-direction (for φ = 0), and with
a spatial scale parameter σ1 in the horizontal x1-direction
and a spatial scale parameter σ2 in the vertical x2-direction,
and thus again with a spatial covariance matrix of the form
Σ0 = diag(σ2

1 , σ
2
2):

T0000,norm(x1, x2; σ1, σ2) =

=
σ4
1

2πσ1σ2
∂x1x1x1x1

(
e−x2

1/2σ
2
1−x2

2/2σ
2
2

)
=

(3σ4
1 − 6σ2

1x
2 + x4)

2πσ5
1σ2

e−x2
1/2σ

2
1−x2

2/2σ
2
2 . (26)

After solving the convolution integral in Mathematica, the
corresponding receptive field response is then of the form

L0000,norm(x1, x2; σ1, σ2) =

=

∫ ∞

ξ1=−∞

∫ ∞

ξ2=−∞
T0000,norm(ξ1, ξ2; σ1, σ2)

× f(x1 − ξ1, x2 − ξ2) dξ1ξ2

= ω4 σ4
1 cos

4(θ) e−
1
2ω

2(σ2
1 cos2 θ+σ2

2 sin2 θ)

× sin(ω cos(θ)x1 + ω sin(θ)x2 + β), (27)

i.e., a sine wave with amplitude

Aφφφφ(θ, ω; σ1, σ2) =

= ω4 σ4
1 cos

4(θ) e−
1
2ω

2(σ2
1 cos2 θ+σ2

2 sin2 θ). (28)

As for the previous idealized receptive field model, this ex-
pression also first increases and then increases with the an-
gular frequency ω. Again selecting the value of ω̂ at which
the amplitude assumes its maximum over ω gives

ω̂φφφφ =
2

σ1

√
cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ

, (29)

which implies that the maximum amplitude over spatial scales
as a function of the inclination angle θ and the scale param-
eter ratio κ can be written

Aφφφφ,max(θ; κ) =
16 cos4 θ

e2
(
cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ

)2 . (30)

3.1.3 Resulting orientation selectivity curves

If we additionally normalize the orientation selectivity curves
(25) and (30) to have their maximum value equal to one for
the preferred orientation θ = 0, we then obtain normalized
orientation selectivity curves of the forms

rsimple,3(θ) =
|cos θ|3

(cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ)3/2
, (31)

rsimple,4(θ) =
cos4 θ

(cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ)2
, (32)

and with examples of graphs of these curves, for a few val-
ues of the scale ratio parameter κ, shown in Figure 5

As can be seen from a comparison with the orientation
selectivity curves for the idealized models of first-order and
second-order simple cells in Figure 4, the orientation se-
lectivity curves of the idealized models of third-order and
fourth-order simple cells follow the trends for the first-order
and second-order simple cells, in that the orientation selec-
tivity curves become more narrow both with increasing val-
ues of the scale parameter ratio κ and with increasing order
of spatial differentiation.
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Fig. 5 Graphs of the orientation selectivity for the idealized models of (left column) simple cells in terms of third-order directional derivatives
of affine Gaussian kernels and (right column) simple cells in terms of fourth-order directional derivatives of affine Gaussian kernels and shown
for different values of the ratio κ between the spatial scale parameters in the vertical vs. the horizontal directions. Observe how the degree of
orientation selectivity varies strongly depending on the eccentricity ϵ = 1/κ of the receptive fields. (top row) Results for κ = 1. (second row)
Results for κ = 2. (third row) Results for κ = 4. (bottom row) Results for κ = 8. (Horizontal axes: orientation θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2]. Vertical axes:
Amplitude of the receptive field response relative to the maximum response obtained for θ = 0.)

3.2 Interpretation of the connection between the orientation
selectivity and the elongation of receptive fields in relation
to biological measurements

3.2.1 Interpretation of the measurements about broad vs.
sharp orientation selectivity of neurons by Nauhaus et al.
(2008)

Nauhaus et al. (2008) measured the orientation tuning of
neurons at different positions in the primary visual cortex
for monkey and cat. They found that the orientation tuning
is broader near the pinwheel centers and sharper in regions
of homogeneous orientation preference. Figure 6 shows an
overview of their results, where we can see how the degree

of orientation selectivity changes rather continuously from
broad to sharp with increasing distance from the pinwheel
center (from top to bottom in the figure).

In view of our theoretical results, as summarized in Sec-
tion 2.2, concerning the orientation selectivity of receptive
fields, where the spatial smoothing part is performed based
on affine Gaussian kernels, this qualitative behaviour is con-
sistent with what would be the result if the ratio κ between
the two scale parameters of the underlying affine Gaussian
kernels would increase from a lower to a higher value, when
moving away from the centers of the pinwheels on the corti-
cal surface. Thus, the presented theory leads to a prediction
about a variability in the eccentricity or the elongation of the
receptive fields in the primary visual cortex. In the case of
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Fig. 6 Measurements of the orientation tuning of neurons, at differ-
ent positions in the visual cortex, according to Nauhaus et al. (2008)
(Copyright Cell Press with permission). In this figure it can be seen
how the orientation tuning changes from broad to sharp, and thus
higher degree of orientation selectivity, with increasing distance from
the pinwheels, consistent with the qualitative behaviour that would be
obtained if the ratio κ, between the scale parameters in underlying
affine Gaussian smoothing step in the idealized models of spatial and
spatio-temporal receptive fields, would increase when moving away
from the centers of the pinwheels on the cortical surface.

pinwheel structures, the behaviour is specifically consistent
with a variability in the eccentricity or the elongation of the
receptive fields from the centers of the pinwheels towards
the periphery.

Let us furthermore consider the theoretical prediction
from Lindeberg (2023), that the shapes of the affine Gaus-
sian derivative-based receptive fields ought to comprise a
variability over a larger part of the affine group than mere
rotations, to enable affine covariance and (partial) affine in-
variance at higher levels in the visual hierarchy. Then, if
combined with the theoretical orientation selectivity analy-
sis presented in the paper, those predictions are also consis-
tent with the results by Nauhaus et al. (2008), with an addi-
tional explanatory power: If the theoretically motivated pre-
diction would hold, then the underlying theoretical model
may enable a deeper interpretation of those biological re-
sults, in terms of underlying computational mechanisms in
the visual receptive fields, to enable specific functional co-
variance and invariance properties at higher levels in the vi-
sual hierarchy.

A highly interesting quantitative measurement to per-
form, in view of these theoretical results, would hence be
to fit parameterized models of the orientation selectivity, ac-
cording to Equations (16), (17), (18), (31) and (32)

rλ(θ) =

(
|cos θ|√

cos2 θ + κ2 sin2 θ

)λ

(33)

to orientation tuning curves of the form recorded by Nauhaus
et al. (2008), to get estimates of the distribution of the pa-
rameter κ over a sufficiently large population of visual neu-
rons, under the assumption that the spatial components of
the biological receptive fields can be well modelled by affine
Gaussian derivatives.1

In Lindeberg (2023, 2024a), theoretical treatments are
given concerning covariance properties of visual receptive
fields under natural image transformations, specifically ge-
ometric image transformations in terms of spatial scaling
transformations, spatial affine transformations, Galilean trans-
formations and temporal scaling transformations. According
to that theory of spatial and spatio-temporal receptive fields,
in terms of generalized Gaussian derivatives, the covariance
properties of the receptive fields mean that the shapes of the
receptive field families should span the degrees of freedom
generated by the geometric image transformations. With re-
gard to spatial affine transformations, which beyond spa-
tial scaling transformations do also comprise spatial rota-
tions and non-uniform scaling transformation with differ-
ent amount of scaling in two orthogonal spatial directions,
this theory implies that affine Gaussian kernels ought to be

1 At the point of writing this article, the author does, however, not
have access to the explicit data that would be needed to perform such
an analysis.
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present in the receptive field families corresponding to dif-
ferent values of the ratio κ between the spatial scale param-
eters, to support affine covariance. In Lindeberg (2023 Sec-
tion 3.2) suggestions for new biological measurements were
further proposed to support (or reject) those hypotheses.

If we would assume that it would be unlikely for the
receptive fields to have as strong variability in their orien-
tational selectivity properties as a function of the positions
of the neurons in relation to the pinwheel structure, as re-
ported in this study, without also having a strong variability
in their eccentricity, then by combining the theoretical anal-
ysis in this article with the biological results by Nauhaus et
al. (2008), that would serve as possible indirect support for
the hypothesis concerning an expansion of receptive field
shapes over variations in the ratio between the two scale
parameters of spatially anisotropic receptive fields. Thus, if
we would assume that the biological receptive fields can be
well modelled by the generalized Gaussian derivative model
based on affine Gaussian receptive fields, then the biological
results by Nauhaus et al. (2008) are fully consistent with the
prediction of such an explicit expansion over shapes of the
visual receptive fields, based on the orientation selectivity of
visual receptive fields, whose spatial smoothing component
can be well modelled by affine Gaussian kernels.

Fig. 7 Distributions of the absolute value of the resultant |R| according
to (34) for the directional selectivity of visual neurons over populations
of simple cells and complex cells, respectively, in the primary visual
cortex, from neurophysiological recordings of macaque monkeys by
Goris et al. (2015).

3.2.2 Interpretation of the measurements of orientation
selectivity histograms by Goris et al. (2015) based on
spatial derivatives up to order 2

These predictions are furthermore consistent with existing
biological results by Goris et al. (2015), concerning the dis-

tribution of the degree of orientation selectivity of the neu-
rons in the primary visual cortex. By measuring the absolute
value |R| of the complex-valued resultant given by

R =

∫ π

θ=−π
r(θ) e2iθdθ∫ π

θ=−π
r(θ) dθ

, (34)

for the orientation selectivity curve for each visual neuron,
and then computing a normalized histogram of these mea-
surements (see Figure 7), Goris et al. (2015) demonstrate
a substantial variability in the orientation selectivity of the
receptive fields of simple cells and complex cells in the pri-
mary visual cortex.

This consistency can be demonstrated by computing the
closed-form expression for the absolute value of the resul-
tant of the orientation selectivity curves according to Equa-
tions (16)–(18), as done in (Lindeberg 2024b Section 5.1)
for the first-order idealized models of simple cells

Rsimple,1 =

∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos θ√

cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ
cos 2θ dθ∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos θ√

cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ
dθ

=
κ
(
κ cosh−1 κ−

√
κ2 − 1

)
(κ2 − 1) cosh−1 κ

, (36)

for the second-order idealized models of simple cells

Rsimple,2 =

∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos2 θ

cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ
cos 2θ dθ∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos2 θ

cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ
dθ

=
κ

κ+ 1
. (37)

as well as for the idealized models of complex cells

Rcomplex =

∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos3/2 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)3/4
cos 2θ dθ∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos3/2 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)3/4
dθ

, (38)

with the explicit expression for the last result in Figure 8.
Let us additionally reparameterize these curves in terms

of a logarithmic parameterization K = log κ of the scale pa-
rameter ratio κ, which leads to orientation selectivity curves
of the forms shown in Figure 9. Then, we can see that the
experimentally obtained distributions in Figure 7 appear to
be reasonably consistent with the assumption of a rather
uniform distribution over the logarithmically parameterized
scale parameter ratio K = log κ.

Such a parameterization would specifically constitute a
canonical parameterization, if one would simplify2 the 2-
D joint distribution of receptive field shapes over the scale

2 More generally, one could instead conceive a uniform joint distri-
bution on a hemisphere, as conceived in Figure 8 in (Lindeberg 2021),
which regarding first-order spatial derivatives then leads to a distribu-
tion of spatial receptive field shapes of the form shown in Figure 15,
and possibly complemented with additional priors to account for how
important different local surface orientations in the environment would
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Rcomplex =
κ2

(
48 (κ2 − 1)

3/4
Γ
(
5
4

)
2F1

(
1
2
, 1; 3

4
; 1
κ2

)
− 16 (κ2 − 1)

3/4
Γ
(
5
4

)
+ 3

√
2π κΓ

(
−1

4

))
2 (κ2 − 1)

(
16 (κ2 − 1)3/4 Γ

(
5
4

)
2F1

(
1
2
, 1; 3

4
; 1
κ2

)
+

√
2π κΓ

(
−1

4

)) (35)

Fig. 8 Closed-form expression for the resultant R according to (34) calculated for the orientation selectivity curves (18) for our idealized mod-
els of complex cells, valid for the purely spatial model (8) and the joint spatio-temporal model (11). The function 2F1(a, b; c; z) denotes the
hypergeometric function Hypergeometric2F1[a, b, c, z] in Mathematica, while Γ (z) represents Euler’s Gamma function.
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Fig. 9 Graphs of the resultant R for idealized models of (left) a first-order simple cell according to (36), (middle) a second-order simple cell
according to (37), and (right) a complex cell according to (38) and Figure 8, on a log-linear scale, with the horizontal axis parameterized in terms
of the logarithm K = log κ of the scale parameter ratio κ in the affine Gaussian derivative model of visual receptive fields. (Horizontal axes: κ.
Vertical axes: R.)
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Fig. 10 Graphs of the resultant R for idealized models of (left) a third-order simple cell according to (39), (middle) a fourth-order simple cell
according to (40), on a log-linear scale, with the horizontal axis parameterized in terms of the logarithm K = log κ of the scale parameter ratio κ
in the affine Gaussian derivative model of visual receptive fields. (Horizontal axes: κ. Vertical axes: R.)

parameter ratio κ and the orientation φ into two indepen-
dent 1-D distributions over the scale parameter ratio κ and
the orientation φ, respectively, in the idealized model of vi-
sual receptive fields according to the generalized Gaussian
derivative framework.

Thus, also these biological results are consistent with the
working hypothesis about an expansion over the degree of
elongation of the receptive fields in the primary visual cor-

be for the perceptual process, as well as densely the space of com-
bined image orientations φ and scale parameter ratios κ would need to
be sampled, to support sufficiently good approximations of covariance
over that submanifold for the local image measurements performed by
the family of spatial receptive fields. In this treatment, we do, however,
simplify this problem, by instead considering a uniform distribution
over a logarithmic transformation of the scale parameter ratio κ, which
is also easier to handle in closed form calculations, and which may be
regarded as a coarse approximation, to compensate for gross phenom-
ena with regard to a non-uniform distribution of receptive field shapes
over the scale parameter ratio κ.

tex, as would be implied from the assumption of a family of
affine covariant visual receptive fields.

If we would aim at more detailed modelling of the exper-
imentally recorded histograms of the resultant measure of
the orientation selectivity curves, as reported by Goris et al.
(2015) and as reproduced in Figure 7, we need to consider
that there would be more free parameters in the modelling
to determine, based on the following arguments:

– One basic question concerns what range of values of the
scale parameter ratio κ would be spanned by the recep-
tive fields in the primary visual cortex.
In the graphs that we have shown in Figure 9, we have
used a range of the scale parameter ratio κ over a fac-
tor 10 from the unit value 1, which results in a maxi-
mum value of R for the idealized first-order model of a
simple cell of about 0.67. In contrast, for the idealized
second-order model of a simple cell, R reaches a maxi-
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mum value of R about 0.91, while for the complex cell,
R assumes a maximum value of about 0.83.
If this range of scale parameter ratios would be reduced
to a lower span, then the range of the possible values of
R would be reduced, while the range would be expanded
if a wider range of scale ratios κ would be implemented.

– Another basic question concerns the distribution of re-
ceptive fields with respect to the order of spatial differ-
entiation.
In our theoretical analysis so far, we have modelled the
simple cells in terms of first- and second-order direc-
tional derivatives. Experimental results by Young (1985,
1987) do, however, indicate that receptive fields that can
be modelled by Gaussian derivatives up to order 4 may
be present in the primary visual cortex.
For such receptive fields of higher order, we will obtain
additionally sharper orientation selectivity curves, which
will then assume values of R closer to 1 than for the first-
and second-order models of simple cells.
To reproduce an idealized model of a histogram of the
resultant R for a population of simple cells, as shown
in the top part of Figure 7, we would therefore have to
a assume a distribution of receptive fields over different
orders of spatial differentiation.
With ample reservations for to the possibility of substan-
tial statistical fluctuations in the histograms, as could be
influenced by the selection of the actual visual neurons
from which the histograms were computed in the exper-
iments, after noting that the histogram accumulated over
the simple cells show much larger variability between
the bins than the histogram accumulated over the com-
plex cells, one may then ask if the peak in the bins num-
ber 2 and 3 from the left in the histogram for simple
cells in Figure 7 could be influenced by contributions
from simple cells whose spatial components of the re-
ceptive fields can be well modelled by first-order deriva-
tives (who span a much lower range of the values of
R than derivatives of higher order), as well as if the
heavy part in the right part of the histogram, especially
around bin number 8 from the left, could be influenced
by simple cells that may be well modelled by directional
derivatives for higher orders than 1.

In the next section, we will consider idealized model of re-
ceptive fields corresponding to higher orders of spatial dif-
ferentiation, to investigate these matters in more detail.

3.2.3 Interpretation of the measurements of orientation
selectivity histograms by Goris et al. (2015) based on
spatial derivatives up to order 4

Let us first compute the resultants for the orientation selec-
tivity curves according to Equations (31) and (32) for the

third-order idealized models of simple cells

Rsimple,3 =

∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos3 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)3/2
cos 2θ dθ∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos3 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)3/2
dθ

=
κ
(√

κ2 − 1
(
κ2 + 2

)
− 3κ cosh−1(κ)

)
(κ2 − 1)

(
κ
√
κ2 − 1− cosh−1(κ)

) , (39)

and for the fourth-order idealized models of simple cells

Rsimple,4 =

∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos4 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)2
cos 2θ dθ∫ π/2

θ=−π/2
cos4 θ

(cos2 θ+κ2 sin2 θ)2
dθ

=
κ (κ+ 3)

(κ+ 1)(κ+ 2)
. (40)

From the graphs of these resultant curves as function of
the logarithm of the scale parameter ratio κ shown in Fig-
ure 10, we can with comparison to Figure 9 note that the
distributions of resultant R are heavier towards larger val-
ues R for the third-order and fourth-order models of simple
cells than for the second-order simple cells or the complex
cell model based on first-order and second-order directional
derivatives. The maximum values of R for the third-order
and fourth-order models of simple cells are also higher than
for the first-order and second-order models, with the maxi-
mum value being about 0.97 for the third-order model and
about 0.98 for the fourth-order model.

From such a viewpoint, it seems plausible that a distri-
bution of receptive fields over range of values of the scale
parameter ratio κ as well as over different orders of spatial
differentiation could lead to a bump in the histogram of the
resultant R for somewhat larger values of R, as can be seen
in the experimental results for simple cells reported by Goris
et al. (2015) and as reproduced in Figure 7.

Let us next compute the histograms over the resultant
R that will be the result if we would assume that the scale
parameter ratio κ would be uniformly distributed on a loga-
rithmic scale K = log κ over some range delimited by κmin

and κmax. As previously remarked in Footnote 2, such an
assumption may constitute a simplification, since one may
argue that a uniform distribution on a hemisphere, comple-
mented with possible additional priors to take into account
the accuracy of sampling in the parameter space, could be
more appropriate. The assumption of a logarithmic distribu-
tion does, however, constitute a principled first assumption
to use when to parameterize a strictly positive variable in
terms of natural coordinates, in the absence of further infor-
mation (Jaynes 1968).

To illustrate to what extent the distributions of the resul-
tant will be influenced by receptive fields for different orders
of spatial differentiation, Figure 11 shows histograms of the
resultant accumulated for idealized models of simple cells
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Fig. 11 Examples of histograms of the resultant R over populations of (left) first-order simple cells, (middle) second-order simple cells and
(right) complex cells, for a uniform logarithmic distribution of the scale parameter ratio κ over the interval κ ∈ [1/κmax, κmax] for κmax = 8.
(Horizontal axis: bin over the resultant R. Vertical axis: number of receptive fields in this bin in a discrete simulation.)
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Fig. 12 Examples of histograms of the resultant R over populations of (left) third-order simple cells and (right) fourth-order simple cells, for a
uniform logarithmic distribution of the scale parameter ratio κ over the interval κ ∈ [1/κmax, κmax] for κmax = 8. (Horizontal axis: bin over
the resultant R. Vertical axis: number of receptive fields in this bin in a discrete simulation.)
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Fig. 13 Examples of combined histograms of the resultant R over populations of simple cells of different order (left) up to order 2 and (right) up
to order 4, for a uniform logarithmic distribution of the scale parameter ratio κ over the interval κ ∈ [1/κmax, κmax] for κmax = 8. (Horizontal
axis: bin over the resultant R. Vertical axis: number of receptive fields in this bin in a discrete simulation.)

of orders 1 and 2 as well as for the idealized model of com-
plex cells based on a quasi-quadrature combination of the re-
sponses from first-order and second-order simple cells. For
generating these graphs, we have created a uniform distribu-
tion of the scale parameter ratio κ over a logarithmic scale,
over the interval κ ∈ [1/κmax, κmax] for the arbitrary choice
of κmax = 8. Figure 12 shows corresponding histograms of
the resultant for third-order and fourth-order simple cells.

As can be seen from these graphs, the histogram over
the first-order simple cells is delimited by a maximum value
around Rmax,1 ≈ 0.7, while the distributions for third-order
and fourth-order simple cells are heavier for larger values of
the resultant approaching R → 1, and in line with the above
arguments. The model used for computing histograms of the

resultant for the idealized models of complex cells does,
however, not very well reproduce the shape of the biolog-
ically obtained histogram, thus indicating that the model for
the complex cells may be overly simplified3 for the purpose
of reproducing the shape of the resultant histogram, see the
discussion in Section 6 in (Lindeberg 2024b) for a number
of suggestions concerning ways to extend that model.

3 In this context, it should be remarked that there is strong concep-
tual difference between the idealized models for simple cells vs. the
idealized models of complex cells. The idealized model for simple
cells has been determined in a theoretically principled manner from
axiomatic derivations, and also been matched to biological measure-
ments of simple cells, whereas the idealized model for complex cells
has been chosen as an as straightforward way as possible for combin-
ing the responses of odd-shaped and even-shaped simple cells.



16 Tony Lindeberg

Figure 13 shows additional results of combining the re-
sultant for populations of simple cells over different orders
of spatial differentiation, either up to order 2 or up to or-
der 4, here assuming the same number of neurons for all the
different orders of spatial differentiation.

With ample reservation from the facts that: (i) in the
current state, we have not principled biological arguments
for choosing particular values of the parameters κmin and
κmax that determine the range of the scale parameter ratio
κ, where different choices of these parameters may affect
the shapes of the combined histograms of the resultant R,
(ii) the choice of a logarithmic distribution over the scale
parameter κ does, as previously mentioned, neglect any co-
dependency with respect to the distribution over the orien-
tation angle φ, (iv) the assumption about equal numbers of
receptive fields for the different orders of spatial differen-
tiation may not necessarily hold in reality, and additionally
expressing reservation from the fact that (v) our computa-
tions of the resultant R for the receptive fields are based on
idealized noise free model, while there additionally could
be sources to noise in the biological experiments as well
as modelling errors between the receptive fields of the ac-
tual biological neurons and our idealized receptive fields, as
can be seen from these results, these combined histograms
give rise to a bump in the histograms for lower values of
the resultant R, in qualitative agreement with the biologi-
cal results by Goris et al. (2015) and as reproduced in Fig-
ure 7. Furthermore, to obtain something that would look like
a small bump for larger values of the resultant R, the mod-
elling situation with receptive fields up to order 4 would give
a closer similarity to the biological results by Goris et al.
(2015) compared to the model based on receptive fields up
to order 2.

From this analysis, it thus appears as if (i) the histogram
of the resultant of the simple cells in the biological experi-
ments et al. (2015) could be rather well explained by the re-
ceptive fields in the primary visual cortex of macaque mon-
keys having a variability over the degree of elongation, and
that additionally (ii) the non-uniform nature of the experi-
mentally obtained histogram of the resultant R for the sim-
ple cells could be explained better by assuming that recep-
tive fields should be present up to a spatial differentiation
order up to 4 than up to a spatial differentiation order of 2.

3.2.4 Summary of the interpretations of the biological
experiments by Nauhaus et al. (2008) and by Goris et al.
(2015)

With regard to the working hypothesis that we set out to in-
vestigate the possible validity of, we can conclude that the
experimental results by both Nauhaus et al. (2008) and by
Goris et al. (2015) are, in combination with the theoretical
results in Sections 2.2 and 3.1, concerning a direct connec-

tion between the degree of elongation of a receptive field
with the orientation selectivity of the receptive field, clearly
consistent with an expansion over the degree of elongation
of the receptive field shapes in the primary visual cortex.

Based on these results we propose that, beyond an ex-
pansion over rotations, as is performed in current models of
the pinwheel structure of visual receptive fields (Bonhoef-
fer and Grinvald 1991, Blasdel 1992, Swindale 1996, Petitot
2003, Koch et al. 2016, Kremkow et al. 2016, Baspinar et
al. 2018, Najafian et al. 2022, Liu and Robinson 2022), also
an explicit expansion over the eccentricity ϵ of the receptive
fields (the inverse of the parameter κ) should be included,
when modelling the pinwheel structure in the visual cortex.

Possible ways, by which an explicit dependency on the
eccentricity of the receptive fields could be incorporated into
the modelling of pinwheel structures, will be outlined in
more detail in the following treatment regarding more spe-
cific biological hypotheses.

3.3 Explicit testable hypotheses for biological experiments

Based on the above theoretical analysis, with its associated
theoretical predictions, we propose that it would be highly
interesting to perform experimental characterization and anal-
ysis based on joint estimation of

– orientational selectivity,
– receptive field eccentricity,
– orientational homogeneity and
– location of the neuron in the visual cortex in relation to

the pinwheel structure,

in the primary visual cortex of animals with clear pinwheel
structures, to determine if there is a variability in the eccen-
tricity or elongation of the receptive fields, and specifically
if the degree of elongation increases with the distance from
the centres of the pinwheels towards periphery, as arising
as one possible interpretation of combining the theoretical
results about orientation selectivity of affine Gaussian re-
ceptive fields in this article with the biological results by
Nauhaus et al. (2008).

If additionally, reconstructions of the receptive field shapes
could be performed for the receptive fields probed during
such a systematic investigation of the difference in response
characteristics with the distance from the pinwheel centers,
and if the receptive fields could additionally be reasonably
well modelled according to the generalized Gaussian model
for receptive fields studied and used in this paper, it would be
interesting to investigate if the shapes of the affine Gaussian
components of these receptive fields would span a larger part
of the affine group, than the span over mere image orienta-
tions, as already established in the orientation maps of the
visual cortex, as characterized by Bonhoeffer and Grinvald
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Fig. 14 Orientation map in the primary visual cortex of cat, as recorded
by Koch et al. (2016) (OpenAccess), with the orientation preference of
the receptive fields encoded in terms of colours, and demonstrating that
the visual cortex performs an explicit expansion of the receptive field
shapes over spatial image orientations. A working hypothesis in the
paper concerns to investigate whether the primary visual cortex could
additionally perform an expansion over the eccentricity or the elonga-
tion of the spatial components of the receptive fields. One possible way
of performing such an additional expansion, is over the spatial covari-
ance matrices Σ of the affine Gaussian derivative kernels according
to (5), and as illustrated in Figure 15, although that illustration would
additionally need to be complemented by an identification of opposite
image orientations, as, for example, can be achieved by a mapping to
the double angle φ 7→ 2φ, as well as a possible adjustment of the sec-
ond degree of freedom, in how the variability of the two scale param-
eters in the affine Gaussian derivative model, beyond a variability over
their ratio, varies from the center to the periphery in that illustration.

First-order affine Gaussian derivative kernels

Fig. 15 Distribution of first-order affine Gaussian derivative kernels of
the form (5) for different spatial covariance matrices Σ, with their el-
ements parameterized according to C11 = σ2

1 cos2 φ + σ2
2 sin2 φ,

C12 = C21 = (σ2
1 − σ2

2) cosφ sinφ, and C22 = σ2
1 sin2 φ +

σ2
2 cos2 φ, with the larger spatial scale parameter σ2 in this illus-

tration held constant, while the smaller scale parameter σ1 varies as
σ1 = σ2/κ, according to a distribution on a hemisphere. The spa-
tial directional derivatives are, in turn, defined according to ∂φ =
cosφ∂x1 + sinφ∂x2 . The possible additional variability of the scale
parameters, beyond their ratio κ, is, however, not explicitly addressed
in this paper. From a biological viewpoint, one could, indeed, possi-
bly think that it might be easier to keep the smaller scale parameter
σ1 constant, and let the larger scale parameter σ2 increase towards the
periphery, since a higher degree of orientation selectivity can then be
achieved by just integrating over successively larger support regions
in the image space. The important aspect of this illustration is rather
that the eccentricity κ increases from the most isotropic image position
towards the periphery. With regard to the possible connection to the
pinwheel structure in the primary visual cortex, the center in this figure
would correspond to the center of the pinwheel, whereas the periph-
ery would correspond to the boundaries of the part of the visual cortex
that is closest to the center of one particular pinwheel. (Reprinted from
Lindeberg (2023) (OpenAccess).)

(1991), Blasdel (1992) and others, see Figure 14 for an il-
lustration.

If we would lay out the shapes of affine Gaussian recep-
tive fields according to the shapes of their underlying spatial
covariance matrices Σ, then we would for a fixed value of
their size (the spatial scale parameter) obtain a distribution
of the form shown in Figure 15. That directional distribu-
tion is, however, in a certain aspect redundant, since oppo-
site orientations on the unit circle are represented by two
explicit copies, where the corresponding receptive fields are
either equal, for receptive fields corresponding to spatial di-
rectional derivatives of even order, or of opposite sign for
derivatives of even order. Could it be established that the
receptive fields shapes, if expanded over a variability over
eccentricity or elongation, for animals that have a clear pin-
wheel structure, have a spatial distribution that can somehow
be related to such an idealized distribution, if we collapse
opposite image orientations to the same image orientation,
by e.g. a double-angle mapping φ 7→ 2φ?

Notably the variability of the spatial covariance matrices
in the affine Gaussian derivative model comprises a vari-
ability over two spatial scale parameters σ1 and σ2, while
the theoretical analysis of the orientation selectivity proper-
ties studied in this article has mainly concerned their ratio
κ = σ2/σ1. Hence, the illustration in Figure 15 should not
be taken as a literal prediction, even if reduced by a double-
angle representation. In Figure 15, the larger scale parameter
σ1 is held constant, for convenience of graphical illustration,
as obtained by mapping the uniformly sized receptive fields
from a uniform distribution on the hemisphere. More gener-
ally, one could also conceive other distributions as possible,
such as, for example, instead keeping the smaller eigenvalue
σ2 constant from the center towards the periphery.

To conclude, we propose to state the following testable
hypotheses for biological experiments:

Hypothesis 1 (Variability in eccentricity) Let σφ and σ⊥φ

be the characteristic lengths in the preferred directions of an
orientation selective simple cell in the primary visual cortex.
Then, over a population of such simple cells, there is a sub-
stantial variability in their eccentricity ratio ϵ = σφ/σ⊥φ.

Hypothesis 2 (Variability in eccentricity coupled to ori-
entational homogeneity) Assuming that Hypothesis 1 holds,
let ϵ denote the eccentricity of a simple cell in the primary
visual cortex, and let H be a measure of the homogeneity in
the orientation preference of its surrounding neurons. Then,
over a population of simple cells, there is a systematic con-
nection between ϵ and H .

Hypothesis 3 (Variability in eccentricity coupled to the
pinwheel structure) Assuming that Hypothesis 1 holds, let
ϵ denote the eccentricity of a simple cell in the primary vi-
sual cortex. Then, over a population of simple cells, there is
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a systematic connection between ϵ and the distance from the
nearest pinwheel center.

If Hypothesis 3 would hold, then we could also sharpen
this hypothesis further as:

Hypothesis 4 (Increase in elongation with increasing dis-
tance from the centers of the pinwheels) Assuming that
Hypothesis 3 holds, let ϵ denote the eccentricity measure of
a simple cell in the primary visual cortex defined such that
ϵ = 1 if the characteristic lengths of the spatial receptive
fields are equal, and tending towards zero as the character-
istic lengths differ more and more. Then, over a population
of simple cells, the eccentricity measure decreases from the
center of the pinwheel towards the periphery.

Note that the latter explicit hypotheses have been ex-
pressed on a general form, of not explicitly assuming that
the biological receptive fields can be well modelled accord-
ing to the generalized Gaussian derivative model for recep-
tive fields. The essential factor in the definitions is only that
it should be possible to define estimates of the characteristic
lengths σφ and σ⊥φ, so as to be able to define a measure of
the eccentricity ϵ.

If either Hypothesis 2 or Hypotesis 3 would hold, then
we could also explicitly state the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5 (Pinwheel structure more structured than
a mere expansion over spatial orientations) The pinwheel
structure comprises an, at least, two-dimensional variability
of receptive field shapes, beyond an expansion over spatial
orientations, also an expansion over the eccentricity of the
receptive fields in the primary visual cortex.

For simplicity, we have above expressed these hypothe-
ses for the case of simple cells, for which it is easiest to de-
fine the measures σφ and σ⊥φ of the characteristic lengths,
because of the linearity of the receptive fields. Provided that
corresponding measures of characteristic lengths could also
be in a sufficiently well-established way be defined also for
non-linear complex cells, corresponding explicit hypotheses
could also be formulated for complex cells.

It should finally be stressed that, we have in this treat-
ment not considered the binocular aspects of the pinwheel
structure. In Hypothesis 5, the variability of the pinwheel
structure over contributions from the left and the right eyes
should therefore not be counted as a property to contribute
to the terminology “more structured”.

3.4 Quantitative measurements for detailed characterization

To further characterize possible relationships between the
orientational selectivity, receptive field eccentricity, orienta-
tional homogeneity, and the location of the neuron in rela-
tion to the pinwheel structure in the primary visual cortex,

we would also propose to characterize the possible relation-
ships between these entities in terms of:

Quantitative measurement 1: (Relationship between ori-
entational selectivity and receptive field eccentricity) Graph
or scatter diagram showing how a quantitative measure of
orientational selectivity is related to a quantitative measure
of receptive field eccentricity, accumulated over a sufficiently
large population of neurons.

Quantitative measurement 2: (Relationship between ori-
entational homogeneity and receptive field eccentricity)
Graph or scatter diagram showing how a quantitative mea-
sure of orientational homogeneity is related to a quantitative
measure receptive field eccentricity, accumulated over a suf-
ficiently large population of neurons.

Quantitative measurement 3: (Relationship between re-
ceptive field eccentricity and the pinwheel structure) Graph
or scatter diagram showing how a quantitative measure of re-
ceptive field eccentricity depends on the distance to the near-
est pinwheel center, accumulated over a sufficiently large
population of neurons.

Quantitative measurement 4: (Relationship between re-
ceptive field eccentricity and the pinwheel structure) Two-
dimensional map showing how a quantitative measure of re-
ceptive field eccentricity relates to a two-dimensional map
of the orientation preference over the same region in the pri-
mary visual cortex, with the center of the pinwheel struc-
ture explicitly marked, again accumulated over a sufficiently
large population of neurons.

If the above theoretically motivated biological hypothe-
ses could be investigated experimentally, and if the above
quantitative measurements of receptive field characteristics
could be performed, it could be judged if the prediction from
the presented theoretical analysis about a systematic vari-
ability in receptive field eccentricity, with a possible rela-
tionship to the pinwheel structure, could be either experi-
mentally supported or rejected. In a corresponding manner,
such a judgement could also answer if the receptive fields
in the primary visual cortex could be regarded as spanning a
larger part of the affine group, than an expansion over mere
rotations in the image domain.

4 Discussion

By comparing the theoretical analysis of the orientation se-
lectivity properties of the affine Gaussian derivative model
(Section 2.2) with the experimental results from Nauhaus
et al. (2008) on broadly vs. sharply tuned visual neurons
(Figure 6) and from Goris et al. (2015) on rather uniform
distributions of the resultant values from orientation selec-
tivity curves (Figure 7), we find potential support for one
of the dimensions of variability in a biological hypothesis
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formulated in Lindeberg (2023), stating that the family of
receptive field shapes should span the degrees of freedom in
the natural geometric image transformations. This potential
support rests on the assumption, that it should be unlikely for
the population of receptive fields to show strong variability
in orientation selectivity, without also showing similar vari-
ability in eccentricity or elongation.

Such an assumption-based reasoning would then specif-
ically imply indirect support for the hypothesis that the re-
ceptive field shapes should span a sufficiently wide range of
ratios between the scale parameters in the directions perpen-
dicular to versus parallel with the preferred orientation of the
receptive field, to support affine covariance of the family of
visual receptive fields.

Without explicitly relying on expressing such an explicit
assumption, regarding whether the visual receptive fields in
the primary visual cortex could be well modelled by affine
Gaussian derivative based receptive fields, we can, however,
firmly state that the biological measurements performed by
Nauhaus et al. (2008) and by Goris et al. (2015) are, in
combination with the theoretical results summarized in Sec-
tion 2.2, consistent with the hypothesis that the receptive
fields should span a variability in the eccentricity of the re-
ceptive fields. In this respect, the measurements that demon-
strate a strong variability in orientation selectivity would
specifically be consistent with the theoretically based hy-
pothesis formulated in (Lindeberg 2023), that the receptive
fields in the primary visual cortex should span the variabil-
ity of receptive field shapes under spatial affine transforma-
tions.

If we would apply a similar type of assumption-based
logical reasoning to the pinwheel structure in the primary
visual cortex, then such a reasoning, based on the results by
Nauhaus et al. (2008), that the orientation selectivity appears
to vary strongly from the centers of the pinwheels towards
the periphery, would imply that the pinwheel structure in
the visual cortex would, beyond an explicit expansion over
image orientations, also comprise an explicit expansion over
the eccentricity or the degree of elongation of the receptive
fields. Based on these predictions, we propose to consider
explicit dependencies on a variability in the eccentricity of
the receptive fields, when modelling the pinwheel structures
in the primary visual cortex.

Strictly, and formally, the results from such logical in-
ference could, however, only be regarded as theoretical pre-
dictions, to generate explicit hypothesis concerning the dis-
tribution of receptive field characteristics in these respects.
To raise the question of determining if these theoretical pre-
dictions would firmly hold in reality, we propose that the
testable explicit biological hypotheses formulated in Sec-
tion 3.3 could be used to, in neurophysiological experiments,
either verify or reject the overall hypothesis, concerning pos-
sible variabilities in the eccentricity of the receptive fields in

the primary visual cortex of higher mammals, as well as hy-
potheses about possible connections between such variabil-
ities in the eccentricity or the elongation and other receptive
field characteristics, in particular in relation to the pinwheel
structure in the primary visual cortex of higher mammals.
Furthermore, if those hypothesis would hold, then the pro-
posed quantitative measurements formulated in Section 3.4
could be used, to characterise how a possible variability in
the eccentricity of the receptive field could be related to
other receptive field characteristics, including the pinwheel
structure in the visual cortex.

Concerning possible limitations in the hypothetical rea-
soning stages used for possible logical inference and for
formulating the explicit biological hypotheses above, based
on explicitly stated assumptions regarding whether the bio-
logical receptive fields could be reasonably well modelled
by affine Gaussian derivative based receptive fields, to be
able to draw possible further conclusions, the possible va-
lidity of those hypothetical logical reasoning stages could,
however, break down, if there would be other external fac-
tors, not covered by the theoretical model, that could also
strongly influence the orientation selectivity of the receptive
fields. The possible applicability of the hypothetical logical
reasoning stages above thus, ultimately, depends on the pos-
sible agreement between the model and biological data, and
can only be taken further by performing more detailed actual
model fitting (not performed here, because of lack of access
to the data by Nauhaus et al. (2008) as well as lack of ac-
cess to data with receptive field recordings over a sufficiently
large population of visual neurons in the primary visual cor-
tex) and/or performing complementary neurophysiological
experiments, to ultimately judge if the theoretically based
predictions, stated more explicitly in Section 3.3, would be
applicable to actual biological neurons.
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