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INTRODUCTION
It is commonly believed that invertebrates should
be used for studying general questions in neurobiology
only when their specific features, such as “a small
number of large identifiable neurons,” generation of
simple stereotypical behaviors, or their amenity to
genetic manipulation, provide a special experimental
advantage. These characteristics aid in unraveling cellular and synaptic processing, as well as the neuroethology of relatively simple behaviors. In contrast,
invertebrates are thought not to be very useful for
examining the neuroethological bases of complex
behavior.
However, this approach—ignoring the potential of
invertebrates for the analysis of complex behavior—
has neglected three facts. First, some invertebrates
exhibit behaviors as complex as those of vertebrates
and, correspondingly, possess large nervous systems.
Second, the nervous systems of invertebrates showing
complex behavior (some insects and the modern
cephalopods (Coleoidea) octopus, squid, and cuttlefish) still show the typical “simple” invertebrate organization and thus are more amenable to exploration of
the neural processes involved in complex brain functions. Third, unlike vertebrates, certain invertebrates
may have highly distinct brain structures—like the
mushroom bodies of insects and the vertical lobe of
cephalopods. The great anatomical differences from
the rest of the nervous system indicate special functions and, indeed, both structures subserve the learning component of these animals’ complex behaviors.
Thus, comparative functional analysis of these
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structures may reveal general principles of the neuronal organization of complex behavior and its
evolution.
Research on modern cephalopods has shown that
this is indeed the case. These invertebrates show
behavioral repertoires comparable to those of higher
vertebrates, including behaviors associated with the
intelligent hunting and defense behaviors of solitary
animals.1 6 Their learning and memory behaviors are
also similar to those of vertebrates.2 4,6 9 However,
their brains maintain the much simpler invertebrate
organization.10 This unique combination of a simple
nervous system and complex behavior is especially
advantageous for tackling the central question of how
a nervous system controls complex behaviors.
Comparing the cellular processes and neuronal circuitry of their learning and memory systems with
those of other invertebrates and vertebrates may
advance our understanding of their evolution and
function. This comparative evolutionary approach can
determine whether mechanisms subserving cognitive
functions evolved convergently across widely diverse
phyla or, alternatively, whether evolutionarily primitive mechanisms mediating simple forms of behaviors
are conserved in more advanced animals and integrated in mediating complex behaviors.
Another important feature of the modern cephalopods has been revealed through fruitful collaborations between roboticists and biologists. In the
approach commonly termed “bioinspired robotics,”
engineers are trying to use biological principles to
design more efficient robotic hardware (morphology,
material, and actuation) and software (processing of
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sensory information, decision making, and motor
control).* Analysis of the motor control strategies
used to drive the cephalopods’ long, flexible, and
highly skilled arms is helping roboticists design
robots with flexible arms for use in confined
spaces.11

THE CEPHALOPOD NERVOUS SYSTEM
The nervous system of modern cephalopods
(Coleoidea) is uniquely divided into three parts: the
central brain (50 million cells in Octopus vulgaris); the
two optic lobes (each 80 million cells in octopus); and
the peripheral nervous system that, uniquely for the
octopus due to its eight long flexible arms, is numerically the largest, containing 320 million nerve cells.
The central brain comprises tens of lobes in which the
cell bodies of the monopolar neurons lie in the outer
region of each lobe, whereas their processes form the
central neuropil, as is usual in invertebrate ganglia
(Figure 24.1).13,14
Early experiments indicated that the vertical lobe
(VL) is not involved in simple motor functions.
Stimulating it or the superior frontal lobes in cuttlefish
or octopus evoked no obvious effects, whereas stimulating other parts of the brain caused movements of
various body parts.15,16 Removing the VL also did not
appear to affect the animal’s general behavior.9,17,18
Deficiencies were revealed only when animals were
required to learn new tasks. After removal or lesions
of the VL, octopuses continued to attack crabs despite
receiving electrical shocks, unless the intertrial interval
was less than approximately 5 min.17 The VL appears
to be specifically involved in long-term and more complex forms of memory.
Lesions in the ventral part of the VL in the cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) led to a marked impairment in
the acquisition of spatial learning, whereas lesions in
the dorsal part of the VL impaired long-term retention of spatial learning.19 An interesting result
obtained by Sanders and Young in 1940,20 but with
only two animals, was that removal of the cuttlefish
VL did not affect the ability of the animals to attack
a prawn as long as it remained in the cuttlefish’s
field of vision. Today, we interpret this result as
*

Note the difference between bioinspiration and biomimetics.
Currently, bioinspiration seems a more reasonable approach
because we still cannot produce artificial materials even close to
the properties of the active materials evolved by natural
selection. For example, roboticists are far from producing an
active synthetic polymer yielding a strain and speed like
myofilaments.

suggesting that the cuttlefish VL is involved in working memory.
A complex form of learning demonstrated by octopuses is observational learning. A naive octopus learns
to attack a previously positively rewarded target after
only four observations of a trained octopus attacking
the same target. This is much faster than it takes to
train the demonstrator octopus.7 A lesion study has
demonstrated that the VL is important for this
advanced form of learning.21
Finally, the morphological structure of the VL
appears relatively simple, but its unique matrix-like
organization led Boycott and Young17 to postulate that
the median superior frontal lobe (MSFL) VL and inferior frontal networks (Figure 24.1) form associative networks for learning and memory. Wells2 and Young22
further suggested that the VL matrix is analogous to
the mammalian hippocampus memory system and the
insect mushroom bodies.22 24 The VL system is thus
an exciting site for exploring the neuronal circuitry
and physiological mechanisms involved in various
forms and phases of learning and memory.

ANATOMY OF THE VERTICAL
LOBE SYSTEM
The octopus VL contains only two types of neuron,
amacrine cells and large efferent neurons, both of
which are morphologically typical invertebrate monopolar neurons (Figure 24.2).13,25,26 Twenty-five million
amacrine cells, whose approximately 5-µm diameter
makes them the smallest neurons in the octopus brain,
converge and synapse onto only approximately 65,000
large neurons (B15-µm diameter). The amacrine cells
are intrinsic interneurons because their processes
remain within the VL (Figures 24.1 and 24.2). In contrast, the large neurons are efferent neurons whose
axons form the only output of the VL, leaving organized axon bundles or roots that are easy to identify
and record from in brain slice preparations
(Figure 24.1B).
The octopus VL receives inputs from the MSFL,
which is thought to integrate visual and taste information.13 Note that although we use the acronym MSFL
collectively, the superior frontal lobe (SFL) in the cuttlefish (Decapoda) is not divided into lateral and
median parts as in the octopus. The octopus MSFL
contains only one morphological type of neuron,
whose 1.8 million axons project to the VL in a distinct
tract running between the VL neuropil and its outer
cell body layer (Figure 24.1). This arrangement allows
each MSFL axon to make en passant synapses with
many amacrine neurons along the VL (Figure 24.2).
Young13 postulated a direct connection to the large
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FIGURE 24.1

The morphological organization of the octopus central brain. (A) Sagittal section of the sub- and supraesophageal lobes of
Octopus vulgaris showing the dorsally located superior frontal (MSFL) vertical lobes (VL) system and the organization of the lobes discussed
in the text. (B) Unstained median sagittal section through the dorsal part of the supraesophageal brain mass with superimposed schematic
drawing of the three types of neurons in this system and their connections. This area in the supraesophageal lobes (see panel A) forms the
main part of the VL slice preparation. BL, basal lobes; IFL, inferior frontal lobe; SV, subvertical lobe. Source: Panel A modified from Nixon and
Young.12

neurons, but this was not supported by Gray’s25 electron microscopic study nor by recent physiological
results. The unusual matrix-like organization of the
MSFL VL complex is shared by the inferior frontal
lobe (Figure 24.1), which is involved in chemotactile
memory.2,22
Although little is known about the targets of the
axons of the large neurons, Young13 suggested that
some of the large VL neurons send their axons back
into the lateral SFL, creating a recurrent loop between
the VL and the SFL. Modern tracing techniques have
clearly revealed such connections in cuttlefish (N.
Graindorge, thesis). Such recurrent excitatory connections are computationally attractive because they may
create a reverberatory circuit, which may subserve
working memory by maintaining ongoing electrical
activity.
Testing the hypothesis that the VL SFL system
forms associative networks for learning and memory
clearly requires physiological characterization of these
brain circuits and their plastic properties. New experimental preparations, such as the isolated brain, brain
slice preparations, and a preparation for stimulating recording in freely moving animals,16,27,28 now
allow neurophysiological exploration of this anatomically unique system.

NEUROPHYSIOLOGY OF SFL INPUT
TO THE OCTOPUS VERTICAL LOBE
The VL and the inferior frontal lobe are unique
structures in the cephalopod brain. Their large numbers of neurons are organized in layers with their processes aligned more or less in parallel, resembling
vertebrae brain organization. The insect mushroom
body is similarly organized; relatively few projecting
neurons originating from the antennal lobe innervate a
large number of small amacrine interneurons en passant.28 This organization pattern, typical for “fan-out
fan-in” networks, is quite unusual in the invertebrate
nervous system. It is highly suggestive that it occurs in
invertebrate brain structures involved in higher cognitive functions associated with learning and memory.
Unlike the more random organization of typical
invertebrate ganglia, this layered organization generates a measurable external electric field near the active
neurons. This field potential shows local field potentials (LFPs; spontaneous, ongoing background activity), evoked potentials and event-related potentials,
and a compound field potential similar to an electroencephalogram.29 Bullock30 suggested that the existence
of such a compound field potential indicates the high
level of complexity of the octopus brain.
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FIGURE 24.2

FIGURE 24.3 (A) Superimposed LFPs in control and after
blocking postsynaptic field potentials (fPSP) in Ca21-free EGTA in
artificial seawater. Stim, stimulus artifact; TP, tract potential.
(B) Similar to panel A, showing blockade of fPSP by AMPA-like
glutamatergic receptor antagonists CNQX. Inset: Schematic slice with
a typical placement of the recording and stimulating electrodes.

The amount of current flowing in the extracellular
space due to neuron activity, such as an action potential, is usually tiny. Because the extracellular impedance is very low (approximately three or four orders of
magnitude lower than the neurons’ input resistance),
only summed field potentials generated by many neurons become large enough to be reliably detected
against the background electrical noise. Such summation occurs only if the neurons are synchronously
active and their currents flow in the same direction;
otherwise, they would cancel each other out. This condition is achieved only when the neurons have long
axons running parallel. Such an arrangement, which is
common in vertebrae brains, occurs in the MSFL VL
system, in which the MSFL axonal input to the VL is
organized in tracts. The cell bodies of the millions of
amacrine interneurons lie in the outer zone of the VL
lobe, whereas their axons project in parallel into the
lobe, perpendicular to the MSFL axonal tract

(Figures 24.1 and 24.2). Such an architecture would be
expected to generate a significant LFP, like that generated close to the Schaffer collaterals in the
hippocampus.
Stimulating the SFL tract with short current pulse
evokes a typical LFP waveform (Figure 24.3), a triphasic (positive negative positive) tract potential (TP)
generated by the volley of action potential propagating
along the stimulated axons in the SFL tract. The delay
after the stimulus artifact depends on the distance
between stimulus and recording electrodes. A mainly
negative LFP follows immediately after the second
positive wave of the TP. This potential is most likely a
glutamatergic postsynaptic field potential (fPSP)
because it disappears in zero-calcium physiological
solution (Figure 24.3A) and is blocked by AMPA-like
antagonists such as CNQX (Figure 24.3B), DNQX, or
kynurenate.31
The short latency between the peak negativity of the
TP and the fPSP onset (B3 msec; Figures 24.3A and
24.3B) suggests a monosynaptic delay. The physiological results thus agree well with Gray’s anatomical
scheme (Figure 24.2), in which the terminals of the SFL

Diagram showing what is thought to be the basic
circuitry of the vertical lobe. amn, amacrine cells; amt, amacrine
trunk; dc, dendritic collaterals of large cell; dcv, dense-core vesicle;
lc, body or trunk of large cell; m, mitochondrion; msf, median superior frontal axon; mt, microtubule; nf, neurofilaments; pa, possible
“pain” axon input to the large cell; sv, synaptic vesicles. Source:
Reproduced from Gray25 with permission.
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axons synapse directly on the amacrine dendrites. That
is, the first synaptic layer of the VL is likely a glutamatergic synaptic input from the SFL neurons onto the
amacrine interneurons.
Recording LFPs from slices prepared from the cuttlefish VL show similar LFP characteristics to those
found in octopus.32 Thus, cuttlefish appear to have
similar membrane properties and connectivity patterns
despite significant differences in the overall anatomy
of the two VL systems. The octopus VL is composed of
five lobuli, whereas in the cuttlefish, the VL is a domeshaped structure with no distinct enfoldings as in the
octopus. However, the amacrine cells and the large
neurons of the two systems are quite similar.
The first layer of the VL is similarly organized to the
stratum radiatum of the hippocampus. In both cases,
the collaterals/tract terminals synapse en passant with
the dendrites of the pyramidal/amacrine cells, respectively. It is therefore not surprising that the LFP in the
VL (presynaptic TP followed by fPSP; Figure 24.3) is
similar to that evoked at the stratum radiatum by stimulating the Schaffer fiber collaterals in CA1. However,
because the amacrine cells are inexcitable (i.e., they do
not generate regenerative action potentials),8 the fPSP
exhibits an amplitude-independent waveform with no
population spikes,27 unlike the fPSP of the hippocampal CA1 pyramidal neurons.33
The amacrine cells innervate the large efferent neurons. In the octopus, this synaptic connection is
achieved via specialized “serial” synapses (Figure 24.2),25
in which the MSFL synaptic terminals contact the amacrine dendrite, which in turn is the presynaptic input to
the large cells’ (neurons) spines. To investigate the nature
of this input to the large neurons, infrared differential
interference contrast microscopy aided intracellular
recording from their cell bodies, as well as extracellular
recording of their spiking activity in their axon bundles.
Figure 24.4A shows excitatory postsynaptic potentials
(EPSPs) evoked by stimulating the MSFL tract of an octopus and spontaneous EPSPs in a large neuron. Although
the fine anatomical details in the cuttlefish are not as
well-known as in the octopus, intracellular recording
from the large neurons in the cuttlefish VL revealed similar neurophysiological properties (Figure 24.5C) as those
in the octopus (Figure 24.4A). Like most invertebrate
neurons, the cell bodies of the large neurons are inexcitable, as demonstrated by the small non-overshooting spikelets (arrowheads in Figures 24.4A and 24.5C). These
decrease in size passively as they pass along the single
neurite to the cell body from a distant spike initiation
zone at the junction between the dendritic tree and the
axon.
In both cuttlefish and octopus, the synaptic input to
the large neurons is cholinergic, with both evoked and
spontaneous EPSPs being blocked by hexamethonium
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(Figures 24.4A and 24.4B), a muscarinic receptor antagonist that also blocks the synaptic potential at the neuromuscular junctions of the octopus arm.34
Hexamethonium also blocked both spontaneous and
evoked spiking activity recorded from the large neuron axonal bundles (Figures 24.4B and 24.4D). As
would be expected for glutamatergic synapses, the
fPSP of the first synaptic layer in octopus and cuttlefish was unaffected by cholinergic antagonists
(Figure 24.4C). Thus, the cholinergic synapse must be
the amacrine-to-large neuron synapse. Both cholinergic
and glutamatergic antagonists blocked the large neuron output as shown by recording from their axon
bundles. These findings suggest that there is no strong
direct connection from MSFL axons to the large neurons and that the main connections within the VL are
the MSFL inputs onto the amacrine cells, which in turn
innervate the large efferent neurons.32
The VL system of cuttlefish and octopus thus
appears to be organized as a simple feed-forward fanout fan-in type of network. This type of network
architecture is frequently found among biological and
artificial networks that learn to classify inputs when
endowed with the synaptic plasticity that creates learning ability.35 The first fan-out synaptic layer may create
high dimensionality neural representations of the
incoming sensory information in a form suitable for further processing at the fan-in layer.32 If the VL system of
octopus and cuttlefish possesses this architecture and it
functions as a learning and memory network, then it is
essential that there be synaptic plasticity at one or more
of its synaptic sites.

NEURONAL OUTPUT FROM THE
VERTICAL LOBES OF OCTOPUS AND
CUTTLEFISH DEMONSTRATES
ACTIVITY-DEPENDENT LONG-TERM
POTENTIATION
The organization of the cephalopod lobes in the central brain offers a relatively simple means of measuring the input/output relationship of the VL
stimulating the MSFL tract and of measuring the VL
output by either recording intracellularly from the
large neuron cell bodies or recording their spiking
activity in the axonal bundles leaving the VL.
Applying four high-frequency (HF) trains to the MSFL
tract (20 pulses at 50 Hz) induces a robust activitydependent LTP in the output of the VL in both octopus
and cuttlefish (Figures 24.5A1 and 24.5B1 and
Figures 24.5A2 and 24.5B2 respectively). Thus, the
region in the coleoids brains associated with learning
and memory is endowed with a property universally
believed to be essential for networks mediating
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FIGURE 24.4 The synaptic inputs to the large cells are most likely cholinergic. (See panel E for the different recording modes). (A)
Hexamethonium blocked the spontaneous and SFL tract-evoked EPSPs recorded intracellularly from a large neuron in the octopus (arrowheads
indicate spikelet). (B) Hexamethonium blocked the burst of action potentials recorded extracellularly from large neuron axonal bundles. Twin stimuli were used to obtain a clearly measurable bundle response (B and C). (C) Hexamethonium had no effect on the TP and fPSPs. Records were
obtained simultaneously with bundle activity shown in panel B. (D) Summary of nine experiments in octopus as exemplified in panels B and C.
Black curve, normalized integrated bundle activity; red curve, fPSP amplitude. Here and in subsequent figures, responses were normalized to the
average of 3 10 test responses at the beginning of the experiments. Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.32

behavioral learning and memory. What are the
mechanisms of this neural plasticity? Are they important for cephalopod behavior?

SYNAPTIC PLASTICITY IN THE
VERTICAL LOBES OF OCTOPUS AND
CUTTLEFISH
Examining the neurophysiological properties of synaptic transmission in the VL network revealed activitydependent synaptic plasticity. Surprisingly, the synaptic plasticity is located at different sites in the VL of
the octopus and cuttlefish.
The local field potential recorded at the MSFL tract
of the octopus demonstrates a very robust activity-

dependent plasticity. Tetanization led to a long-term
potentiation (LTP) with an approximately fourfold
increase in fPSP amplitude without affecting the
amplitude of the presynaptic TP (Figure 24.6A, inset).
The potentiation of the glutamatergic synaptic input to
the amacrine neurons is long term. Tetanizing a second
time showed that this LTP is a saturated phenomenon
because no further long-term enhancement was
obtained (Figure 24.6A, second HF). Surprisingly, the
exact same experiments in the cuttlefish VL reveal no
activity-dependent plasticity (Figure 24.6B).
Does activity-dependent plasticity occur only at the
fan-out glutamatergic connections of the octopus VL
(Figures 24.1 and 24.5)? As described previously, in the
octopus, HF tetanization, which induced LTP of the
fPSP, also caused a long-term increase in the extracellular
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FIGURE 24.5 Input/output relationships of the VL show LTP both in octopus (A1 and B1) and in cuttlefish (A2 and B2). (A1 and A2)
Extracellular recordings from the axon bundles of the large cells. The development and maintenance of LTP as measured by the integrated
activity in the axon bundles evoked by MSFL tract stimulation. Top insets: Superimposed LFPs before (black) and after (red) high-frequency
(HF) stimulation. Bottom insets: activity of the large cells axon bundles before (black) and after (red) HF stimulation. (B1 and B2) Summary of
experiments of the type shown in panels A1and A2, respectively. The red curves show the fPSP amplitude. Note the absence of LTP of cuttlefish fPSP. The black curves show the integrated spiking activity recorded from the large cell axonal bundles. Both animals show LTP of the
bundle activity. (C) Activity-induced LTP of the EPSP in the large cells of cuttlefish. Whole-cell intracellular recordings showing facilitation of
the EPSP and a spikelet (red arrowhead) after HF stimulation of the MSFL tract. (D) Summary of six intracellular recording experiments as in
panel C. LTP is expressed as an increase in slope of EPSP onset normalized to control. Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.32
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FIGURE 24.6 Long-term potentiation at the MSF-to-amacrine connections differs dramatically in octopus (left) and cuttlefish (right).
(A) Summary of eight experiments showing the development, maintenance, and saturability of LTP in octopus. (B) Summary of eight experiments showing no significant change in the cuttlefish. LTP was induced by 4 HF trains (20 pulses, 50 Hz, 10-sec intertrain interval). fPSPs
were normalized to the average of 10 test fPSPs at the beginning of each experiment. Inset: LFP traces before (black) superimposed on those
obtained after HF stimulation (red). Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.32

spiking activity of the large neuron axon bundles
(Figures 24.5A1 and 24.5B1). This result was not surprising: facilitation of the synaptic input to the amacrine cells
(the fPSP) should increase their cholinergic input to the
large neurons and thus enhance their output (i.e.,
increase the bundle activity induced by tract stimulation
(Figure 24.5B1)). Therefore, this result does not reveal
whether there is also synaptic plasticity at the input to
the large neurons.
Analyzing the relationship between the amplitude
of the fPSP and bundle activity showed this to be linear and unaffected by LTP induction.32 Because the
same fPSP amplitude gave rise to the same level of
bundle activity irrespective of LTP, LTP in the octopus
VL must occur only at the first fan-out synaptic layer.
Indirect support for this interpretation is also apparent
in Figure 24.5B1, which shows that the average relative
increase in the fPSP amplitude was similar to the relative increase of the average bundle activity of the large
neurons. Importantly, this result shows (1) that in the
octopus only the glutamatergic input to the amacrine
cells undergoes LTP and (2) that the output of the VL
(the bundle activity) is linearly related to the input to
the VL (the fPSP). This finding has important computational consequences (discussed later).32
In the cuttlefish, the site of synaptic plasticity mediating the activity-dependent increase in the VL output
(Figures 24.5A2 and 24.5B2) is the cholinergic synaptic
input to the large neurons. Intracellular recordings from
the large neurons clearly show that HF stimulation of the
SFL tract leads to a robust enhancement of the EPSP
recorded from the large neuron (Figures 24.5C and
24.5D). Thus, whereas in the octopus the increase in VL
output involves LTP of the glutamatergic connection
onto the amacrine interneurons (the fan-out connections),

in the cuttlefish the LTP occurs at the converging or fanin cholinergic connections of the amacrine neurons onto
the large neurons (see connectivity scheme shown in
Figure 24.12).

WHAT DO THE VERTICAL LOBES OF
OCTOPUS AND CUTTLEFISH COMPUTE?
It is possible that these differences between octopuses
and cuttlefish mediate different behaviors yet to be systematically examined. However, computational considerations suggest a quite different possibility. The VL of
both octopus and cuttlefish shows a linear relation
between the fPSP amplitude and the integrated level of
spiking activity in the axonal bundle of the large neurons
(Figure 24.5B1)—that is, a linear input/output relationship of the VL (for a detailed explanation, see Shomrat
et al.32). This linear input/output relationship has important computational consequences. In a linearly operating
fan-out fan-in network, similar computation capacity is
obtained regardless of whether the plasticity is localized
at the fan-out or the fan-in layer.32
This computational consideration may answer the
puzzling question of why these differences in network
organization are found in phylogenetically close relatives possessing similar unusual characteristics (flexible body, similar sensory modalities, chromatophore
system, and subcutaneous muscular system) and sharing comparable evolutionary adaptation to the same
ecological niche and way of life (e.g., both are mainly
solitary predators). If the two networks have indeed
evolved to the same computational capacity, either via
evolutionary selection or via “self-organizational”
mechanisms, then computational constraints rather
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than specific neural properties may determine the
physical network properties.32

MECHANISM OF LTP INDUCTION IN
THE OCTOPUS VERTICAL LOBE
To understand the functional role of the VL network
in learning and memory, we need to determine whether
activity-dependent synaptic plasticity is mediated by
associative or nonassociative mechanisms. That is, does
the synaptic plasticity in the VL fulfill Hebb’s rule for
associative plasticity? This rule states that the synaptic
connection between pre- and postsynaptic cells strengthens only when both are simultaneously and sufficiently
active.36 The NMDA channel, whose discovery was one
of the most exciting breakthroughs in modern neuroscience, shows such a coincidence-detecting gating property. We therefore explored the possible involvement of
such Hebbian mechanism in the fan-out stage in the
octopus. Direct tests for the involvement of an NMDAlike receptor in the postsynaptic current (fPSP) or in LTP
induction gave negative results; neither APV, which
blocks NMDA-like current in cephalopod chromatophore muscles,37 nor MK-801 blocked these phenomena27 (Shomrat and Hochner, unpublished data).
The crucial test for whether the octopus VL has
evolved an NMDA-independent Hebbian plasticity is
to give the tetanization after completely blocking the
postsynaptic response and then, after washing out the
antagonists, to check whether LTP was induced. Such
experiments show that the LTP in the octopus VL uses
both associative and nonassociative induction mechanisms.27 In slightly less than half the experiments, LTP
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induction was largely blocked by glutamatergic
antagonists (Figure 24.7, left); in the other experiments,
there was hardly any blocking effect and LTP appears
to have occurred in the absence of a postsynaptic
response. If the two processes thus revealed were
evenly distributed among the different synaptic connections in the VL, we would expect a normal distribution of the results. The bimodal distribution in
Figure 24.7 can only be explained by the two types of
plasticity being segregated in anatomically different
regions, as in the hippocampus (CA3 vs. CA1).38 Such
differentiation has not been demonstrated morphologically in the octopus VL.
Characterizing associative/Hebbian-type activitydependent synaptic plasticity requires determining
whether LTP results from an increase in the amount of
transmitter released or an increase in postsynaptic
response or both—an issue that is still not completely
resolved in the various hippocampal synapses.
Detailed analysis of the changes in the properties of
synaptic transmission accompanying LTP induction in
the VL suggests that the expression of LTP is mainly,
if not exclusively, presynaptic. That is, it occurs in the
MSFL neuron terminals at their synapses with the
amacrine neurons.31 It is conceivable that this synapse,
with its Hebbian type of LTP induction (Figure 24.7),
involves some sort of retrograde messenger, such as
nitric oxide (NO). This would transfer the association
signal from the postsynaptic cell back to the presynaptic terminals to induce the LTP.39 Supporting this possibility, drugs blocking NO production do interfere
with tactile and visual learning in the octopus.40,41
Furthermore, NO has been shown to be an important
neuromodulator in invertebrates, a well-studied example being the digestive system of gastropods.42

NEUROMODULATION IN THE
VERTICAL LOBE

FIGURE 24.7 Dependence of LTP induction on postsynaptic
response. Summary of 22 experiments in which the response during
HF tetanization was completely blocked by a mixture of 20 mM kynurenate plus 200 µM CNQX and, in some experiments, also 200 µM APV.
Three ranges of LTP (expressed as the percentage of total LTP) were
induced in the presence of the blocking mixture. The distribution
shows a higher proportion of either largely blocked (0 25%) or hardly
blocked (75 100%) LTP. Source: Reproduced from Hochner et al.27

The highly dynamic properties of neural networks
mediating learning and memory are achieved not only
by various types of activity-dependent plasticity but also
by neuromodulators. Neuromodulators may feed in negative or positive heterosynaptic reward signals that modulate the activity-dependent (homosynaptic) processes.43
Such organization is well documented in both invertebrates and vertebrates and has most likely evolved to
support supervised learning mechanisms.44 46
The first neuromodulator tested in the octopus VL
was serotonin. Serotonin is a well-known neuromodulator in mollusks, involved in both short- and
long-term facilitation of the sensorimotor synapse
in the defensive reflex of Aplysia californica.47,48
Immunohistochemistry showed serotonin reactivity in
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FIGURE 24.8 5-HT induces short-term synaptic facilitation in the octopus. (A) Records from one experiment. Responses to stimulation
by twin pulses. Stim, stimulation artifact; TP, tract potential. (B) Summary of seven experiments demonstrating the facilitatory effect of
100 200 µM 5-HT and its reversal on washout. Test stimuli were applied every 10 or 20 sec. (C) 5-HT reversibly reduced the level of pairedpulse facilitation measured as the ratio of the second to the first fPSP amplitudes. Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.49

nerve terminals in the VL neuropil but not in the cell
bodies, indicating that serotonin may convey signals to
the VL from other brain or body areas.49 In cuttlefish
VL, Boyer et al.50 described distributed serotonin reactivity mainly in fibers in the neuropile, but in contrast
to the octopus VL, some cell bodies were also labeled.
The short-term modulatory effects of serotonin on
octopus VL function are shown in Figure 24.8.
Serotonin (5-HT) at 100 200 µM caused an average of
approximately 3.5-fold facilitation of the fPSP. This
synaptic connection in the cuttlefish VL, which lacks
activity-dependent synaptic plasticity (Figure 24.6B),
did not show any modulation by 5-HT.32 In the octopus, the 5-HT facilitation involves presynaptic modulation of transmitter release because it was accompanied
by a reversible reduction in twin-pulse facilitation (i.e.,
a reduction in the ratio of the second fPSP amplitude
to that of the first in twin-pulse stimulation;
Figures 24.8A and 24.8C). Repeated exposure to 5-HT
did not lead to long-term modulation in the octopus
VL, unlike its long-term effects on the Aplysia sensorimotor synapse. Also in contrast to Aplysia, c-AMP
does not appear to be a major second messenger in 5HT-induced fPSP facilitation in the octopus VL.49
It is intriguing that 5-HT shows only a robust shortterm facilitatory effect on a synaptic connection undergoing long-term activity-dependent facilitation. The
serotonergic system in the octopus VL may have

adapted to provide a modulatory signal to the VL
rather than inducing long-term plasticity changes as in
Aplysia. Based on the experiment shown in Figure 24.9,
Shomrat et al.49 suggested that this modulatory signal
may serve as a reinforcing effect on LTP induction. In
this experiment, tetanization trains of only 3 rather
than 20 pulses (at 50 Hz) were applied. This reduced
intensity induced only a partial and very modest LTP
(19.5% of the final LTP). Similar triplet stimulation in
the presence of 5-HT, which caused a robust shortterm fPSP facilitation, induced a much higher LTP
(60.7%; Figure 24.9B). The simple explanation is that
5-HT augments LTP indirectly by enhancing synaptic
activity. That is, the serotonergic system of the VL
appears to reinforce the induction of activitydependent plasticity, and 5-HT may thus convey
reward signals to the learning and memory network in
the VL, as does dopamine in mammals46 and mollusks45,51 and octopamine in insects.52

ARE THE OCTOPUS VERTICAL LOBE
AND ITS LTP INVOLVED IN
BEHAVIORAL LEARNING AND MEMORY?
The octopus VL, with its simple circuitry, may be
the preparation of choice for investigating how neurons participate in storing memories and how
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FIGURE 24.9 5-HT reinforced activity-dependent LTP induction. (A) Partial LTP was induced by a triplet pulse stimulation protocol. 5-HT (red
trace, open squares) caused large short-term facilitation. After 30-min washout (60 min), HF stimulation revealed the residual LTP. HF stimulation
gave rise to greater facilitation of the fPSPs in the control experiments (blue trace, open triangles), indicating less recruitment of LTP than in the presence of 5-HT. (B) Summary histogram showing the percentage of the final LTP measured at the end of the experiments exemplified in panel A. LTP
was induced by the triplet stimulation protocol with and without 5-HT. Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.49

memories are retrieved or forgotten. Pioneering steps
in this direction were made by Young, Boycott, Wells,
and colleagues during the second half of the 20th century. Their behavioral, morphological, and lesion
experiments showed that the octopus VL is important
for learning and memory but is not the sole brain lobe
involved in these functions.2 The discovery of activitydependent long-term plasticity and its neuromodulation in the VL provides physiological support for a VL
function in learning and memory. However, a direct
experimental test was required to confirm the involvement of these physiological processes in learning
behavior.
To directly test the involvement of the LTP in the
VL in learning and memory, Shomrat et al.28 followed
the experiments of Moser et al.53 These showed that
artificial saturation of LTP, induced in the rat hippocampus by tetanization, impaired spatial learning
when the tetanization was applied prior to learning.
This technically challenging experiment in the rat is
much simpler in the octopus because the VL lies most
dorsally in the brain and is relatively easily accessible
to a large electrode for global tetanization. Such tetanization induced on average 56% of the available LTP.
Shomrat et al.28 then tested whether this reduction
in the available synaptic plasticity affected a learning
task given 75 min after recovery from anesthesia and
tetanization. The learning task was a passive avoidance
task in which a mild electric shock “taught” the octopus to stop attacking a red ball. The results of LTP saturation by the tetanization were contrasted with the
effects of transecting the medial SFL tract to the VL,
which disconnects the VL system from its sensory
input. In contrast, inducing strong LTP of the glutamatergic synaptic connection of the SFL axons onto the

amacrine cells may be viewed as “short-circuiting” the
VL (see VL circuitry in Figures 24.4E and 24.12).
Neither tetanization nor transection eliminated the
ability of the octopuses to learn the task (Figure 24.10).
Transection slowed the learning rate relative to that of
sham-operated animals (Figure 24.10A). Unexpectedly,
saturating the LTP had the opposite effect, enhancing
the learning process relative to that of nontetanized
animals (Figure 24.10B). Thus, LTP of specific synaptic
connections in the VL does not appear to be involved
in short-term learning. The VL output most likely controls the process mediating short-term learning that
occurs outside the VL, with transection reducing and
LTP enhancing the rate of learning by modulating the
VL output.
Testing for long-term memory 24 hr after training
produced more easily understandable results. Both
treatments severely impaired long-term memory
(Figure 24.11). Sham-operated and control animals did
not demonstrate perfect memory of the task, with
approximately 70% of the animals attacking the ball on
their first trial. However, they demonstrated a robust
saving or recollection as they stopped attacking the
ball in the following test trials (Figure 24.11, open symbols). The transected animals (Figure 24.11A) remembered almost nothing of the avoidance task they had
learned the day before, whereas the tetanized animals
showed severe impairment (Figure 24.11B). This difference was probably due to the tetanization not
completely saturating the LTP.28 These results suggest
that memories acquired soon after tetanization or
transaction are not consolidated. In contrast, a memory
acquired before tetanization or transection, such as to
attack a crab or a white ball (associated with positive
reward in pretraining), was not impaired.28 The results
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FIGURE 24.10 Transection slowed and tetanization enhanced short-term learning of an avoidance task. (A) The MSLF-transected animals showed significantly slower learning curves than the sham controls, with a significant difference from the fourth testing trial on (bottom
panel shows cumulative Fisher’s test between the different experiments; see Shomrat et al.28). Nevertheless, the transected animals stopped
touching the red ball significantly faster than no-shock controls. (B) Tetanized animals learned faster than the sham-operated animals, and by
the eighth trial the level of cumulative Fisher’s test fell below 0.01 (0.0094; bottom panel). Source: Modified from Shomrat et al.28

confirm earlier lesion experiments showing that previous memories were not affected by lesions of the VL,17
similar to results obtained in mammals and even
humans with a severed hippocampus.54,55
These experiments clearly demonstrate that the VL
and its LTP are not important for the actual storage of
long-term memory. Short- and long-term memory
traces appear to be stored outside the VL, possibly in
the circuitry mediating the attack behavior. Instead,
the VL plays an important role in controlling the consolidation of short-term memory into long-term memory occurring elsewhere.

A SYSTEM MODEL FOR OCTOPUS
LEARNING AND MEMORY
We conclude by proposing a tentative model for the
octopus learning and memory system incorporating
the physiological and behavioral findings that we have
presented in this chapter (Figure 24.12). The rationale
behind this model is summarized in Table 24.1.
To explain how the model functions, we consider
the passive avoidance task used by Shomrat et al.56
The octopus learns to refrain from attacking a red
ball (actually dark because octopuses are color-blind)

by receiving an electric shock on its arms when it
attacks. The information on shape and brightness is
fed into the attack behavior circuitry that activates
the natural attack behavior. This information feeds in
parallel to the MSFL. Each quality (brightness and
shape) is then transferred by a different set of MSFL
neurons to the VL, most likely creating a sparse
representation of each sensory quality in the matrixlike connections of the MSFL neurons with the amacrine interneurons. Those amacrine cells receiving
inputs from both qualities are more likely to undergo
LTP due to their higher level of activity. The “dark
versus round” association is reinforced if they are
conjugated with the pain signal conveyed to the VL
by the serotonergic system. The strengthening of this
association during training, in turn, creates a longterm enhancement of the amacrine cell input to the
set of large neurons driven by this mutual sensory
representation. The VL output generally inhibits the
tendency to attack and can be regarded as an inhibitory supervising signal. The enhancement of the output generated by the red ball representation in the
VL now specifically inhibits attacking the dark ball.
It is not clear whether similar mechanisms mediate
positive reward learning, viz., by decreasing the
inhibitory drive of the VL.
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FIGURE 24.11 Tetanization and transection
impair long-term recall tested 24 hr after training. The animals were given five test trials without electric shock. Testing revealed no significant
difference in long-term memory but impairment
in recall in consecutive tests both in transected
(A) and in tetanized (B) animals. By the fifth test
trial, the experimental animals showed some
retention. Cumulative Fisher’s exact test between
the treated and the sham groups and the treated
groups and the noncontingent controls are
shown in the bottom panels (see explanation in
the legend to Figure 24.10). Source: Modified from
Shomrat et al.28

FIGURE 24.12 A tentative model for the
octopus learning and memory system. For
explanation, see text and Table 24.1.

TABLE 24.1

The Five Basic Findings and Their Interpretation on which the Octopus Learning and Memory Model Is Based
Experimental Finding

Conclusion

1. Transection and tetanization did not affect behavior; octopuses still
showed their stereotypical attack behavior.

Sensory inputs feed in parallel to the VL system and to the circuits
controlling behavior.

2. Bothe tetanization and transection did not erase old memories.

Long-term memory is stored outside the VL.

3. Tetanization accelerated learning (decreased the tendency to attack) The output of the VL modulates the rate of short-term learning that
and transection slowed learning (increased the tendency to attack). takes place outside the VL system, possibly by inhibiting the attackHowever, both treatments did not prevent the attack behavior.
mediating circuit.
4. Both treatments prevented the consolidation of short-term into
long-term memory.

The LTP in the VL system is crucial for the consolidation of longterm memory outside the VL system.

5. Serotonin reinforced LTP induction.

Serotonin conveys the reward/punishment signal to the VL, which
reinforces LTP of specific synapses active during the signal.
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CONCLUSION
The results presented in this chapter show that
cephalopods are valuable animals for exploring the
neural mechanisms subserving complex behaviors.
Cephalopod behaviors are mediated by a unique
embodiment57 that includes a unique segregation of
the nervous system between three large components:
the arms, the eyes, and a central brain. However, the
cephalopod nervous system still maintains the basic
features of invertebrate morphology and neurophysiology. Thus, as we have summarized here, the neural
complexity of cephalopods appears to have been
achieved by building complex networks from simpler
invertebrate elements.58 Most likely, evolution and
self-organization have shaped simpler neural networks
to control complex behavior, and these simpler networks provide a more accessible opportunity for assessing how neural networks are embedded in the
organization of complex behaviors. The large but simply organized fan-out fan-in network of cephalopods’
vertical lobe is a vivid demonstration of this idea.

Acknowledgments
Our research is supported by the Smith Family Laboratory at the
Hebrew University, the United States Israel Binational Science
Foundation, the Israel Science Foundation, and European
Commission EP7 projects OCTOPUS and STIFF-FLOP. We thank
Jenny Kien for editorial assistance and suggestions.

References
1. Packard A. Cephalopods and fish: the limits of convergence. Biol
Rev. 1972;47:241 307.
2. Wells MJ. Octopus. London: Chapman & Hall; 1978.
3. Grasso FW, Basil JA. The evolution of flexible behavioral repertoires in cephalopod molluscs. Brain Behav Evol. 2009;
74(3):231 245.
4. Hochner B, Shomrat T, Fiorito G. The octopus: a model for a
comparative analysis of the evolution of learning and memory
mechanisms. Biol Bull. 2006;210(3):308 317.
5. Hochner B. Octopuses. Curr Biol. 2008;18(19):R897.
6. Hanlon RT, Messenger JB. Cephalopod Behaviour. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press; 1996.
7. Fiorito G, Scotto P. Observational learning in Octopus vulgaris.
Science. 1992;256(5056):545 547.
8. Hochner B, Shomrat T, Fiorito G. The octopus: a model for a
comparative analysis of the evolution of learning and memory
mechanisms. Biol Bull. 2006;210(3):308 317.
9. Sanders GD. The cephalopods. In: Corning WC, Dyal JA,
Willows AOD, eds. Invertebrate Learning. New York: Plenum;
1975:139 145.
10. Budelmann BU. The cephalopods nervous system: what evolution has made of the molluscan design. In: Breidbach O, Kutsuch
W, eds. The Nervous System of Invertebrates: An Evolutionary and
Comparative Approach. Basel: Birkhauser; 1995:115 138.

11. Calisti M, et al. An octopus-bioinspired solution to movement
and manipulation for soft robots. Bioinspir Biomim. 2011;6
(3):036002.
12. Nixon M, Young JZ. The Brain and Lives of Cephalopods. Oxford:
Oxford University Press; 2003.
13. Young JZ. The Anatomy of the Nervous System of Octopus vulgaris.
Oxford: Clarendon Press; 1971 [xxxi, 690].
14. Bullock TH, Horridge GA. Structure and Function in the Nervous
Systems of Invertebrates. San Francisco: Freeman; 1965.
15. Boycott BB. The functional organization of the brain of the cuttlefish Sepia officinalis. Proc R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 1961;153:503.
16. Zullo L, et al. Nonsomatotopic organization of the higher motor
centers in octopus. Curr Biol. 2009;19(19):1632 1636.
17. Boycott BB, Young JZ. A memory system in Octopus vulgaris Lamarck. Proc R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 1955;143
(913):449 480.
18. Maldonado H. The positive and negative learning process in
Octopus vulgaris Lamarck: influence of the vertical and median
superior frontal lobes. Z Vgl Physiol. 1965;51:185 203.
19. Graindorge N, et al. Effects of dorsal and ventral vertical lobe
electrolytic lesions on spatial learning and locomotor activity in
Sepia officinalis. Behav Neurosci. 2006;120(5):1151 1158.
20. Sanders FK, Young JZ. Learning and other functions of the higher nervous centres of Sepia. J Neurophysiol. 1940;3:501.
21. Fiorito G, Chichery R. Lesions of the vertical lobe impair visual
discrimination learning by observation in Octopus vulgaris.
Neurosci Lett. 1995;192(2):117.
22. Young JZ. Computation in the learning system of cephalopods.
Biol Bull. 1991;180(2):200 208.
23. Young JZ. Multiple matrices in the memory system of octopus.
In: Abbott JN, Williamson R, Maddock L, eds. Cephalopod
Neurobiology. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 1995:431 443.
24. Hochner B. Functional and comparative assessments of the octopus learning and memory system. Front Biosci. 2010;2:764 771.
25. Gray EG. The fine structure of the vertical lobe of octopus brain.
Phil. Trans R Soc Lond B. 1970;258:379 394.
26. Gray EG, Young JZ. Electron microscopy of synaptic structure of
octopus brain. J Cell Biol. 1964;21:87 103.
27. Hochner B, et al. A learning and memory area in the octopus
brain manifests a vertebrate-like long-term potentiation.
J Neurophysiol. 2003;90(5):3547 3554.
28. Shomrat T, et al. The octopus vertical lobe modulates short-term
learning rate and uses LTP to acquire long-term memory. Curr
Biol. 2008;18(5):337 342.
29. Bullock TH, Basar E. Comparison of ongoing compound field
potentials in the brains of invertebrates and vertebrates. Brain
Res. 1988;472(1):57 75.
30. Bullock TH. Ongoing compound field potentials from octopus
brain are labile and vertebrate-like. Electroencephalogr Clin
Neurophysiol. 1984;57(5):473 483.
31. Hochner B, et al. A learning and memory area in the octopus
brain manifests a vertebrate-like long-term potentiation.
J Neurophysiol. 2003;90(5):3547 3554.
32. Shomrat T, et al. Alternative sites of synaptic plasticity in two
homologous fan-out fan-in learning and memory networks. Curr
Biol. 2011;21(21):1773 1782.
33. Miyakawa H, Kato H. Active properties of dendritic membrane
examined by current source density analysis in hippocampal
CA1 pyramidal neurons. Brain Res. 1986;399(2):303 309.
34. Matzner H, Gutfreund Y, Hochner B. Neuromuscular system of
the flexible arm of the octopus: physiological characterization.
J Neurophysiol. 2000;83(3):1315 1328.
35. Vapnik VN. Statistical Learning Theory. New York: Wiley; 1998.
36. Hebb DO. The Organization of Behavior; A Neuropsychological
Theory. New York: Wiley; 1949.

4. MECHANISMS FROM THE MOST IMPORTANT SYSTEMS

REFERENCES

37. Lima PA, Nardi G, Brown ER. AMPA/kainate and NMDA-like
glutamate receptors at the chromatophore neuromuscular junction of the squid: role in synaptic transmission and skin patterning. Eur J Neurosci. 2003;17(3):507 516.
38. Kandel ER, Schwartz JH, Jessell TM. Principles of Neural Science.
4th ed. New York: McGraw-Hill; 2000.
39. Garthwaite J. Concepts of neural nitric oxide-mediated transmission. Eur J Neurosci. 2008;27(11):2783 2802.
40. Robertson JD, et al. Nitric oxide is necessary for visual learning
in Octopus vulgaris. Proc Biol Sci. 1996;263(1377):1739 1743.
41. Robertson JD, Bonaventura J, Kohm AP. Nitric oxide is required
for tactile learning in Octopus vulgaris. Proc Biol Sci. 1994;256
(1347):269 273.
42. Susswein AJ, Chiel HJ. Nitric oxide as a regulator of behavior:
new ideas from aplysia feeding. Prog Neurobiol. 2012;
97(3):304 317.
43. Bailey CH, et al. Is heterosynaptic modulation essential for stabilizing Hebbian plasticity and memory? Nat Rev Neurosci. 2000;
1(1):11 20.
44. Keene AC, Waddell S. Drosophila olfactory memory: single genes
to complex neural circuits. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2007;8(5):341 354.
45. Kemenes I, O’Shea M, Benjamin PR. Different circuit and monoamine mechanisms consolidate long-term memory in aversive
and reward classical conditioning. Eur J Neurosci. 2011;33
(1):143 152.
46. Schultz W. Behavioral dopamine signals. Trends Neurosci.
2007;30(5):203.
47. Glanzman DL. Common mechanisms of synaptic plasticity minireview in vertebrates and invertebrates. Curr Biol. 2010;20(1):
R31 R36.

317

48. Kandel ER. The molecular biology of memory storage: a dialogue between genes and synapses. Science. 2001;294(5544):
1030 1038.
49. Shomrat T, et al. Serotonin is a facilitatory neuromodulator of
synaptic transmission and “reinforces” long-term potentiation
induction in the vertical lobe of Octopus vulgaris. Neuroscience.
2010;169(1):52 64.
50. Boyer C, et al. Distribution of neurokinin A-like and serotonin
immunoreactivities within the vertical lobe complex in Sepia officinalis. Brain Res. 2007;1133(1):53 66.
51. Reyes FD, et al. Reinforcement in an in vitro analog of appetitive
classical conditioning of feeding behavior in Aplysia: blockade
by a dopamine antagonist. Learn Mem. 2005;12(3):216 220.
52. Cassenaer S, Laurent G. Conditional modulation of spiketiming-dependent plasticity for olfactory learning. Nature.
2012;482(7383):47 52.
53. Moser EI, et al. Impaired spatial learning after saturation of
long-term potentiation. Science. 1998;281(5385):2038 2042.
54. Stellar E. Physiological psychology. Annu Rev Psychol.
1957;8:415 436.
55. Corkin S. What’s new with the amnesic patient H.M.? Nat Rev
Neurosci. 2002;3(2):153 160.
56. Shomrat T, et al. The octopus vertical lobe modulates short-term
learning rate and uses LTP to acquire long-term memory. Curr
Biol. 2008;18(5):337 342.
57. Hochner B. An embodied view of octopus neurobiology. Curr
Biol. 2012;22(20):R887 R892.
58. Emes RD, et al. Evolutionary expansion and anatomical specialization of synapse proteome complexity. Nat Neurosci. 2008;11
(7):799 806.

4. MECHANISMS FROM THE MOST IMPORTANT SYSTEMS

