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A bstract. W e review the theory of neuralnetw orks, as it has em erged In the last ten
years or so w ithin the physics com m unity, em phasizing questions ofbiological relevance
over those of In portance In m athem atical statistics and m achine leaming theory.

1 Introduction

Understanding at last som e of the functioning of our own brain is certainly
an extraordinary scienti ¢ and intellectual challenge and it requires the com —
bined e ort ofm any di erent disciplines. Each indiridual group can grasp only
a lim ited set ofaspects, but its particularm ethods, questions and resuls can in—

uence, stin ulate and hopefully enrich the thoughts of others. T his is the fram e
in which the follow Ing contrdution, w ritten by theoretical physicists, should be
seen.

Statistical physics usually deals w ith large collections of sim ilar or identical
buiding blocks, m aking up a gas, a liquid or a solid. For the collective behav—
Jor of such an assambly m ost of the properties of the ndividual elem ents are
only ofm arginal relevance. T his allow s to construct crude and sim pli ed m od—
els which nevertheless reproduce certain aspects w ith extrem ely high accuracy.
An essential part of thism odeling is to nd out which of the properties of the
elem ents are relevant and what kind of questions can or cannot be treated by
such m odels. The usual goal is to construct m odels as sin ple as possble and
to leave out asm any details as possible, even if they are perfectly well known.
T he naturalhope is that the essential properties can be understood better on a
sin ple m odel. T his, on the other hand, seem s to contrast the ideals ofm odeling
in other disciplines and this can severely obstruct the interdisciplinary exchange
of thoughts.

Our brain B raittenberg and Schuz, 1991) is certainly not an unstructured
collection of identical neurons. It consists of various areas perform ing special
tasks and com m unicating along speci c pathways.Even on a an aller scale i is
organized into layers and colum ns. N evertheless the overw helm ing m a prity of
neurons In our brain belongs to one of perhaps three types. Furthem ore, on
an even an aller scale, neurons seem to Interact in a rather disordered fashion,
and the pathways between di erent areas are to som e degree di use. K egping
in m ind that m odels of neural netw orks w ith no a priori structure are certainly
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lim ited, it is of interest to see how structures can evolve by leaming processes
and what kind of tasks they can perfom .

O ver the last ten or m ore years, abstract and sim pli ed m odels of brain
finctions have been a target of research In statisticalphysics Am i, 1989; Hertz
et al, 1991). A model of an associative m em ory was proposed by Hop eld in
1982, ollow Ing earlier work by Caianello and Little. This m odel is not only
based on extrem ely simpli ed neurons M cCulloch-P itts, 1943), i also serves
a heavily schem atized task, the storage and retrieval of uncorrelated random
pattems. This twofold idealization m ade i, however, tractable and accessble
for quantitative results. In the m eantin e there have been m any extensions of
thism odel, som e of which w illbe discussed later on. O ne of the essential points
of this m odel is the fact that inform ation is stored in a distrbuted fashion In
the synaptic connections am ong the neurons. Each synapse carries inform ation
about each pattem stored, such that destruction ofpart ofthe synapses doesnot
destroy the whole m em ory. T he storage of a pattem requires a leaming process
which resultsin am odi cation ofthe strength ofall synapses.T he originalm odel
wasbased on a sim ple lraming rule, essentially the one proposed by H ebb, which
is In a sense a neuronalm anifestation ofP aw low ’s ideas of conditional re exes.
Regarding kaming, again m ore sophisticated rules have been Investigated and
are discussed later.

Even restricting ourselves to this kind ofm odels, we can sketch only a small
part of what has been worked out in the past, and only sm all parts also of the
progress In getting those m odels closer to biology. It is Interesting to note that
arti cialneuralnets, In the fom of algorithm s or hardw are, have found m any
technicalapplications. T his aspect w 11, how ever, be left aside aIn ost com pletely.

B efore entering the discussion of lraming orm em ory, we want to give a brief
overview over the biologicalbackground of neurons, their basic finctioning and
their arrangem ent in the brain B raitenberg and Schuz, 1991; Abeles, 1991).

2 Biologicalvs.Form alN euralN ets

2.1 B iologicalB ackground

A typicalneuron, eg.a pyram idalcell (see F ig. 1 next page), consists ofthe cell
body or som a; extending from it there is a branched structure of about 2 mm
diam eter, called dendrite, and the nerve ber or axon, which again branches and
can have extensions reaching distant parts ofthe brain . T he branches ofthe axon
end at so called synapses w hich m ake contact to the dendrites of other neurons.
T here are of course also axons com ing In from sensory organs or axons reaching
out to the m otor system . Com pared to the number of connections w ithin the
brain, their num ber is rather am all. T his am azing fact lndicates perhaps that the
brain is prin arily busy analyzing the sparse Input or shu ng around intemal
Inform ation.

The m ain purpose of a neuron is to receive signals from other neurons, to
process the signalsand nally to send signals again to other cells.W hat happens
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In more detail is the follow ing. A ssum e a cell is excited, which m eans that the
electrical potential across its m em brane exceeds som e threshold. T his creates
a short electric pulse, of about 1 m sec duration, which travels along the axon
and ultin ately reaches the synapses at the ends of its branches. H aving sent a
spike, the cell retums to is resting state. A spike arriving at a synapse releases
a certain am ount of so called neuro{tranam itter m olecules which di use across
the am all gap between synapse and dendrite of som e other cell. The neurof
tranam itters them selves then open certain channel proteins in the m em brane of
the postsynaptic celland this nally In uences the electrical potentialacross the
m em brane ofthis cell. T he neuro{tranam ittersreleased from pyram idalcellshave
the e ect ofdriving the potential of the postsynaptic cell tow ards the threshold,
their synapses are called excitatory. T here are, however, also inhbiory cells
w ith neuro{tranan iters having the opposite e ect. The Individual changes of
the potential caused by the spikes of the presynaptic cells are collected over a
period ofabout 10 m sec and ifthe threshold is reached the postsynaptic cell tself

res a spike. Typically 100 incom ing goikes w thin this period are necessary to
reach this state.

Dendrite

Soma

Axon

Fig.l. Schem atic view ofa neuron

T he hum an brain contains 10*° to 10! neurons and m ore than 10'* synaptic
connections am ong them . The neurons are arranged in a thin layer of about 2
mm on the surface, the cortex, and each mm ? contains typically 10° such cells.
T hism eans that the dendritic trees of these cells penetrate each other and form
a dense web. P art of the axons of these cells again pro fct onto the dendrites in
the inm ediate neighborhood and only a fraction reaches m ore distant regions
of the brain. This m eans that on a scal ofa fw mm ® m ore than 10° neurons
are tightly connected. T his does not In ply that m ore distant regions are weakly
coupled. The huge am ount of white m atter containing axons connecting m ore
distant parts only indicates the possibility of strong interactions of such regions
aswell.

Tt is tem pting to com pare this w ith structures which we nd wihin the in—
tegrated circuits of an electronic com puter. T he typical size of a synapse is 0.1
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m , whereas the an allest structures found in Integrated circuits are about ve
tin es asbig. T he packing density of synapses attached to a dendrite is about 10°
permm ?, whereas only 1=1000 of this packing density is reached in electronic
devices.A com parison ofthe com putationalpow er is also in pressive. A m odem
com puter can perform up to 10° elem entary operations per sec. The com pu—
tational power of a single neuron is rather low, but they all work In parallel.
A ssum ing that a neuron reswih a rate of 10 spikes per sec, which is typical,
and assum ing that each spike transm itted through a synapse corresoonds to an
elem entary com putation, we nd a com puting power of about 10'° operations
per second. T hese num bers have to be kept in m ind ifwe try to in itate brain
functions w ith arti cialdevices.

22 Fomm alNeurons | Spikes vs.R ates

T he actual processes going on when a spie is form ed or when i arrives at a
synapse and its signal is tranan itted to the next neuron, nvolve an interplay of
various channels, Jonic currents and tranam itter m olecules. T his should not be
of concem as long as we are interested only in the data processing aspects. A

serious question is, however, what carries the inform ation? Is i a single spike
and its precise tin ing or is the Infom ation coded in the ring rates? For sensory

neurons the proposition of rate coding seem s well established. T hese neurons
typically have rather high ring rates in their excited state. For the brain this
ismuch less clear since the typical spike rates are Iow and the intervals betw een

tw o successive soikes em itted by a neuron are longer or at best of the order of
the tin e over which incom ing spikes are accum ulated. N evertheless a spike rate
coding is usually assum ed for the brain as well. This m eans that a rate has to
be considered as an average over the spikes ofm any presynaptic neurons rather
than a tem poralaverage over the spikesan itted by a single cell. T his isplausible,
having in m ind that typically 100 orm ore arriving spikes are necessary to release
an outgoing spoike. This suggests for the ring rate ; ofa neuron i

0 1
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where # is som e threshold and (x) is som e Increasing function of x. The sin -
plest assumption s ®) = 0 forx < Oand &)= 1 forx > 0.Thismodel
was rst proposed by M cCulloch and P itts (1943). The quantity W ;3 describes
the coupling e cacy of the synapse connecting the presynaptic cell j w ith the
postsynaptic cell i. For excitatory synapsesW i3 > 0, and for inhibitory synapses
Wi < 0.

Thism odel certainly leaves outm any e ects. For instance the assum ption of
linear superposition of incom ing signals neglects any dependence on the position
of the synapse on the dendritic tree.
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Investigating netw orks of spiking neurons, one has again designed sim pli ed
m odels. O ne of them is the integrate and re neuron which m in ics the m echa—
nign of spike generation at least In a crude way. It sum s up incom ing signalsby
changing the m em brane potential. A s soon as a certain threshold is reached, the
neuron resand the m embrane potential is reset to its resting value.

If rate coding is appropriate, results obtained for the rst kind of networks
should be reproduced by netw orks of spiking neurons aswell. O n the other hand
there are m any questions which can only be taken up within the fram ework
of spiking neurons, for nstance which role the precise tin ing of soikes plays
Abeles, 1991) or whether the activity In a network w ith excitatory couplings
am ong is neurons can be stabilized by adding inhibitory neurons Am it et al,
1994;1996).

2.3 Hebbian Learning | Sparse C oding

Them ost ram arkable feature of neuralnetw orks is their ability to leam. This is
attrbuted to a certain plasticity ofthe synaptic coupling strengths. T he question
is of course, how is this plasticity used in a m eaningfulway?

T he basic idea proposed by Hebb (1949) actually goes back to the notion of
conditional re exes put forward by Pawlow . Assum e a stinulus A results in a
reaction R . If sin ultaneously w ith A a second stin ulus B is applied, then after
som e training stin ulis B alone willbe su cient to trigger reaction R, although
this was not the case before training. Let A be represented by the activity ofa
neuron ' and the reaction R by neuron ibecom ing active. This would be the
case if the coupling W ;+ is su ciently strong. Before training, the stimnulus B,
represented by the activity of neuron j, is assum ed not to trigger the reaction
R .That is, the coupling W ;5 is assum ed to be weak.D uring training w ith A and
B present, the cells j and i are sim ultaneously active, the latter being activated
by cell *.A ssum e now that the synaptic strength W ;5 betw een neurons j and iis
Increased, ifboth cells are sin ultaneously active. T hen, affer som e training, this
coupling W ;5 willbe strong enough to sustain the reaction R without A being
applied, provided B is present. T his is represented by the Hebb leaming rule

W i35/ 315 @)

M ost ram arkably this lreaming rule does not require a direct connection betw een
the cells * and j representing the stinuliA and B . That is, the equivalence of
stin uliA and B hasbeen lkamt w ithout any a priorirelation between A and B .
W hat has been used is only the sin ultaneous occurrence of A and B .D egoie
its sin plicity this lraming rule is extrem ely powerfiil.

Tt is not com pltely clear how such a change In the synaptic e cacies is
realized In detail, whether i is caused by changes In the synapse itself or by
changes in the density of receptor proteins on the m em brane of the dendrite of
the postsynaptic neuron. N evertheless it is plausble at least in the sense that
this lraming process depends only on the sim ultaneous state of the pre— and
postsynaptic cell. Tt is generally assum ed that leaming takes place on a time
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scale much slower than the intrinsic tin e scale of a few m sec characteristic of
neuraldynam ics.

W e can now go one step further and consider the leaming ofm ore than one
pattem. A pattem is a certain con guration of active and inactive neurons. A
pattemn, say , is represented by a set ofvariables ; foreach pattermn and neuron.
Thism eans that in pattemn neuron i reswih a rate ; .In themost smpl
case ; = 1 ifiisexcited and ; = 0 otherw ise.Having leamt a set of pattems

the couplings, according to the above leaming rule, have the valies

X

Wisg=W, 3)

whereW , hasthem eaning ofa leaming strength . A ctually this lraming strength
m ight also depend on the kind of pattem presented, for instance on whether
the pattem is new , unexpected, relevant in som e sense or under which global
situation, attention, laziness or stress, it is presented. T his can lad to In proved
leaming or suppression of uninteresting infom ation.

T he above lraming rule is constructed such that, at least forw , > 0, only
excitatory couplings are generated. T his is In accordance w ith the nding that
the pyram idal neurons have excitatory synapses only and that the plasticity of
the synapses is m ost pronounced in this cell type. This causes, on the other
hand, a problem .A network w ith excitatory synapses only would shortly go into
a state where allneurons are ring at a high rate. T he cortex contains, how ever,
Inhibitory cells as well. T he lkely purpose of these cells is to control the m ean
activity of the network and to prevent it from reaching the unwanted state of
uniform high activity. A m alfunctioning of this requlation is probably the cause
of epileptic seizures.

Actually them ean activity iIn ourbrain seem s to be rather low . Thism eans
that at a given tin e only a an allpercentage ofthe neuronsis ring at an elevated
rate. Typical pattems are sparse, having m any m ore 0’s than 1’s. This isa bit
surprising since the m axin al inform ation per pattem is contained in binary
pattems w ith approxin ately equal num ber of 0’s and 1’s and such symm etric
coding is also used In our com puters.N evertheless there are severalgood reasons
for sparse coding, som e ofwhich w illbe discussed later.

In the orignal Hop eld m odel the degree of abstraction is pushed a step
further.H ere sym m etric pattemsw ith equalnum berof0’sand 1’sare considered.
This requires a m odi ed leaming rule. First of all the inactive state is now
represented by 1 rather than 0. W ih this m odi cation the above laming
rule can again be used, but now the coupling strength can also be weakened
and the couplings can acquire negative values. Furthem ore it is assum ed that
each neuron is connected to every other neuron and that the couplings betw een
two neurons have the sam e value in both directions. This is certainly rather
unrealistic in view of the biological background.M odi ed m odels w ith one or
the other sin plifying assum ption rem oved have been investigated as well. T hey
show , how ever, quite sim ilar behavior. T his dem onstrates the robustness of the
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m odels w ith respect to m odi cations of details, which m ight again serve as a
Justi cation ofthis sim ple kind ofm odeling.

24 Transm ission D elays

T he propagation of a spike along the axon, the transn ission ofthis signalacross
the synapse and the propagation along the dendrite take som e tin e. T his causes
som e totaldelay i3, typically a few m sec, in the tranam ission of a signal from
neuron j to neuron i. lhoorporating this into eq.(l) yields a m odi ed form

0 1
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A s long aswe are Interested In slow processes, this delay is of no relevance.
On the other hand it gives the opportunity to generate or leam sequences of
pattems evolving in tin e. This m ight be of relevance In processes like speech
generation or recognition, or in generating periodic or aperiodic m otions. O ther
proposals use this m echanism for tem poral linking of di erent features of the
sam e ob fct or for the segm entation of stin uli generated by unrelated ob Fcts.
Anotherm echanism which m ight play a role in this context is the phenom enon
of fatigue. Thism eans that the ring rate ofan excited neuron, even at constant
nput, goes down after a while. The associated tim e scales can vary from few
m sec up to m inutes or hours. In any case there are severalm echanism s which
can be used for the generation or recognition of tem poral structures and we are
com Ing back to this point later.

T he picture developed so farcertainly leavesoutm any interesting and in por-
tant aspects. N evertheless even this oversin pli ed fram e allow s to understand
som e basic m echanian s. On the other hand it is far from a description of the
brain as a whole.W hat is certainly m issing, is the structure on a larger scal.
In order to proceed in this direction one would have to construct m odules per—
form ing special tasks, like data preprocessing orm em ory, and one would have to
arrange foram eaningfill interplay ofthosem odules. T his is currently farbeyond
our possbilities, as we are lacking analytic tools or com putational power and,
perhaps m ore in portantly even, good questions and well form alizable tasks to
be put to such a m odular architecture.

3 Learming and G eneralization

G iven that we Interpret the ring pattems of a neural network as representing
Inform ation, neural dynam ics m ust be regarded as a form of inform ation pro—
cessing. M oreover, disregarding the fiill com plexiy of the Intemal dynam ics of
single neurons, as we have good reasons to do (see Sec.22), we nd the course
of neural dynam ics, hence inform ation processing in a neural networks, being
determ ined by its synaptic organization.
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C onsequently, shaping the inform ation processing capabilities ofa neuralnet-
work requires changing is synapses. In a neural setting, this process is called
\leaming", or \training", as opposed to \programm ing" in the context of sym —
bolic com putation. Indeed, as we have already indicated above, the process of
leaming is rather di erent from that of programm ing a com puter. It is ncre-
m ental, som etin es repetitive, and it proceeds by way of presenting \exam ples".
T he exam ples m ay represent associations to be im plem ented in the net. T hey
m ay also be instances of som e rule, and one of the reasons for excitem ent about
neuralnetw orks is that they are able to extract rules from exam ples. T hat is, by
a process of training on exam ples they can be m ade to behave according to a set
of rules which | while m anifest in the exam ples | are usually neverm ade ex—
plicit, and are quite offten not known in algorithm ic detail. Such is, Incidentally,
also the case w ith m ost skills hum ans possess (suboconcsiously) . In what follow s,
w e discuss the issues of leaming and generalization In som ew hat greater detail.

W e start by analysing leaming (and generalization) for a single threshold
neuron, the perosptron. First, because i gives us the opportuniy to discuss
som e of the concepts usefiil for a quantitative analysis of lraming already in the
sin plest possib e setting; second, because the sim ple perceptron can be regarded
as the elem entary building block ofnetw orks exhibiting m ore com plicated archi-
tectures, and capable of solving m ore com plicated tasks.

g %
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Fig.2. (a) Feed{forward Network. (b) Network w ith feed{back loops

Regarding architectures, i is usefil to distinguish between so called feed{
forw ard nets, and networks w ith feedback {loops Fig.2). In feed{forward nets,
the inform ation ow isdirected; at their output side, they produce a certain m ap
or function ofthe ring pattems fed into their input layer.G iven the architecture
of such a layered net, the function it in plem ents is detem ined by the values of
the synaptic weights between its neurons. Networks w ith feedback{loops, on
the other hand exhibi and utilize non {trivial dynam ical properties. For them ,
the notion of (dynam ical) attractor is of particular relevance, and leaming ain s
at constructing desired attractors, be they xed points, lin it cycles or chaotic.
W e discuss attractor netw orks separately lateron In Sec. 4.F nally, feed {forward
architecturesm ay be com bined w ith elem entsproviding feedback { loops in special
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ways to create so{called feature m aps, which we also brie y describe.

T he physics{approach to analyzing leaming and generalization has consisted
In supplem enting general considerations w ith quantitative analyses of heavily
schem atized situations. M ain tools have been statistical analyses, which can
however be quite forcefiil (@nd luckily offen sinple) when the size of a given
Inform ation processing task becom es large in a sense to be speci ed below .

Tt goes w ithout saying that this approach would not be com plete w ithout
dem onstrating | either theoretically, by way of sin ulations, or, by studying
Soecialexam ples | that them ain functional features and trends seen in abstract
statistical settings would survive the rem oval of a broad range of idealizations
and sin pli cations, and that they, indeed, prove to be resilient against changing

ne details at the m icroscopic level.

3.1 Sim ple Perceptrons

A peroeptron m I ics the finctioning ofa single (form al) neuron.G iven an nput
= (17 27:::; y)attsN a erent synapses, it evaluates its local eld orpost—
synaptic potential as weighted sum of the input com ponents 5,

R
ho()= Woy 57 ©)
=1

com pares this w ith a threshold #, and produces an output ( according to is
transfer finction or mput{output relation

o= hol() #); (6)

For sim ple perceptrons, one usually assum es a step { like transfer function. Com -
mon choices are (x) = sgn(x) or ) = (x) depending on whether one
choosesa 1 representation or a 1{0 representation for the active and mnactive
states' .

T he kind of functionality provided by a perceptron has a sin ple geom etrical
Interpretation. Equation (6) show s that a perceptron in plem ents a two-clss
classi cation, assigning an Wactive’ or an ‘nactive’ output{bit to each input
pattem , according to whether it produces a super- or sub{threshold local
Pe]d. T he dividing decision surface is given by the nputs for which W

sWoj 3= # . It is a linear hyperplane orthogonalto the direction ofthe vector
W o ofsynapticweights W ¢4) in theN -din ensionalspace of inputs F ig. 3).Pat-
tem setswhich are classi able that way are called linearly separable.T he linearly
separable fam ily ofproblem s is certainly non {trivial, but cbviously also of lim ied
com plexity. Taking Boolean functions of two inputs as an exam ple, and choos—
ing the representation 1  true and 0 false, one ndsthat AND ( 1; 2), and
OR(1; 2) aswellasIMPL(1; ,) are lnearly ssparable, whereas XOR (15 2)
isnot.

! () isHeaviside's step function: (x)= 1 orx> 0and (x)= 0 otherw ise.
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F ig.3. Linear separation by a perceptron

Tt is Interesting to see, how Hebbian leaming, the m ost prom nent candidate
for a biologically plausble lraming algorithm , would perform on leaming a lin—
early separable set of associations.A problem that hasbeen thoroughly studied
is that of lraming random associations. T hat is, one is given a set of input pat—
tems , = 1;:::;P, and their associated set of desired output labels , .Each
bi in each pattem is independently chosen to be either active or inactive w ith
equal probability and the sam e is assum ed for the output bits.

It has been known for some tine (Cover, 1965) that such a set of random
associations is typically lnearly separable, as long as the numberP ofpattems
does not exceed tw ice the dim ension N of the nput space, P 2N . It tums
out that the suitable representation of the active and inactive states for this
problem | ie., appropriate for the given pattem statistics | isa 1 represen—
tation .M oreover, due to the sym m etry betw een active and inactive states in the
problem , a zero threshold should be chosen.

Leaming a la Hebb by correlating pre— and postsynaptic activities, one has

(W o3) / ; asthe synaptic change in response to a presentation ofpattem

. Aswe have m entioned already, this involves a m odi cation of H ebb’s origi-
nalproposal. Summ Ing contrbutions from all pattems of the problem set, one
obtains (com pare Eq. (3))

b3

Woy = 0 5 @

1
Ny
w here the prefactor is chosen Just to x scales in a m anner that allow s taking a
sensble large system lin it. H ere we distinguish input from output bits by using
di erent sym bols for them . In recursive netw orks, outputs of singlk neurons are
used as Inputs by other neurons of the sam e net, and the distinction will be
dropped In such a context.

Tt is not di cul to dem onstrate that Hebbian lkaming nds an approxim a—
tion to the separating hyperplane, which is rather good for am all problem size
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P , but which becom es progressively worse as the num ber of pattems to be clas—
si ed Increases. To w it, taking an arbirary exam ple out of the set of lramt
pattems, one nds that the Hebbian synapses (7) produce a local eld of the
orm h = ho( )= 4+ .Here , is the correct output-bit corresponding to
the Input pattem (the signal), which is produced by the {th contribution
(W o3) totheW o5.Theothercontributionstoh donotadd up constructively.
T ogether they produce the noise tem . In the lJarge system lim i, one can ap-
peal to the central lim i theorem to show that the probability density of the
noise is G aussian w ith zero m ean and variance = P=N .? A m isclassi cation
occurs, ifthe noise succeeds in reversing the sign determ ined by the signal |, . Its
probability depends therefore only on , the ratio ofproblem size P and system
sizeN.Itjsexponentja]Jysma]l| Perr () exp( 1=2) | for snall , but
Increases to sizeable values already way below .= 2, which is the largest value
for which the problem is linearly separable, ie. the largest value for which we
know that a solution w ith P., = 0 typically exists. If, however, a nite fraction
of errors is tolerable, and such can be the case, when one is interested in the
overall output of a large array of perceptrons, then m oderate levels of loading
can, of course, be acoepted. W e shall see in Sec. 4 below that this is a standard
situation in recursive netw orks.

T he argum ent just presented can be extended to show that even distorted
versions of the leamt pattems are classi ed correctly with a reasonably small
error probability, provided the distortions are not too severe and, again, the
Joading Jevel isnot too high.

The m odi ed Hebbian laming prescription m ay be generalized to handle
low activity data, ie. pattems w ith unequal proportions of active and inactive
bits. The appropriate lraming rule ism ost succinctly form ulated In tem s of a
1-0 representation for the active and nactive states and reads

(W 03) / %7 ®)

where ) = [  aouc and Nj = 5 @mnys w ith ay,-qut denoting the probability of
having active bits at the lnput and output sides, respectively.N on—zero thresholds
are generally needed to achieve the desired linear separation. Interestingly this
rule \approaches" H €bb’s originalprescription in the low activity lin it ay—our !
0; the strongest synaptic changes occur, if both, presynaptic and postsynaptic
neuron are active, and leaming generates predom nantly excitatory synapses.
Interestingly also, this rule bene ts from low activity at the output side: The
variance of the noise contribution to local elds is reduced by a factor agut (@
aout)=0 ap) relative to the case ay, = acut = %, leading to reduced error rates
and correspondingly enlarged storage capacities. W e shall retum to this issue In
Sec. 4 below .

Two tiny m odi cations of the Hebbian lraming rule (7),(8) serve to boost
its power considerably. First, synapses are changed in response to a pattem
presentation only, if the pattem is currently m isclassi ed. If , is the desired

2 The precise value is actually P 1)=N .
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output bit corresponding to an nput pattem w hich is currently m isclassi ed,
then

(W o3) / " i ©)

J
where " isan errorm ask that signi es whether the pattem in question is cur-
rently misclassi ed (" = 1) ornot (" = 0).Here,a 1 representation for the
output bits is assum ed; the input pattems can be chosen arbitrarily in RY .sec
ond, pattem presentation and (conditional) updating of synapses according to
(9) is continued as Iong as errors In the pattem set occur. T he resulting leaming
algorithm is called percepton kaming.

An altemative way of phrasing (9) uses the output error , = | 0r iey
the di erence between the desired |, and the current actualoutput bit , for
pattem .Thisgives (W o5) / | j-may be read as a com bined process
of leaming the desired association and \unleaming" the current erroneous one.

W ith Hebbian lraming, perceptron leaming shares the feature that synaptic
changes are determ ined by data locally available to the synapse | the values
of nput and (desired) output bits. Both, the locality, and the sim plicity of the
essentially Hebbian correlation {type synaptic updating rule m ust be regarded
prerequisites for qualifying perogptron lkeaming | Indeed any laming rule | to
be considered as a \reasonable abstraction" of a biological lraming m echanism .

Unlke Hebbian leaming proper, perogptron keaming requires a supervisor or
teacher to com pare current and desired perform ance. H ere | asw ith any other
supervised leaming algorithm | is, perhaps, a problm , because neither do our
synapses know about our higher goals, nor do we have in m ediate or delberate
control over our synaptic weights. It is conceivable though that the necessary
supervision and feedback be provided by other neuralm odules, provided that
the output of the perceptron in question is \directly visbl" to them and am ore
or less direct neuralpathway for feedback is available.W e w ill have occasion to
retum to this issue later on.

T he resulting advantage of supervised perceptron leaming over sin ple H eb—
bian lraming is, however, dram atic. P erceptron leaming is guaranteed to nd a
solution to a lraming task affter nitely m any updatings, provided only that a
solution exists, and no assum ptions conceming pattem statistics need be m ade.
M orevoer, leaming of thresholds can, if necessary, be easily incorporated in the
algorithm . T his is the content of the so{called perceptron convergence theorem
R osenblatt, 1962). For a precise form ulation and for proofs, see R osenblatt,
1962; M insky and Papert, 1969; Hertz et al,, 1991).

So far, we have discussed the problem of storing, or embedding a set of
(random ) associations in a perceptron . It is expedient to distinguish thisproblem
from that of aming a ruk, given only a set of exam ples representative of the
rule.

For the problem of lraming a rule, a new issue m ay be de ned and studied,
viz. that of generalization . G eneralization, as opposed to m em orization, is the
ability of a leamer to perform ocorrectly w ith respect to the rule in situations
(s)he has not encountered before during training.
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Fig.4.G eom etrical view on generalization.

For the perceptron, this issue m ay be fom alized as follow s. O ne assum es
that a rule is given In tem s of som e unknown but xed separating hyperplane
according to which all inputs are to be classi ed.A set ofP exam ples,

o=smW *  );  =1;:5P ; 10)

isproduced by a \teacherperceptron", characterized by its coupling vectorW © =

leamt.That is, asbefore, the nput pattems  are random ly generated; how ever,
the corresponding outputs are now no longer independently chosen at random ,
but xed functions of the mnputs. A \student perceptron" attem pts to leam
this set of exam ples | called the training set | according to som e lkeaming
algorithm .

T he generalization error "y is the probability that student and teacher dis-
agree about the output corresoonding to a random Iy chosen Input that was not
part ofthe training set.Forperceptrons there is a very sin ple geom etricalvisual-
ization for the probability of disagreem ent betw een teacher W * and student W
T is just "y = = ,where isthe angl between the teacher’s and the student’s
coupling vector (see Fig.4).

A ssum e that the student leams the exam ples according to the generalized
Hebb rule. In vector notation,

1 ¥
Wo= — o a1
N

An argum ent in the spirit of the signaltonoiseratio analysis used above to
analyse Hebbian leaming of random associations can be utilized to obtain the
generalization errorasa function ofthe sizeP ofthe training set.To thisend, one
decom poses each Input pattem into its contrdbution paralkel and orthogonal
toW ®.Through (11), this decom position induces a corresponding decom position
ofthe student’s coupling vector, W = W , + W , .Using (10), one can conclude
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that the contrbutions to W , add up constructively, hence kW k grows lke

= P=N w ih the size P of the training set. T he orthogonal contribution W
to the student’s coupling vector, on the other hand, can be interpreted as the
result of an unbiased P {step random walk (a di usion process) in the N 1{
din ensional space orthogonal to W ©, each step of length 1= N . So typically
kW -k ". In the large system lin i, prefactors m ay be cbtained by appeal
to the central lim it theorem , and the average generalization error is thereby
found to be

1 1
"g( ) = — arctan kW -, k=KW kk) = — arctan 2_ . (12)

Tt deacreases from "y’ 035 at the beginning of the training session | the result
one would expect brﬁan_dom guesses | to zero,as ! 1 . The asym ptotic
decreaseis "y () 1= 2 forlarge

The sin ple Hebbian leaming algorithm is thus abl to nd the rule asym p—
totically, although it is never perfect on the training set. A sim ilar argum ent
as that given for the generalization error can be invoked to com pute the aver—
age training error "¢, which is alwaysbounded from above by the generalization
error.

How does the perceptron algorithm perform on the problem of laming a
rule. F irst, since the exam ples them selves are generated by a perosptron, hence
linearly separable, peroeptron leaming is always perfect on the training set.
That is ", = 0 for perceptron leaming. To com pute the generalization error, is
not so easy as for the H ebbian student.W e shalltry to convey the spirit of such
calculations lJater on In Sec.3 3. Let us here Just quote resuls.

A sym ptotically the generalization error for perceptron laming decreases
w ith the size of the training set as "¢ () ! fr large . The prefactor
depends on further details. A veraging over all perceptrons which do provide a
correct classi cation of the training set, ie., over the so{called version space,
one obtains "g" () 0:62= . For a student who always is forced to nd the
best separating hyperplane for the training set (its ordentation is such that the
distance of the classi ed input vectors from either side of the plane ism axim al)
| this is the so{called optin al perceptron | one has "gpt( ) 0:57= .t is
known that the Bayesian optin al classi er (optin alw ith repect to generaliza—
tion rather than training) has "g ayes ()  044= ,but this classi er itself isnot
In plem entable through a sin ple perceptron. E xtensive discussions of these and
related m atters can be found in (G yorgy and T ishby, 1990; W atkin et al, 1993;
O pper and K inzel, 1996; Engel, 1994).

T hus, perceptron leaming generalizes faster than H ebbian leaming, however
at higher ‘tom putational cost’: the perceptron leamer always has to retrain on
the whole new training set every tine a pattem is added to i. A signi cant
am ount of com putational cost is required on top of this, if one always tries to

nd the optim al perceptron.
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3.2 Layered N etworks

To overcom e the 1m fations of sin ple perceptrons so as to realize nput{output
relations m ore com plicated than the lnearly sgparable ones, one m ay resort to
com bining several sin ple perceptrons to build up m ore com plicated architec—
tures.An in portant class com prises the so{called m ulti{ lJayer netw orks to which
wenow tum.

In m uli{layer netw orks, the output produced by a single perceptron is not
necessarily comm unicated to the outside world. Rather one in agihes a setup
w here severalperceptrons are arranged in a Jayered structure, each node in each
layer independently processing inform ation according to its a erent synaptic
weights and is transfer function .The st layer | the input layer | receives
Input from extemal sources, processes i, and relays the processed inform ation
further through possbly several intermm ediate so{called hidden layers.A nal
layer | the output layer | perform s a last processing step and transm its the
resul of the \neural com putation" perform ed in the layered architecture to the
outside world. Synaptic connections are such that no feedback loops exist.

M ulti{layer netw orks consisting of sim pk perceptrons, each in plem enting a
Iinearly separable threshold decision, have been discussed already in the early
sixties under the nam e of G am ba perceptrons (see M Insky and Papert, 1969).
For them , no general lraming algorithm exists. The situation is di erent, and
sin pler, In the case where the elem entary perosptrons m aking up the layered
structure have a sm ooth, di erentiable Input{output relation.For such netw orks
a general{purpose kaming algorithm exists, which is guaranteed to converge at
Jeast locally to a solution, provided that a solution exists for the inform ation
processing task and the network in question.

The algorithm isbased on gradient{descent in an \error{energy landscape".
G iven the inform ation processing task | a set of lnput{output pairs (,; ),

= 1;:::;P to be enbedded in the net | and assum Ing for sin plicity a sihgle
output unit®, one com putes a netw ork error m easure over the set of pattems
1X

E =3 (o) 13)

the output errors |, being de ned as before. For xed input{output relations
, the error m easure is determm ined by the set of all weights of the network
E = EW ).Let Wiy be a weight connecting node j to i. G radient descent

laming aim s at reducing E by adapting the weights W ;3 according to

@E W )
W 3= —— (14)
@W ij

where isa lkaming rate that must be chosen su ciently sm all to ensure con—
vergence to (local) m Inin a of E W ).For a network consisting of a single node,

3 This in plies no loss of generality. The problem m ay be analyzed separately for the
sub-nets feeding each each output node.
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onehas , = , o Wwith = ( jWoy 3)= (), hence
X

W= "ty) N 15)
03 0 0/ 3 0 3’

where © denotes the derivative of . Note that there is a certaln sim ilariy
w ith perceptron leaming. The change of W ¢y is related to the product of a
(renomm alized) error 7, at the output side of node 0 w ith the input inform ation
¢ Summ ed over all pattems

If the network architecture is such that no feed{back loops exist, this rule
is Inm ediately generalized to the muli{layer situation, using the chain rule
of di erential calculus. The resulting algorithm is called the hack{propagation
algorithm for reasons to becom e clear shortly.N am ely, for an arbitrary coupling
W i3 In the net one obtains

W 4= Loy (1e)

where is the input to node i in pattem , com ng from node j (exogpt when
j denotes an extemal nput line, this is not an nput from the outside world),
and 7, is a renom alized output error at node i, com puted by back{propagating

the output{errors of allnodes k to which node i relays its output via W 3,

= YW Chy) a7

N ote that the (renomm alized) error is propagated via the link i ! k by utilizing
that link in the reverse direction! T his kind of error back {propagation needed
for the updating of all links not directly connected to the output node is clearly
biclogically mm plausble. There is currently no evidence for m echanisn s that
m ight provide such functionality In realneural tissue.

M oreover, the algorithm always searches for the nearest localm Inimum in
the error{energy landscape over the space of couplings, which m ight be a spu-
riousm ininum w ih an untolerably large error m easure, and it would be stuck
there. T his kind ofm alfuinctioning of the lamig algorithm can to som e extent
be avoided by introducing stochastic elem ents to the dynam ics which pem it
occasional uphill{m oves. O ne such m echanisn would be provided by \onlne{
leaming", In which the error{m easure is not considered as a sum of (squared)
errors over the full pattem set, but rather as the contribution of the pattem
currently presented to the net, and by training on the pattems in som e random
order.

B ack-propagation is a very versatile algorithm , and it is currently the Work{
horse’ or training m ulti{ layer networks in practical or technical applications.
T he list of real{world problem s, where neural netw orks have been successfiilly
put to work, is already rather in pressive; seeeg. Hertzet al,, 1991).Let us jast
m ention tw o exam ples.O ne ofthe early successeswas to train neuralnetw orksto
read (@nd pronounce) w ritten English text. O ne of the harder problem s, w here
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neural solutions have recently been found com petitive or superior to heuristic
engineering solutions, is the prediction of secondary structure of proteins from

their am ino-acid sequence. Both exam ples share the feature, that algorithm ic
solutions to these problem s are not known, or at least extrem ely hard to for-
m ulate explicitly. In these, as In m any other practical problem s, netw orks were
found to generalize well in situations which were not part of the training set.

A generally unsolved problem in this context is that of choosing the correct
architecture in term s of num bers of layers and num bers of nodes per layer nec—
essary to solve a given task.Beyond the fact that a two{layer archiecture is
su clent to In plem ent continuous m aps between the nput- and output{side,
whereas a three{layer net is necessary, if the m ap to be realized has disconti-
nuities, alm ost nothing is known Hertz et al, 1991).0 ne has to rely on trial{
and{error schem es along the rul of thum b that netw orks should be as large as
necessary, but as sm all as possibk, the rst part addressing the representability
issue, the second the problem that a neural architecture that is too rich w illnot
be forced to extract rules from a training set but sim ply m em orize the training
exam ples, and so w ill generalize poorly. A Igorithm ic m eans to honour this rule
of thumb in one way or another | under the categories of netw ork {pruning or
netw ork {construction algorithm s | do, however, exist Hertz et al,, 1991).

T he situation is again som ew hat better for certain sin pli ed setups | twof
layer G am ba perceptrons where the weights between a hidden layer and the
output node are xed in advance such that the output node com putes a preas—
signed boolean finction ofthe outputs ofthe hidden layer.P opularexam ples are
the so{called com m ittee{m achine (the output follow sthem a prity ofthe hidden
Jayer ouputs) and the parity {m achine (it produces the product ofthe 1 hidden
layer outputs) . For such m achines, storage capacities and generalization curves
for random (input) data have been com puted, and the relevant scales have been
identi ed: T he num ber of random associations that can be em bedded In the net
is proportional to the number N of adjistable weights, and in order to achieve
generalization, the size P of the training set m ust also be proportionalto N .
The com putations are rather involved and approxim ations have to be m ade,
which are not in all cases com pltely under control. M oreover, checks through
num erical sin ulations are ham pered by the absence ofgood leaming algorithm s.
So, whereas scales have been identi ed, prefactors are in som e cases still under
debate. A recent review is (O pper and K inzel, 1996).

N either back {propagation leaming (online oro -line) for generalm uli{layer
netw orks nor existing proposals for leaming In sin pli ed m ulti{layer architec—
tures of the kind just described (see, for Instance, the review by W atkin et
al. (1993)) can clain a substantial degree of biological plausbility. In this con—
text it is perhaps worth pointing out a proposal of Bethge et al (1994), who
use the idea of xing one layer of connections the other way round, and consider
two{layerarchitecturesw ith xed input{to{hidden layer connections.T hese pro—
vide a preprocessing schem e w hich recodes the input data, eg., by representing
them locally in term s ofm utually exclusive features. T his requires, in general, a
large hidden layer and divergent pathw ays. T he advantage in tem s ofbiological
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m odelling is, how ever, twofold. T here is som e evidence that xed preprocessing
of sensory data w hich provides feature detection via divergent neuralpathw ays is
found in nature, for nstance in early vision .M oreover, for lraming in the second
layer, sin ple perceptron kaming can do, which | as we have argued above |
stillhas som e degree ofbiological plausibility to it.Q uantitative analysis reveals
that such a setup, one m ight call  coding{m achine, can realize m appings out—
side the linearly separable class Bethge et al., 1994). T he generalization ability
ofnetw orks ofthis type rem ain to be analyzed quantitatively. It is clear, though,
that the proper scale is again set by the num ber of ad justable unis.
Interestingly, there exist unsupervised leaming m echanisn s that can pro—
vide the sort of feature extraction required in the approach of Bethge et al
P rom inent proposals, which are su ciently close to biological realism , are due
to Linsker (1986) and K chonen (1982;1989).Linsker suggests a m ultilayer archi-
tecture of linear units trained via am odi ed H ebbian leaming rule, orwhich he
dem onstrates the spontaneous em ergence of synaptic connectiviies that create
ordentation selective cells and so—called center{surround cells in upper layers, as
they are also cbserved in the early stages ofvision.K ohonen discusses two{layer
architectures where neurons In the second layer \com pete" for nputs com ing
from the rst, which m ight be a retina. Lateral nhibition, ie., feedback in the
second layer ensures that only a single neuron in the second layer is active at a
tin e, nam ely the one w ith the largest postsynaptic potential for the given input.
An unsupervised adaptation process of synaptic weights connecting the input
layer to the second layer is found to generate a system where each neuron In
the second layer becom es active for a certain group ofm utually sim ilar inputs
(stin uli) . N ote that this presupposes that sin ilarity of, or correlations between
di erent nputs exists. Inputs which are m utually sin ilar, but to a an aller de—
gree, excite nearby cells in the second layer. T hat is, one has feature extraction
which preserves topolgy . M oreover, the resolution of the feature m ap becom es
soontaneously ner for regionsofthe stim ulus space in which stim ulioccurm ore
frequently than in others.D etails can be found in Hertz et al. (1991).

3.3 A GeneralTheoretical Fram ework for Analyzing Learning and
G eneralization

Letusclose the present section w ith a briefand necessarily very schem atic outline
of a general theoretical fram ew ork In termm s of which the issues of lkeaming and
generalization m ay be system atically studied. N ot because we lke to indulge in
form alism , but rather because the theoretical fram ew ork itself adds interesting
persoectives to our way of thinking about neural networks In general, which,
Incidentally, carry m uch further than ourm athem aticalabilities to actually work
through the form alisn In all detail for the vast m a prity of relevant cases. K ey
ideas of the approach presented below can be traced badk to pioneering papers
of E lizabeth G ardner (1987; 1988).

To set up the theoretical fram ework, it is useful to describbe the leaming
process in tem s of a training energy. A ssum e that the task put to a network
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isto embed a certain set P of nput{output pairs ( ; ), = 1;:::;P,where
the output vectors m ay be determ Ined from the Input vectors according
to som e rule, or ndependently chosen. T he training energy m ay then be w ritten
as X

EW ¥ ; 9= "W ) (18)

w ith a sihgle pattem output error "W ; ; ) that is a nonnegative m easure
of the deviation between the actual network output = W ; ) and the
desired output . In the case of recursive networks, m ore speci cally, in the
case of lraming xed point attractors in recursive netw orks, there is of course
no need to distinguish between input and output pattems.

Leaming by gradient descent in an error{energy landscape | that is leaming
as an optin ization process | has been discussed above In connection w ith the
back-propagation algorithm for feed{ forw ard architectures, w here the absence of
feedback { loops allow ed to obtain rather sim ple expressions for the derivatives of
E wih respect to the W j5. It was noted already in that context that, In order
to avoid getting stuck in local suboptin al energy valleys, one m ay supplem ent
the gradient dynam ics w ith a source of noise. This would lead to the Langevin
dynam ics

yye L@ 9t w0 19)
dat QW i3 ! H
In which the (system atic) drift term aim s at reducing the training error, w hereas
the noise allow s occasionalm oves to the worse.

T here ism ore to adding noise than itsbene cialrole in avoiding suboptin al
solutions.N am ely, ifthe noise In (19) istaken to be uncorrelated G aussian w hite
noise, with average h 35 )i= 0 and covardance h 5 (t) x1®)i= 2T 3,4y (€
t%, then the Langevin dynam ics (19) is known to converge asym ptotically to
them odynam ic equilbrium ’ described by a G bbs distribution over the space
of synaptic weights,

PW¥E ; 9=2 'expf EW £ ; 9g: 20)

Here denctesan inverse tem perature? in units of Boltzm ann’s constant, =
1=T . In the case where the W ;5 are only allowed to take on discrete values, the
Langevin dynam ics (19) would have to be replaced by a M onte{C arlo dynam ics
at nite tem perature, the analog of gradient decscent being realized In the lim it
T ! 0.The equilbrium distrbution would still be given by (20), if transition
probabilities of the discrete stochastic dynam icsw ere properly chosen.N ote that
P depends param etrically on the choice of training exam ples.

Now two interesting things have happened. F irst, by introducing a suiable
form ofnoise and by considering the long tin e 1im it of the ensuing stochastic
dynam ics, we know the distribution P over the space ofweights explicitly, sowe

4 N ote that we use tem perature T not as specifying am bient tem perature, but sin ply
as a m easure of the degree of stochasticity in the dynam ics.
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can in principle com pute averagesand uctuationsofall observablesofwhich we
know how they depend on theW 35 .Second, by considering the equilibbrium distri-
bution (20), one is Jooking at an \ensem ble of lramers" w hich have reached, eg.,
a certaln average asym ptotic training error, and one is thereby deem phasizing
all details of the laming m echanism that m ay have been put to work to achieve
that state. This last circum stance is one of the in portant sources by which the
general fram ew ork acquires its predictive power, because it is m ore lkely than
not that we do not know the actualm echanisn s at work during laming, and
0 it is gratifying to see that at least asym ptotically the theory does not require
such know ledge.

O fthe quantities we are Interested in to com pute, one is the average training

error
Z

IEi=E W f ; gi= dW)PW ¥ ; 9QEW ¥ ; 9 ; @I1)

wherethem easured W ) encodeswhatevera{prioriconstraintsm ightbe known
to hold about the W ;5. Tt m ay also be obtained from the \free energy"
Z

F = ‘mz = 'h d @W)expf EW ¥ ; 9)g @2)
corresoonding to the G bbs distribution (20) via the them odynam ic relation
) @
Ei= @— F : 23)

T he result stilldepends on the (random ) exam ples chosen for the training set, so
an extra average over the di erent possible realizations of the training set m ust
be perform ed, which gives
Zy
E(;P)= WE ifi= d( ; ()EL: (24)

Such an average is autom atically in plied, if one replaces the free energy in the
them odynam ic relation (23) by its average over the possble training sets, ie.,
the so called quenched freeenergy F ¢ = Ttin z i.Sim ﬂﬁr]y, the average gen—
eralization error is obtained by rst considering "W )= d (; )"@W ; ; ),
that is, the single pattem output error used in (19), averaged over all possble
nput output pairs which were not part of the training set, and by com puting

"g(jP) = Hh"g W )idl : @5)

A ctually, it tums out that the addiional averaging over the various realizations
of the training set need not really be perform ed, because each training set will
typically produce the sam e outcom €, which is therefore called self{averaging.
Technically, however, such averages are usually easier to handle than speci c
realizations, and the averages are therefore nevertheless com puted. The sam e
situation is, lncidentally, encountered in the analysis of disordered condensed
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m atter system s. N ot too surprisingly therefore, it is this subdiscipline of physics
from which m any of the technical tools used In quantitative analyses of neural
netw orks have been borrowed.

Tt iswellknow n that the statistical analysis of conventionalcondensed m atter
com es up w ith virtually determ inistic relationsbetw een m acroscopic cbservables
characteristic ofthe system sbeing investigated, as their size becom es large (think
of relations between tem perature, pressure and densiy, ie., equations of state
forgases) . In view ofthe appearance of relations of statisticalthermm odynam ics in
the above analysis, one m ay wonder whether analogous determ inistic relations
would em erge In the present context. This is lndeed the case, and i m ay be
regarded as the second source of predictive pow er of the general approach.

In the large system 1im it, that is, asthe num ber N of synaptic couplings be—
com es large, the distribution (20) w illlgive virtually allweighttoW {con gurations
w ith the sam em acroscopic pro&eltjes.Am ong these are, in particular, the train—
Ing error per pa ,"=p ! EW £ ; g),and the generalization error

"
g

T he analysis reveals that a proper large system lim it generally requires to
scale the size P of the training set according to P = N , as we have ocbserved
previously In speci c examples.AsN ! 1 (at xed ) laming and gener-
alization errors are typically | ie., or the overwheln ing m a prity of realiza—
tions | given by their them odynam ic averages (as functions on the {scalk),
"=P 'E(;P)! "c(;)and"g! "g(; ).

T he reason for the generalization error to be am ong the predictable m acro—
scopic quantities stem s fcqgl the fact that it is related to the distance In weight
space, W SW )=N ! o O 5 W i3)?, between the network con guration
W and the target con guration W * which the leamer is trying to approxin ate.
This is itself a (nomm alized) extensive observable which typically acquires non—

uctuating values in the thermm odynam ic 1im it.

T he results obtained via the statistical m echanics approach are, as we have
indicated, typical in the sense that they are likely to be shared by the vast
m a priy of realizations. This is to be seen In contrast to a set of resuls about
lraming and generalization, obtained w ithin the m achine{leaming com m unity
under the paradigm of \probably aln ost correct leaming".T hey usually refer to
worst{case scenarios and do, indeed, usually tum out to be overly pessin istic.
W e referto W atkin et al, 1993;Engel, 1994; O pper and K inzel, 1996) form ore
details on thism atter.

In the zero{tem perature ( ! 1 ) lin i, the G bbs distrbution 20) gives
all weight to the synaptic con gurations which realize the an allest conceivable
training error.A n interesting question to study in this context isw hat the lJargest
valie of is, such that them Inim um training energy is still zero. T his then gives
the size of largest pattem set that can be em bedded w ithout errors in the given
architecture | irregpective ofw hatever lkeaming algorithm m ight be used to train
the net. T his num ber is called the absolute capacity of the net, and it depends,
of course, on the pattem statistics. In the case where outputs in the pattem set
are generated according to som e rule, one obtains Inform ation as to w hether the
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rule is lreamable, ie., representable in the netw ork under consideration, or not.
For unbiased binary random pattems, the absolute capaciy is found to be
< = 2 for networks consisting of sin ple threshold elem ents, and w ithout hid-
den neurons. T he num ber increases, if the pattems to be embedded in the net
have unequal proportions of active and inactive bits (see also Sec. 4 below ); i
decreases if one wants to em bed pattems w ith a certain stability, that is, such
that correct classi cations are obtained even w ith a certain am ount of distortion
at the input side G ardner, 1987; G ardner, 1988). In attractor netw orks, large
stability im plies large basins of attraction for the pattems em bedded in the net.

Another way to phrase these ideas is to note that leaming of pattems puts
restrictions on the allow ed synaptic couplings. T he absolute capaciy is reached
when the volum e of allowed couplings, which becom es progressively sm aller,
asm ore and m ore pattems are being em bedded In the net, eventually shrinks
to zero. The logarithm of the allowed volum e is like an entropy, a m easure of
diversity. Leaming then reduces the allowed diversity in the space of (perfect)
leamers. Sin ilarly, by laming a rule from exam ples, the volum e In the space
of couplings w ill shrink w ith increasing size of the training set, and eventually
be concentrated around the coupling vector representative of the target rule.
G eneralization ensues.

An Interesting application of these ideas as m eans to predict the e ects of
brain lesionshasbeen put forward by V irasoro (1988).H e dem onstrated that af-
ter leaming hierarchically organized data | Item s grouped in classes of com par-
atively large sin flarity w ithin classes, and greater dissin ilarity between classes
| the class nform ation contained in each pattem enpys a greater em bedding
stability than the inform ation that identi es a pattem as a speci ¢ m ember
of a class. A s a consequence, brain lesions that random ly destroy or disturb a
certain fraction of synapses after lraming, will lead to the e ect that the soe—
ci ¢ inform ation is lost rst, and the class Informm ation only when destructions
becom e m ore severe. An exam pl of the ensuing kind ofm alfinctioning is pro—
vided by the prosopagnosia syndrom e | characterized by the abiltly of certain
persons to recognize faces as faces, w ithout being able to distinguish between in—
dividual faces. A ccording to allwe have said before, this kind ofm alfinctioning
m ust typically be expected to occur in netw orks storing hierarchically organized
data, when they are being Injared. N ote m oreover that, beyond the findam ental
supposition that m em ory resides In the synaptic organization of a net, hardly
anything else has to be assum ed for this analysis to go through.

Tt is perhaps worth pointing out that the G bbs distribution 0) enpys a
distinguished status in the context ofm axim um {entropy / m inim um {bias ideas

(Jaynes, 1979). It is the m axin ally unbiased distrdbution of synaptic couplings,
sub Ect only to an, at least In principle, ocbservable constraint, nam ely that of
giving rise to a certain average training error. Together w ith the notion of con—
centration of probabilities at entropy m axim a (Jaynes, 1979), this provides yet
another source ofpredictive pow er that m ay be attributed to the generalschem e.

Finally, we should not fail to notice that there is, of course, also room and
need for studying leaming dynam icsproperasopposed to the statistics ofasym p—
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totic solutions, because inform ation about nalstatistics tells nothing about the
tin e needed to reach asym ptotia, which is also relevant and in portant inform a—
tion, certainly In technical applications. Here, we leave it at quoting just one
pertinent exam ple. T he existence of neural solutions for a given storage task,
which m ay be hnvestigated by considering the allowed volum e in the space of
couplings, tells nothing about our ability to nd them . For the perceptron w ih
binary weights, for instance, Homer (1992) has dem onstrated that algorithm s
w ith a com plexity scaling polynom ially in system size are not lkely to nd solu-
tions at any non{zero value of in the large system lim i, despite the fact that
solutions are known to existup to .’ 0:83.

4 Attractor N etworks { A ssociative M em ory

M em ory is one ofthe basic functions of our brain and it also plays a central role
In any com puting device. The m em ory in a com puter is usually organized such
that di erent contents are stored under di erent addresses. T he address itself,
typically a num ber, has no relation to the inform ation which is found under is
nam e. T he retrieval of inform ation requires the know ledge of the corresponding
address or additional search engines using key words w ith lists of addresses and
cross references.

An associative m em ory is a device which is organized such that part of the
Inform ation allow s to recallthe full nform ation stored.A s an exam ple the scent
of a rose or the spoken word Yose’ recalls the fi1ll concept rose, typical form s
and ocolors of tsblossom s and laves, or events In which a rose hasplayed a rok.

On a more abstract kvel we would like to have a device in which certain
pattems are stored and where a certain input recalls the pattem closest to
it. This could be achieved by searching through the whole set ofm em ordes, but
this would be rather ine cient.

A neural network is after all a dynam ical system . Tts dynam ics could be
de ned by the update rule 4) or equivalently by a set of nonlinear di erential

ations
equ 0 1

1 X
Y Wi o) # A ©6)
3j

di
dt

where is som e average delay tin e. It is known from the theory of dynam ical
system s that equations of this type have attractors. T hat is, any solution w ih
given Iniial values approaches som e am all subset of the full set of available
states, which could be a stationary state ( xed point), a periodic solution (lim it
cyclk) or a m ore com plicated attractor. The set of initial values giving rise to
solutions approaching the sam e attractor is called the basin of attraction of
this attractor. T his can now be used to construct an associative m em ory, ifwe
succeed In  nding synaptic couplings such that the pattems to be stored becom e
attractors. Ifthis isachieved, an niialstate not too far from one ofthe pattems
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w ill evolve tow ards this pattem (attractor), provided i was w ithin its basin of
attraction.

Tt is clear that this m echanian requires networks w ith strong feedback. In
a feed forward layered network w ith well de ned input and output layers, the
Inform ation would sin ply be passed from the input layer through hidden layers
to the output layer, and w thout input such a netw ork would be silent.

Thegoalisnotonly to nd the appropriate couplingsusing a suitable lkeaming
rule, but also to estin ate how m any pattems can be stored and how w ide the
basins of attractions are. W ide basins of attraction are desirable because initial
states having a am all part in comm on w ith the pattem to be retrieved should
be attracted by this pattem.

4.1 The Hop eld m odel

A great deal of qualitative and quantitative understanding of such associative
m em ories has com e from a m odel proposed by Hop eld Hop eld, 1982; Am i,
1989;Hertz et al, 1991). Its purpose is to store uncorrelated binary random pat—
tems ; = 1,wherei= 1;:::;N labelsthe nodes (neurons) and = 1;:::;P

the pattems to be stored. It em ploys the m odi ed Hebb lkaming rule (3)

1 X

Wiy = i @7

N i3

and one assum es that each node is connected w ith every other node. For the
dynam ics one uses a discretized version ofeq. (26), picking a node i at random
and updating is value according to

X
it+ )= son Wiy 50 (28)
j®E 1)

For the analysis ofthism odel it isusefiilto de ne an ®nergy’ or ‘cost finc—
tion’
1X
E ()= > 1BOWy 50 (29)
ij
for the ring pattem ; (t) at a given tim e t. It can easily be shown that this
function can never increase in the course of tim e. This im plies that the ring
pattem w illevolve in such a way that the system approachesone ofthem inin a
ofE . This is lke m oving In a landscape w ith hills and valleys, and going dow n—
hilluntil a Jocalm ninum is reached. T he existence of such a function, called
Lyapunov function, ensures that the only attractors of such a model are xed
points or In the present context stationary ring pattems.
Tt has to be shown now that, w ith the above kaming rule, the attractors
are indeed the pattems to be stored, or at least close to them . T he argum ents
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are sin ilar to those given in the context of the perceptron. A s m easure of the
distance betw een the actual state and a given pattem we introduce the bverlap’
1 X
m )= — .5 (t 30
© N i i® (30)
1
which is less than orequalto one,andm (t) = 1 signi esthat the actual ring
pattem is that of pattem p.lfthjs is the case, the overlap with all the other
pattems w illbe of order 1= N .U sing the overlap, we can w rite the energy as

X

1 2
E k) = > m (©)°: (31)

Investigating this in the lim it of Jarge N , and considering an initial state such
that the initial overlap m fg))_Js the only one which is of order 1, the rem ain—
Ing ones being of order 1= N , one m ay approxin ate the energy by E (t) ’

m ()?=2, assum ing that m (t) rem ains the only nite overlap or all tine.
If this is the case, the energy will decrease and reach its m inim al valie for
m @ ! 1l,ast! 1 .That is, the network has reconstructed pattem

For iniial states having a nite overlap wih m ore than one pattem, the
attractor reached can be a new state, called spurious state, com posed of parts
of several leamt pattems @Am it et al, 1985; Am i, 1989). This tells us that
the network seem s to m em orize pattems which have not been leamt. It is not
clear whether this has to be considered as m alfinctioning or whether it gives
room for creativity in the sense of novel com binations of acquired experience.
W ih a slightly m odi ed dynam ics Homer, 1987), a m ixed iniial state can
also evolve tow ards the pattem w ith m axim al initial overlap . D epending on the
overall situation a network m ight sw itch from one m ode to the other.

T he picture so far presented holds as long as the loading = P=N isanall
engugh, so that the random contrbutions to the energy due to them (t)
1= N with € can be neglected.

Forhigher loading, the n uence of these rem aining pattems has to be taken
into account. A m ore thorough investigation @Am it et al, 1985; Am i, 1989;
Hertz et al., 1991) show sthat thishastwo e ects. F irst of all the retrieval states

(m nim a ofE ) are no longer exactly the leamt pattems, but close to them w ih
a am all am ount of errors. For the whole range of loadings for which this kind of
m em ory works, the naloverlap is larger than 0.96, increasing w ith decreasing
Joading.In addition new attractorsare created having a am allorno overlap w ith
any of the pattems. T heire ect isprim arily H omer et al., 1989) to narrow the
basins of attraction of the leamt pattems. At a critical loading of .’ 0:138
these states cause a sudden breakdown of the whole m em ory.

T his sudden breakdow n due to overloading can be avoided by m odi ed leam-—
Ing rules.D epending on details (seeHertz et al,, 1991 section 3) eitherthe earliest
orthem ost recent m em ordes are kept and the others are forgotten. It is also pos—
sble to keep the earliest and the m ost recent m em ordes and to forget those In
between, which seem s to be the case w ith our own m em ory.Furthemm ore certain
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m em ordes can be strengthened or erased by unconscious events taking place for
Instance during dream phases (see Hertz et al,, 1991 section 3).

In order to estin ate how e cient such a m em ory works, it is not only nec—
essary to nd out how m any pattems can be stored and how m any errors the
retrieval states have, it is also necessary to investigate the size of the basins of
attraction, in other words, which am ount of a pattem has to be o ered as ini
tial stin ulus In order to retrieve this pattem.An investigation of the retrieval
process Homer et al., 1989) show s that thism inin al initial overlap depends on
the loading , and for < 0: one nds approxin ately the retrieval condition
m (0) > 04 .Finally, one can also estim ate the gain of inform ation reached
during retrieval. T his is the di erence betw een the inform ation contained in the
pattem retrieved and the nform ation that m ust be supplied In the iniial stim —
ulus to guarantee successfiil retrieval. T his again depends on the loading, and a
maximum of 0.1 bi per synapse is reached for 0:12.

A nother quantity of interest is the speed of retrieval. One nds that aln ost
com plete retrieval is reached already affer only 3 updates per node. Inserting
num bers for the relevant tin e scales of neurons one obtains 30 to 60 m sec. This
can be com pared to m easured reaction tin es which are typically of the order of
100 to 200 m sec.

Apart from other reasons, the Hop eld m odel is unrealistic in the sense of
requiring com plete and sym m etric connectivity. T he requirem ent of sym m etry
W ;5 = W 43 ensures, in particular, the existence ofan energy or cost function (29)
ruling the dynam ics of the netw ork . T he connectiviy am ong cortical neurons is
high, of the order of 10* synapses per neuron, but far from being com plete,
keeping In m Ind that already w ithin the range of the dendritic tree of a sihgle
neuron m ore than 10° cther neurons are ound. T his hasbeen taken into account
In a study O errida et al, 1987) of a m odel wih random ly diluted synaptic
connections. T he overall properties rem ain unchanged. The m axin alnum ber of
pattems is now proportionalto the average number C of a erent synapses per
neuron, Ppa.x = <C,wih .’ 064, but the total gain of inform ation per
synapse is still sim ilar to the value obtained for the origihalm odel. A di erent
behavior is found as the critical loading, ., is approached: In this m odel the
basins of attraction rem ain w ide, but the num ber of errors In the retrieval state
Increases drastically, as ! c-

4.2 Sparse Coding N etw orks

A s m entioned previously a ram arkable feature of cortical neurons is their low

average ring rate.In principle a neuron can produce asm any as 300 spikesper
second. R ecordings on living vertebrate’s brains typically show som e cells ring
at an elevated rate of up to 30 spikes per second, but the average rate ism uch
lower,only 1 to 5 spikesper second. R etaining the proposalofrate coding one has
to conclude that typical ring pattems are sparse In the sense that the num ber of
active neuronsN , (t) at each tin e ism uch Jess than the num ber of silent neurons
N ). Thismeansthat themean activity a(t) = N, (t)=N 5 (£) + N5 () is Iow .
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Various versions of attractor networks w ith low activity have been investi-
gated W illshaw et al, 1969; Palm , 1982; T sodyks and Feigelm an, 1988; Am it
et al, 1994;1996) in the literature.W ithin the fram ework ofbinary M oCulloch—
P itts neurons their state is conveniently represented by ., = 1 for active and

s = 0 for silent neurons. In this case the original Hebb laming rulke 2,3)
reinforcing the coupling strength between neurons active at the same tine is
appropriate.

Obviously this lraming rule creates excitatory synaptic connections only,
so In addition Inhibiory neurons are required to control the m ean activiy of
the network, as discussed In section 2. It tums out that this control has to be
faster than the action of the excitatory synapses. This seem s to be supported
by the ndings that the connections w ith inhibiory neurons are short and their
synapses are typically attached to the som a or the Innerm ost parts of the den—
drites of the excitatory pyram idal cells.

T he update rule (26,28) has to bem odi ed according to the (0;1) represen—
tation using a step finction (x) = 1 orx> 0and &)= 0 otherw ise.

Again such networks can serve as fast associative m em ordes. The m axin al
lbading depends on them ean activity. It divergesas . l=ah(l=a) ora ! 0.
At the sam e tin e the Inform ation per pattem decreasesw ith decreasing activiy
such that the totalgain of nform ation reaches a constant value of 0.72 bit per
synapse (Homer et al,, 1989). T his value is, however, reached very slow ly; for
example, at a= 0001 one nds .= 30 and only 0.3 bi nfom ation gain per
synapse. N evertheless, this valie exceeds the one found for the Hop eld m odel

Tt should be noted that the class of low activity networks jist describbed
only solves the spatial aspect of the low activiy issue. However, by going one
step further and retuming to the continuous{tin e dynam ics (26), and by using
m ore realistic Yraded’ neural nput{output relations, one can solve the tem po—
ral aspect as well. Neurons which should be ring In one of the low activity
attractors are then typically found to re also at low rate K uhn and Bos, 1993).
W ithin m odels of neuralnetw orksbased on spoiking neurons, this issue has been
addressed by Am it et al. (1994; 1996).

O ne ofthe virtues of sparse coding netw orks is in the leaming rule.A change
in the synaptic strength is required only if both, the pre—and the postsynap-
tic neuron are active at the sam e tin e. This In plies that the total num ber of
leaming events is reduced com pared to a network with symm etric coding and
consequently the requirem entson accuracy and reproducibility ofeach individual
leaming process are less stringent.

Another reason why nature has chosen sparse coding could of course be
reduction of energy consum ption because each goike requires som e extra energy
beyond the energy necessary to keep a neuron alive.

In a sparse coding netw ork it m akes sense to tak about the foreground ofa
pattem, m ade up of the active neurons in this pattem, and a background con-—
taining the rest. The foreground is usually denoted as cell assem bly, a notion
which goes back to Hebb. T he probability that a neuron belongs to the fore—
ground of a given pattem is given by the m ean activity a of this pattem, which
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isassum ed to be Iow . T he probability that this neuron belongs sin ultaneously to
the Preground oftw o pattems is given by a? . T hism eansthat the cellassem blies
belonging to di erent pattem are aln ost com pletely dispint. A s a consequence
m xture states are no problem because their m ean activity is higher and they
can be suppressed by the action of the inhibiory neurons regulating the overall
activity. Thiswillplay a role for som e of the fiinctions discussed later.

4.3 Dynam ical A ttractors

T he attractor network m odels discussed so far allowed only for xed point at—
tractors or stationary pattems as retrieval states. T his is a severe restriction and
one can think ofm any instances w here genuine dynam ical attractors are asked
for. T he reason for the restriction is the existence ofa Lyapunov function which
can be traced back to the symm etry of the couplings W ;3 = W ;. This shows
that asym m etric couplings have to be incluided ifdynam icalattractors are to be
constructed (see Hertz et al., 1991, section 3).

Let usdem onstrate this again on a som ew hat arti cialexam pl. T he desired
attractor should be com posed ofa sequence ofpattems ; such thatpattem is
present orsometine and then the next pattem + 1 ispresented.Thewhole
set of pattems wih = 1;:::;L can be closed such that pattem 1 is shown
again after the last pattem L has appeared, generating a periodically repeating
sequence. This iscalled a 1im it cycle. T he retrieval of this cycle should work such
that the network is lnitialized by a ring pattem close to one of the m em bers of
the cycl, say pattem 1, this pattem is com plted, and aftera tine pattem 2
appears and so on.

This can be achieved by using two types of synapses, fast synapses W lfj
w ithout delay and slow synapses W fj wih delay . The update rule (26) now
reads

0 1
. X X
%= le Wi+ WSk ) #A: 0 (62
J J

T he appropriate choice of the couplings is (see eq.(27))

B s +1
W= i and W= N i 5 (33)
-1 =1

L L
‘ 1 X X
N_ i

w ith pattemm L + 1 being equivalent to pattem 1.

A ssum e the network was in a random state for t < 0 and has been brought
Into a state close to pattem 1 at t= 0.For 0 < t< the slow asymm etric
synapses will have no e ect, whereas the fast synapses drive the state even
closer to pattem 1.For < t< 2 the slow synapses now tend to drive the
state from pattem 1 to pattem 2, and ifthey are stronger than the fast synapses
( > 1), the state actually sw itches to pattem 2, which is then reinforced by the
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action ofthe fast synapses aswell. T his process is repeated and the whole cycle
is generated.

O bviously due to the cyclic sym m etry any pattem of the cycle can be used
for retrieval. Furthem ore i is possible to store m ore than one cycl or cycles
and xed points In the sam e netw ork . For the storage capacity the totalnum ber
ofpattems in all attractors is crucial.

T he decisive step in this m odel is the addition of the non{sym m etric slow
synapses w hich ultin ately cause the sw itching between successive pattems.D e~
vices of this kind have been studied in severalvariations (see Hertz et al,, 1991,
section 3).

Them echanian sketched above requiresthe existence of slow synapseshaving
exactly the delay tim e necessary for the desired tim Ing ofthe attractor. T his can
easily be relaxed Herz et al, 1989) by assum ing a pool of synapses W ;; w ith
di erent delays .Employing amodi ed Hebb leaming rule 2)

W i3 )/ i@ 5 )i (34)

the training process reinforces speci cally those synapses which have the ap-—
propriate delay tin e and cyclesw ith di erent tin es for the presentation ofeach
Individualpattem can be leamt. T his lraming rule is actually the naturalexten—
sion of H ebb’s idea, assum ing that the delay is caused prim arily by the axonal
tranam ission tim e.

O ne can think of otherm echanism s to determ ine the speed at which consec—
utive pattems are retrieved. O ne such m echanian Hom and U sher, 1989) uses
the phenom enon of fatigue or adaptation (see section 2) and som e special prop—
erties of sparse coding netw orks. T he process of adaptation can be m in icked by
a tin e dependent threshold #; (t) w ith

% = i #ot+ #°:) #i0 (35)

where , isthe tin e constant relevant for adaptation .A cocording to this equation

the threshold ofa silent neuron relaxes tow ards #, and is increased ifthis neuron
res at som e nite rate.

Forthe synaptic couplingsagain a com bination ofsym m etric couplings, stabi-
lizing the individualpattems, and non { sym m etric couplings, favoring transiions
to the consecutive pattems In the sequence, isused. T hism eans that egs.(32,33)
can again be used w ith the above tin e dependent threshold #; (t) but w ithout
retardation in the asymm etric couplings W fj . In contrast to the above m odel,
now < 1 hasto be chosen.

This works as follow s. A ssum e the network was In a com plktely silent state
fort< 0 and allthe thresholds have their resting value #, . Applying an extemal
stin ulus exciting the cell assam bly or pool of active neurons of pattem 1, the
sym m etric couplings stabilize this pattem . T he nodes w hich should be active In
pattem 2 are also excited but if issu ciently sm allthe action ofthe asymm et—
ric couplings is not strong enough to m ake them re, too.A s tin e goes on, the
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neurons active In pattem 1 adapt and their threshold increases, reducing their

ring rate. T his reduces also the global Inhibition and at som e tin e the action
of the weaker asym m etric couplings w ill be strong enough to activate the pool
ofneuronswhich have to be ring in pattem 2. Thisworks of course only, ifthe
neurons ofthis second poolare still fresh. T his is, how ever, the case because In a
sparse coding netw ork the probability to nd a neuron sim ultaneously in the cell
assam blies of two consecutive pattems is low . A fter adaptation of the neurons
in the second poolthe state sw itches to pattem 3 and so on.

4.4 Segm entation and B inding

A sin ilar sparse coding netw ork w ith adaptive neurons can also solve the problem

of segm entation Hom and Usher, 1989; Riz et al, 1994). A ssum e that an
extemal stin ulus excites sim ultaneously the pools of neurons of m ore than one
pattem . T he task isthen to exhibit the separate identity ofthese pattemsdespite
the fact that their representative neuron pools are sin ultaneously excited. T his
can be achieved by activating, ie., retrieving only one ofthe pattemsat a tin e
and selcting another one a bit later. This is actually what we do, if we are
confronted w ith com plex situations containing several unrelated ob gcts. W e
concentrate on one ob fct Or som e tin e and then go to the next, and so on.

A sparse coding netw ork w ith suitable nhibition willallow forthe activation
ofa single pattem only, because the sin ultaneous recall of tw o orm ore pattems
would create an enhanced overall activity which is suppressed by the action of
the inhdbiory neurons. Iffexposed to a stin ulus containing m ore than one leamt
pattem, this network will rst activate the pattem having the strongest input.
A fter som e tim e the poolofactive neurons in this pattem w ill have adapted and
the netw ork retrieves the pattem w ith the second strongest stin ulus because its
pool of neurons is still fresh, disregarding again the sn all am ount of neurons
comm on to the active pools of both pattems. This goes on until all pattems
contained In the extemalstin ulus havebeen retrieved oruntilthe neurons ofthe

rst poolhave recovered su ciently to be excited again.D ue to this recovery only
a an allnum ber of pattems can be retrieved one after the other, and those being
weakly stin ulated w ill never appear. This is in accordance w ith our everyday
experience.

T his exam ple is of course not a proof that this has to be the way how seg-
m entation is done in our own brain. It only shows how i could plausbly be
done. T his critique applies, how ever, to the other m odels discussed as well.

A ocom plem entary problem is that of binding. In agine In a visual scene a
large ob ct m oves behind som e obstacle.W hat is actually seen is the front and
the back end of this ob fct, wih the m iddle part hidden. The feature which
is comm on to both parts is the speed at which they m ove, and this allow s to
dentify both parts as belonging to one ob ct. If only one part ism oving, they
are easily identi ed asparts oftwo di erent ob fcts. T hat is, parts ofa com plex
stin ulus having certain features n comm on are identi ed as parts of a larger
ob fct; these parts are linked.
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A possble mechanism for this linking was discovered in m ulti{electrode
recordings in the visual cortex of cats or other mamm als G ray and Singer,
1989; E ckhom et al., 1988). It was observed that a m oving light bar creates an
oscillatory ring pattem in the cells having appropriate receptive elds.A sec—
ond light bar created an oscillatory response in som e other neurons. T he m otion
ofboth bars in the sam e direction created a synchronization and phase locking
of these oscillations whereas no such e ect was observed if they were m oved in
di erent directions. Thise ect could even be cbserved am ong neuronsbelonging
to di erent areas in the visual cortex.

T he proposalis now that linking is perform ed by synchronization of oscilla—
tory orm ore general ring pattems.

T he observed oscillations had a period of about 20 m sec and lasted for about
10 periods. Synchrony was established already w thin the rst few oscillations.
Tt should be pointed out that an individual neuron em its at m ost one or two
spikes during one period. T hism eans that larger assem blies of cells w ith sim ilar
receptive elds have to cooperate. A ctually the oscillations were observed in
Intercellilar recordings which pick up the signals of m any ad-pcent neurons,
or In averages overm any runs. T he fast synchronization tin e and the relatively
short duration ofthe oscillationsm ight indicate that the im portant feature isnot
so much the existence of these oscillations, but rather the synchronous activiy
w ithin a range ofa few m sec.

N ot too surprisingly severalidealized m odels have been proposed reproducing
this e ect. M ost of them are still based on a rate coding picture. This seem s
problem atic in view of the short tim es involved and the relhtively low average
spiking ratesofany individualneuron.N evertheless rate coding isnot com pletely
ruled out, ifone kegps In m ind that a rate has to be understood not asa tem poral
average over a single cellbut rather as an average over assem blies of sin ilar cells.

4.5 Synchronization of Spikes and Syn re Chains

R ate coding is the w dely acoepted paradigm for the predom inant part of data
processing in the brain of vertebrates. K egping in m ind that ratesm ight have to
be understood as averages over groups of neurons, elem entary operations could
be perform ed w ithin the integration tim e of a neuron, typically 10 m sec. The
exact tin ng of the ncom ing spikes w ithin this period should not m atter.

If, on the otherhand, a short volley of synchronized spikes arrives at a neuron
w ithin a fraction ofam sec, thisneuron can rew ithin a fraction ofam sec.This
can be used for very fast data processing w henever necessary, for instance in the
auditory pathway where phase di erences in the signals com lng from the two
ears are analyzed.

T his raises the issue whether such short volleys of synchronized spikes are a
general feature, and what new kind of data processing can be m ade this way.

A possble such m echanisn are syn re chains @Abeles, 1991). T heir building
blocks are pools of neurons locally connected in a feed forward m anner. If the
neurons in one poolare stin ulated sin ultaneously, they w ill em it synchronized
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soikes. A fter som e short delay tin e these soikes arrive at the neurons form ing
the next pool and cause a synchronous ring of this pool too. T his process is
repeated and a wave of activity travels w ith a certain speed along the chain.
A ctually the neurons form Ing the pools are allm em bers of a Jarger netw ork and
a given neuron can belong to several pools. The chain and is pools are only
de ned by their connectivity. T here m ight be also connections from the neurons
of one poolto other neurons not belonging to the next pool. T hese connections
have to be weak, however, otherw ise those postsynaptic neurons have to be
counted asm em bers of the next pool. T he picture of distinct pools is som ew hat
washed out ifvariations in the delay tin es are taken into account.W hatm atters
is the synchronous tin ing of the incom ing spikes.

In som e sense the idea of syn re chains is closely related to the dynam ic
attractors discussed earlier. T he di erence is in the sharp synchronization ofthe
volleys of spikes. M odel calculations show that som e initial jitter in the volleys
can even be reduced and synchrony sharpened up, stabilizing the propagation
along the chamn.

W hat would be the signature of syn re chains as seen In multi{electrode
recordings of the spike activity? In such recordings the spikes em itted by few
neurons picked at random are registered. If a syn re chain is triggered a cer-
tain tem poral spiking pattem should be generated depending on where in the
chain those neurons are located. If this syn re chain is active repeatedly, the
soking pattem should also repeat and the corresponding correlations should
becom e visble against som e background activity. A pparently such correlations
have been observed w ith spiking pattems extending over several hundred m sec
and w ith a reproducibility of less than one m sec Abeles, 1994). This is quite
rem arkable, and it requires that a su cient num ber of neurons is involved such
that irreqularities in the precise tin ing ofthe individual spikes are averaged out.

If the total num ber of neurons involved In a syn re chain or in one of is
pools is sm allcom pared to the size ofthe totalnetw ork, it ispossible that several
syn re chains are active at the sam e tin e. A ssum ing a weak coupling betw een
di erent chains, synchronization of chains representing di erent features of the
sam e ob ct could be of relevance for the binding problem .

O n the otherhand sim ulations on random ly connected netw orksw ith spiking
neurons and low m ean activity show the existence of transients and attractors
resem bling syn re chains.W hat is typically und isa an allnum beroflong Iim it
cycles and In addition a an all num ber of branched long dom inating transients
leading Into the cycles.An arbitrary Initial state isquickly attracted to one ofthe
pronounced transients or directly to one ofthe lim it cycles. T he em erging picture
resem bles a landscape w ith river system s (transients) and lake{shores (cycles).
Tt is possible that these structures serve as seeds for m ore pronounced syn re
chains form ed laterby leaming. It isalso possible that syn retypeactivity is just
a byproduct of other data processing events or of background activity, if such
transients and attractors are alw ays present and are not erased by leaming.



NeuralN etworks 33
5 Epilogue

T he present contribution has been concemed w ith investigations of neural net—
works as inform ation processing devices. T he basic assum ption that has been
underlying these Investigations is that inform ation is represented by neural r-
Ing pattems, and that the spatio{tem poralevolution of these pattems isa m an—
ifestation of inform ation processing. ks course is determ ined by the synaptic
organization ofa net, which can itselfevolve on larger tim e scales through leam-
ing.Neuralnetworks are thus dynam icalsystem son (at least) two levels | that
of the neurons and that of the synapses.

Forhighervertebrates, there is som e evidence that both, speed and reliability
ofneural tom putations’ are achieved by being perform ed In large netw orksem —
plying a high degree ofparallelian .t m akesup for the relatively slow dynam ics
of single neurons, and it gives rise to a ram arkable robustness of netw ork {based
com putation against m alfunctioning of individual neurons or synaptic connec—
tions.

The fact that we are dealing with large system s, when we are trying to
understand neural nform ation processing, indicates that conocepts of statistical
physics m ight provide useful tools to use in such an endeavour. T his proves,
indeed, to be the case, again on (at least) two levels | for the analysis of neural
dynam ics and associative m em ory, and for the analysis of the synaptic dynam ics
associated w ith leaming and generalization.

T he robustness of neural nform ation processing against various, even rather
severe kinds of m alfinctioning at a m icroscopic level | m entioned above as
an observational fact | show s that m icroscopic details m ay be varied in such
system s w ithout necessarily changing their overall properties. T his is to be seen
asa hint that even rather sim pli ed m odelsm ight capture the essence of certain
Inform ation processing m echanian s whithout necessarily being aithfiil in the
description of all details.

C onversly, the analysisofsin pli edm odels reveals that inform ation process—
Ing in neuralnetw orks is robust against changing details at them icroscopic level,
be they system atic or random . For exam pl, the m ain feature of the Hop eld
m odel (1982), viz. to provide a m echanisn for associative Inform ation retrieval
at m oderate levels of loading, has been found to be nsensitive against a w ide
goectrum ofvariationsa ecting virtually all characteristics of the original setup

| variations conceming neuraldynam ics, leaming rules, representation ofneural
states, pattem statistics, synaptic sym m etry, and m ore. Sin ilarly, the ability of
neuralnetworks to acquire inform ation through leaming and to generalize from
exam ples was observed to be resilient against a Jarge variety ofm odi cations of
the lraming m echanisn .

W e should not fail to point out once m ore that the statistical approach to
neuralnetworks can clain strength and predictive power only in the description
of m acroscopic phenom ena em erging as cooperative e ects due to the interac—
tion of m any neurons, either in unstructured or in hom ogeneously structured
networks. W e have indicated that, indeed, a num ber of interesting inform ation
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processing capabilities belong to this category.O ur ability to analyze them quan-—
titatively has been intim ately related to nding the proper m acroscopic level of
description, which by itself is alm ost tantam ount to nding the proper questions
to be addressed in understanding various brain finctions.

In concentrating on speci ¢ brain functions, m echanisn s and processes re—
alizable in speci c unstructured or hom ogeneously structured architectures, we
had to lave untouched the question of how these various functions and pro—
cesses are being put to work sin ultaneously in a realbrain | supporting each
other, com plem enting each other, and comm unicating w ith each other in the
m ost intricate fashion.A centralnervous system is after allnot an unstructured
or hom ogeneously structured ob gct, but rather exhibits rich structureson m any
Jevels, w ith and w ithout feedback, w ith and w ithout hierarchical elem ents.A na—
Iyzing the 1l orchestration of neural processes In this richly structured system
is currently way beyond our capabilities | not in an allpart perhaps due to the
fact that we have not yet been able to discover the proper way of looking at the
system asa whole.

W hether, in particular, the em ergence of the %elf’ w ill eventually be under—
stood through and as an orchestration of neural processes, we cannot know . In
view ofthe richness ofphenom ena we have observed already at the levelof sin —
ple, even prin itive system s we see, however, no strong reason to exclude this

possibility.
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