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Abstract

Synaptic plasticity is widely considered to be crucial to the brain’s ability to learn
throughout life. Decades of theoretical work have therefore been invested in
deriving and designing biologically plausible learning rules capable of granting
various memory abilities to neural networks. Most of these theoretical approaches
optimize directly for a desired memory function; but this procedure can lead to
complex, finely-tuned rules, rendering them brittle to perturbations and difficult
to implement in practice. Instead, we build on recent work that automatically
discovers large numbers of candidate plasticity rules operating in recurrent spiking
neural networks. Surprisingly, despite the fact that these rules are selected solely
to achieve network stabilization, we observe across a range of network models—
feedforward, recurrent; rate and spiking—that almost all these rules endow the
network with simple forms of memory such as familiarity detection - seemingly
by accident. To understand this phenomenon, we study an analytic toy model. We
observe that memory arises from the degeneracy of weight matrices that stabilize
a network: where the network lands in this space of stable weights depends on
its past inputs—that is, memory. Even simple Hebbian plasticity rules can utilize
this degeneracy, creating a zoo of memory abilities with various lifetimes. In
practice, the larger the network and the more co-active plasticity rules in the
system, the stronger the memory-by-accident phenomenon becomes. Overall, our
findings suggest that activity-silent memory is a near-unavoidable consequence of
stabilization. Simple forms of memory, such as familiarity or novelty detection,
appear to be widely available resources for plastic brain networks, suggesting
that they could form the raw materials that were later sculpted into higher-order
cognitive abilities.

1 Introduction

Understanding how the brain orchestrates its plastic synapses is a holy grail of neuroscience, a
potential stepping stone on the way to generalist models of brain function. Yet, despite concerted
effort, empirical plasticity data remains scarce, largely due to the difficulty of recording synapses
in vivo during learning. Consequently, theory and computation have played an out-sized role in
developing and testing plasticity hypotheses [[1]. Most theories derive their proposed learning rules by
optimizing for some reasonable neural goals; for a memory system these might include the capacity,
reliability or decodability of memories, while enforcing biological plausibility constraints such as
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locality or slowly changing weights [2H5]. Rules so derived are promising candidates, but their
fine-tuning to a specific function can make them brittle to perturbations and hard to implement
in practice [[6H8]. Besides, though frameworks analyzing the learning dynamics of spike-timing
dependent plasticity rules at steady state in spiking networks exist—mainly mean-field methods [9-
11]]—it remains challenging to capture analytically the interactions between co-active plasticity rules
operating at different synapse types in parallel, restricting most theories to study rules in isolation.

Instead, recent work has used numerical optimization to propose candidate learning rules, via meta-
learning techniques [12H19]. This has led to the discovery of entire families of novel co-active
learning rules able to robustly stabilize large recurrent spiking networks [19, [20]. Interestingly,
despite being selected only to ensure that the spiking network stays stable, the majority of rules
display a range of interesting memory behaviors, such as novelty detection, contextual novelty and
replay [20]. It seems that basic memory abilities are a natural byproduct of network stabilization.

Here we seek to understand this link between stability and memory. By stability, we mean networks
with “biologically plausible” activity and weight dynamics over a wide range of inputs - i.e. plausible
asynchronous neural activities and slowly changing weights bounded within reasonable ranges - as
in previous work [20]. We employ a broader definition of memory in this paper than, for example,
associative memories in Hopfield networks [21]]. Instead, we focus on familiarity/novelty detection:
“the ability to discriminate between the relative familiarity or novelty of stimuli” [22]], which has a
long history in psychology, experimental and computational neuroscience [23} 22| 24]. This form of
memory is simpler, and can exist without, for instance, pattern completion or an attractor state for
each memory.

We study a range of network models—from large recurrent spiking to shallow linear feedforward rate
networks—and show that the link is robust: across models, learning rules built to stabilize neural
activity consistently encode memories with various lifetimes and properties. By reverse engineering
spiking networks and studying analytic toy models, we show that these memories have a simple
origin: for any input there is a degeneracy of stable weight matrices. Which matrix the learning rules
select often depends on the network’s history, providing the basis for memory storage and recall.
Large-scale simulations suggest that the bigger the system and the more co-active learning rules,
the longer-lasting and more robust the memories. The remarkable ease with which such memory
abilities arise in stable spiking networks may form the basis of higher-order cognitive abilities as
compositions of simpler, ubiquitous, memorization skills. As such, we present these ideas as a fresh
take on the emergence of memory in the brain: memory by accident.

2 Memory is a common byproduct of stabilization by co-active plasticity rules

Our starting point was a manifold of co-active synaptic plasticity rules that enforce stable dynamics
in large recurrent spiking networks. There are four types of synapses in these networks —Excitatory
(E)-to-E, E-to-Inhibitory (I), I-to-E and I-to-I— each governed by its own plasticity rule. The rules
are parameterized by their dependence on the pre-synaptic spike train, post-synpatic spike train and a
Hebbian term dependent on both (fig. [TA [19, 20]):

dujT(t) = U[Spre(t) (O(XY + HXYxpost(t) ) + Spost(t) (BXY + 'YXYxpre(t) )]7 X, Y e {E7 I} (1)
t ——
Pre-synaptic Hebbian Post-synaptic Hebbian

where Spre(t) and Spoq(t) are spike trains, Zpr (t) and zpog (t) are their low-pass filtered versions. In
sum, for each plasticity rule, there are 6 parameters, four as in eq. (1) («, 3,7, k), and two timescales
(TP, 7POSU) one for each low-pass filtering. Recent work meta-learned thousands of choices of these
parameters that led to networks with stable dynamics — meaning the activities and weights in the
networks remained in plausible ranges across many inputs for at least 4 hours [20]. This led to a
“stability manifold”, a stable subset of the 24 dimensional plasticity parameter space.

Despite selecting these rule quadruplets for stability, previous work observed that simple forms of
memory were a near ubiquitous byproduct of network stabilization [20]. For example, the networks
were tested on a familiarity detection task (fig. [[]A): during a training period the networks were
presented with a subset of the stimuli, then, after a variable time period, the network weights were
frozen and the network was presented with both novel and familiar stimuli. The network was said to
remember the familiar stimuli if the average firing rate was significantly different between the familiar
and novel stimuli presentations. In this task almost all the rules showed some form of memory, with
lifetimes ranging from seconds to hours (fig. [IB). In other words, most rules created memory traces
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Figure 1: A: Recurrent spiking network (Ng = 4096, N1 = 1024) with four co-active plasticity rules
undergoing a familiarity detection task. B: Distribution of elicited memory lifetime in the familiarity
task among 2500 stable meta-learned rule quadruplets. Memory lifetime was defined as the last time
point at which the network population firing rate was significantly different during novel vs familiar
stimulus presentation (Student t-test, p < 0.05 for Nyj,s = 5). Original data from [20]. C: Linear
regressions, predicting from the values of the 24 plasticity parameters: the memory lifetime of each
quadruplet on the familiarity task (top); the mean firing rate of the excitatory population after 4h
(middle); the mean inhibitory firing rate after 4h (bottom). Dataset of 2500 rule quadruplets taken
from [20]]. While mean rates can be readily predicted from plasticity, memory lifetimes cannot.

with behaviorally-relevant lifetimes from a single stimulus presentation, despite having Hebbian
pairing windows of tens to hundreds of milliseconds.

We wondered which features of the plasticity rules determined their memory abilities. Simply linearly
predicting the memory lifetime from the plasticity parameters was impossible (fig. [TIC) while, as a
control, it was possible to predict other, more basic, network properties such as the excitatory and
inhibitory mean firing rates using this strategy (fig. [TIC). To understand this memory-by-accident
phenomenon, we therefore take a different approach. In the following sections, we reverse engineer
these memories across a range of models, including a simple analytic toy model, before returning to
test the intuitions we develop on the full co-active spiking networks in the final section.

3 Reverse engineering memory by accident in spiking networks

3.1 Recurrent spiking network with four co-active rules

First, we investigated how the simple co-active rules from the stability manifold were both creating
long-lived memories and enforcing stability in recurrent spiking networks. We focused on one rule
quadruplet which responded significantly to the familiarity task for over 4h (fig. 2JA). This quadruplet
stabilized the network by driving it to an activity setpoint at around 2Hz during a pre-training phase
of random background inputs (fig. ZJA). The network was then perturbed by the input of the (not
yet) familiar patterns, though the activity recovered to its pre-training setpoint less than a minute
later (fig. [ZA). However, probing the network with either familiar or novel stimuli elicited responses
of different magnitudes (fig. 2JA and fig.[S2), and, as advertised, these differences persisted over
the remaining hour of simulation. The meta-learned quadruplet thus elicited a form of long-lasting,
activity-silent memory [25]. Further, unlike the network activity, neither the mean or variance of the
weights recovered to their pre-training values (fig.[2JA). This indicated that the weight matrices had
experienced long-lasting changes that enabled the different network responses observed for familiar
vs novel stimuli.



To analyze the weights in this network we defined the “engram” for each stimulus as the neurons with
the highest 10% of activities in response to the stimuli. Since, by construction, even the neurons in
naive networks were tuned to particular inputs (see fig.[S2), this engram was meaningful even during
pre-training phases. We observed that training mainly affected the weights to and from the familiar
stimuli’s engrams (fig. 2B, time point 2, strengthening of Wi engram weights, and weakening of
Weg engram weights), and these familiar-specific changes persisted long after the end of training
(fig. 2B, time point 3). We hypothesize that it is these familiar-specific weight changes that enabled
long-term memory recall. In other words, among the many (Wgg, Wegr, Wig, Wi) matrices able to
stabilize the network in background state (the degeneracy of solutions to the stabilization problem),
the specific weight matrices reached by plasticity reflected the system’s history—here past input
stimuli—giving rise to memory.
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Figure 2: A: Example meta-learned rule quadruplet undergoing the familiarity task. Top: visualization
of the rule quadruplet - normalised weight changes elicited by a pair of pre-synaptic and post-synaptic
spikes with different time-lag between spikes. Second plot: excitatory population firing rate without
any active stimuli (red, baseline) during the task, dashed lines denote the start and end of training.
After training, average excitatory population firing rate in response to four novel (green) and three
familiar stimuli (purple). Third & Fourth plot: Evolution of the mean and standard deviation of the
weights during the task. B: Weight matrices of the network for each synapse type, at three time points:
(1) immediately before the start of training, (2) immediately after training, (3) one hour after the end
of training. We sort the weights according to neuron response class: green - neurons responding to
novel patterns; purple - neurons responding to familiar patterns (shown during training); grey - all
other neurons. C: Same as A&B, but for a recurrent spiking network with iSTDP (I-to-E only, [L1]]).
D: Feedforward spiking network model. Excitatory and inhibitory Poisson inputs project on a single
output neuron. The familiarity task followed a similar structure to the recurrent case. Middle: output
neuron firing rate. Bottom: evolution of the 200 inhibitory (plastic) weights. Weights from input
neurons belonging to the familiar stimulus are shown in purple. Means of the two groups (‘“familiar”
weights vs rest) are in bold.
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3.2 Recurrent spiking network with only I-to-E plasticity

We next sought to test our intuitions in a more tractable setting - recurrent spiking networks with a
single operational plasticity rule. Within the stability manifold we recognized iSTDP, a widely-used
rule for stabilising spiking networks [[11} 26} 27]. This is a symmetric Hebbian rule operating only on
the I-to-E connectivity that has been studied analytically (fig. 2IC). Networks operating under this
rule are known to settle to a stable mean firing rate whose value can be calculated using a mean-field
approach [11].

We simulated networks evolving under iSTDP and observed very similar patterns to that of the
long-term memory quadruplet: the activity settled both before and after training to a setpoint (3Hz).
Further, despite showing no activity-related memory traces, an imprint of the familiar stimuli could be
seen in the weights (fig. 2IC), though in this case the memories lasted only a few minutes. It seemed
that the network exhibited a separation of timescales: fast dynamics that restored the activity to the
set point, and slower dynamics that erased the imprint of the memory from the connectivity weights
(fig. [IC). This separation led to a period of time in which activity was flat yet the network was able to
produce reliable memory-by-accident, matching our findings in the quadruplet rule case.

3.3 Feedforward spiking network with I-to-E plasticity

Finally, we study one further simplified spiking network: a feedforward network undergoing the
familiarity detection task (fig. 2ID). This model comprised a single leaky-integrate-and-fire output
neuron receiving inputs from 800 excitatory and 200 inhibitory Poisson neurons. Only the inhibitory
weights were plastic, following the iSTDP rule [11]. Initially, all input neurons fired at the same rate,
then we performed stimulus presentation by elevating the activity of 100 excitatory and 25 inhibitory
input neurons - the “engram neurons” in this setting (see Supplementary for more details).

Once again, transient memorization of the familiar stimulus could be seen (fig. [2D). Matching our
observations in recurrent networks, we observed that weights from inhibitory engram neurons relaxed
towards the background weight distribution at two different timescales after stimulus presentation.
Fast dynamics with a time constant of a few seconds returned the output neuron’s firing rate to the
firing rate set point; while a slower relaxation, lasting from minutes to hours, erased the imprint of
the memory from the weights. Since the only force that drove weight change in this network was
deviation of the output neuron’s firing rate from a target, these slower changes seemed to be driven
by random fluctuations that slowly overshadowed the memory, leading to observable memory-by-
accident phenomena persisting for behavioral timescales. We also verified that this insight was not
specific to I-to-E plasticity by running a similar network and task with an E-to-E rule instead (fig.[S5).

Overall, our analysis of each plastic spiking network confirmed the idea that the degeneracy of
weight configurations capable of stabilizing the network provided the substrate for the formation of
“accidental” memories. To understand this precisely we now turn to some analytic toy models.

4 Building a toy model for memory by accident

4.1 Explicit feedforward model

So far we have analyzed a few networks, each following a single set of co-active plasticity rules.
However, these simulations do not help us to understand the ubiquity of memory-by-accident across
the set of all stabilizing plasticity rules. To that end, we build an analytic toy model from which we
can derive the memory properties of networks following various stabilizing plasticity rules. We thus
turn to a minimal firing rate model capable of self-stabilization.

We considered a linear feedforward network with two inputs = (xg, 1) and a single output y:
y(t) = wo(t)zo(t) + wi(t)z1(t) (fig. B). All activities were nonnegative (though weights were
unconstrained), and for simplicity we made the inputs unit norm. We considered a four-parameter set
of Hebbian/non-Hebbian plasticity rules inspired by the full spiking model:

dw;
U;)t(t) = 0o + 0124(t) + O2y(t) + O3;(t)y(t) @

Not all these plasticity rules are meaningful, we therefore restricted to rules that produced stable
output activity for all possible inputs, a redefinition of stability for this simple feedforward model. In
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particular, we chose a target output firing rate, y*, and derived constraints on the plasticity parameters
{6, }o< ;<3 such that the output activity eventually converged to y* no matter which unit norm input
was presented (see Supplementary for derivation). These assumptions reduced the set of feasible
learning rules to the following two-parameter model:

Owi(t )
u(;t( ) = (y(t) -y )(90 + 01.’1%‘(75)), s.t. 0y + 601 < 0and \/590 +6, <0 3)

In this setting we devised a simplified task to assess memory, the A-B-A task (fig. [3B). The network

received two stimuli, @, and Z;m, both unit norm and aligned at a random, smaller than 90°, angle
from the x axis. For each input there is a stable subset of weight configurations, and in this case, due
to the linearity of the problem, they form a line. We define W, = {w, w.x = y*} as the line of
weight vectors that produce a stable output firing rate (y = y*) for a given input . We initialized the
network at wg € W;bg, i.e. at a stable point for the background input .. We then presented the
stimulus, ran the network to convergence, before returning again to the background input and running
to convergence (fig. [3[C). In this simple setting, we defined the “memory” of the system in two ways.
First via the relative improvement RI:

RI(Go, 91’ y*) — (wbg/ — wbg) : (wbgﬂstim _ wbg) )
||wbgﬂstim - wbg‘ |2

wye denotes the steady state weights for input @y, at the start of the task , while wyg, are those for
Ty at the end of the task. wygngim 18 the intersection between W;bg and W:;mm. The magnitude of
RI encodes the distance between the initial and final state of the network, while its sign indicates
whether the final state was closer to the intersection between the two lines of fixed points or not.
Zero indicates that the final weights are identical to the initial weights, while positive (negative)
values indicate net movement towards (away from) the weight matrix that stabilizes both . and
Zgim- Second, we evaluated memory with the time to convergence to the fixed point 7 (6, 61, y*) =

min(t, |y(t) — y*| < p), with p = 0.01 a threshold.

Almost all rules exhibited some form of memory in this toy model, i.e. the final and initial network
states differed indicating a dependency on the past input Zyim (fig. BID&E). Both the ubiquitous exis-
tence of memory, and the wide diversity of memory timescales were consistent with the observations
made in the spiking models (figs. [T|and 2), suggesting that the degeneracy of weights was indeed the
key factor in the memory by accident phenomenon. In fact, the only rules that did not yield memories
were the purely non-Hebbian ones (6; = 0). We verified that these results held qualitatively when
extending this toy model to higher dimensions (see Appendix and fig.[S8).



Besides qualitatively reproducing the observation that most stabilizing plasticity rules exhibit memo-
ries, this toy model led us to formulate several predictions:

1. Trade-off between memory and stability: rules that elicit the strongest memories—longer-lasting
and more robust— should be closest to unstable regions (fig. BD&E).

2. Learning rates and memory: a priori, the role of the learning rate was unclear to us, as it
influenced both the learning and forgetting phases. In the toy model, the learning rate of the rules did
not affect RI—the fixed points reached—only the speed of convergence 7. Therefore lower (non-zero)
learning rates should lead to longer-lasting memories.

3. Hebbian vs non-Hebbian terms and memory: the model predicted that the only rules that do not
elicit memory are exclusively non-Hebbian: aaut’i o y — y*. Further, rules combining the plasticity
parameters could be more efficient, i.e. with longer-lasting memories, than exclusively Hebbian or

non-Hebbian rules.

4.2 Feedforward implicit model
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Figure 4: A: Fixed points for three rules of the implicit toy model in the A-B-A task, shown in weight
space. All networks are initialized at the same state wg € W;bg. B: Phase portrait of the relative
improvement RI as a function of the values of a and b, for fixed c¢. This was computed for @wbg =
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One potential concern with our previous toy model (and indeed, all of our previous approaches) is
the dependence on a particular parameterization of the learning rules. In this section we therefore
defined a more abstract class of plasticity rules, operating in the same linear feedforward network as
in the previous section. In the vein of recent work [28]], we forego an explicit parameterization and
instead considered rules that minimize different distance metrics in weight space. More specifically,
we again considered learning rules that lead to a stable output firing of y* for any input x:

v(m7y03w0) ER2X1X27 lim y(t7w7y0uw0) :y* (5)
t—+o0
Then we assumed that the stabilizing weight configuration that network would choose W, would
be the closest according to some distance metric:
Y (z, yo, wo) € RP*X2 lim w(t, z, yo, wo) = argmin||w — wol|% (6)
t—4oc0 w *

@

with ||.||s the norm induced by the Mahalanobis distance D:
(w1, ws) € R??, Dy (Wi, wa) = \/(Wl — wa) "X (Wi — W) Q)

We defined X! = z g) leaving us with three plasticity parameters: a, b, and, c. To be a well-

defined distance, ¥ ~! needs to be positive semidefinite leading to the further constraint that a > 0
and ac —b? > 0. From these assumptions, we could calculate the system’s fixed point as a function of
the initial state (see Supplementary for the full derivation). Despite only describing the fixed points,
not the dynamics used to reach them, we found some matches between explicitly and implicitly
parameterized rules (fig. . For instance, the rule minimizing the L2 norm (¢ = 1,b = 0,¢ = 1)
corresponded to 6y = 0,6; = —1 in the explicit model, which could also be seen as minimizing the
L2 mean squared error between the current activity y and the desired activity y* (see Supplementary).

Again, it appeared that with these stabilizing rules, memory by accident was the rule and not the
exception (fig. B). This arose for almost all choices of metric minimization, independent of the exact



dynamics chosen to implement these weight updates, suggesting our ideas generalized beyond the
particular plasticity rule parameterization we might choose.

5 Testing insights from toy models in spiking networks

Finally, we returned to the full recurrent spiking network with four co-active plasticity rules to test
the predictions from our toy models.
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Figure 5: A: Recurrent spiking network with variants of iSTDP (I-to-E plasticity only) in the
familiarity task, with different learning rates. Simulations were repeated 5 times, averages across
seeds are shown in bold, dashed lines denote the last timestep at which the population firing rate in
response to familiar stimuli was significantly different to novel responses (Student t-test, p < 0.05).
B: Feedforward spiking network with I-to-E plasticity in the familiarity detection task. Three rules
were tested from top to bottom: 7P = 7P*! = 20ms,a« = —0.12,8 = 0,x = v = 1 (original
iSTDP) 7P = 7P = 20ms,a = —0.12,8 = 0.2,k = v = 0.5 (half post-only, half Hebbian),
TP = 7Pt = 90ms, o« = —0.12, 8 = 0.4,k = v = 0 (see ﬁg.for full simulations). C: Same
as B, but for a different I-to-E plasticity rule with a spike-independent term, %’ = BSpre(t) + C,
with 3 and C plasticity parameters, and Sy the pre-synaptic spike train. D: Top: example base rule
quadruplet in black, and stability of perturbations along 10 random directions in plasticity parameter
space. Bottom: distribution of indices of the first unstable perturbation along each direction. Results
for 10 quadruplets with long memory lifetimes 7y, > 4h and 10 others with ey < 10s.

Learning rate and memory: We varied the learning rate in the recurrent network with only iSTDP
(section 3.2); within the range tested, the slower the rule, the longer the memory lifetime (fig. EIA), as
predicted.

Trade-off between memory and stability: we sought to verify that rule quadruplets with the longest
memory lifetimes were those closest to the edge of the stability manifold. Calculating such distances
involves simulating networks perturbed in all directions in the 24 dimensional parameter space,
so is very compute-intensive. Here, therefore, we only report a trend when perturbing 10 stable
rule quadruplets with memory lifetimes of 10s or less vs perturbing 10 stable rule quadruplets with
memory lifetimes of 4h or more (fig. [5D). Overall, the distance to the instability border depended both
on the rule quadruplet and on the direction chosen, and marginally more directions were immediately
unstable for the long-memory quadruplets. Whether this is a reflection of a limited-compute budget
or a real phenomenon remains to be seen.

Hebbian vs non-Hebbian terms and memory: we focused on I-to-E plasticity, to avoid potential
confounds induced by co-active rules. Using mean-field analysis as in previous work [[11], we derived
the activity setpoint for spiking rules from eq. (I):
—QIETinh

B + 7’inh(f€11~:7'1p1505t + ’YIETIPETS)
The iSTDP rule [11] chooses g = 0, thus simplifying 7y, out of the equation, which effectively
ensures network stabilization for all inhibitory activity levels. In recurrent networks, rules with
Bie # 0 display unstable network dynamics (see fig. [S4D). However, many unstable I-to-E rules
were in fact stable as part of a quadruplet [20]. To be able to test these rules in a controlled setting,
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we reverted to the feedforward spiking network. We tested I-to-E rules that had the same learning
rates and target firing rates, but which traded off Hebbian terms x and ~ for the post-only term /.
Surprisingly, the more post-only potentiation, the longer-lasting the memory (fig. 5B).

These experiments verified two predictions at once, though in an unexpected way. First, adding terms
besides the Hebbian term could indeed be useful for memory-by-accident. Second, we found an
unexpected verification of the stability-memory trade-off: the higher the 5 which destabilizes the
rule, the longer the memory. Finally, we verified that the only rule predicted not to elicit memory by

accident, % x y — y*, behaved as predicted in the spiking case. To do so, we defined an equivalent

rule, %” = [BSpre(t) + C. Note that such a rule was not part of the search space defined in eq. .

We verified that it did not elicit memory by accident in the feedforward spiking model (fig. 5C).

6 Discussion

This study sought to understand a puzzling observation: almost all plasticity rules that produce stable
network activity also lead to memory abilities [20]. By studying three different spiking network
models we linked this phenomena to the degeneracy of weight matrices capable of stabilizing a
network for a given input. In essence, from amongst the degenerate space of stable weights, the
configuration that the plasticity rules chose depends on past inputs, creating a form of memory. We
demonstrated the existence of this memory-by-accident phenomena all the way down to a 3-neuron
linear rate model. We then used these tractable toy models to understand the phenomenon’s ubiquity,
finding it in nearly all rules, whether parameterized explicitly or implicitly. Instead of a seemingly
fortunate accident, our analysis leads us to pose basic memory abilities as a near-unavoidable
consequence of network stabilization.

In our toy models the only non-memorizing rules were purely non-Hebbian; do our findings boil
down to “Hebbian learning creates memories”? We think not. While the link between Hebbian
rules and memory is natural and longstanding, we find a wide diversity of combinations of Hebbian
and non-Hebbian terms that produce long-lasting memories. Further, we found in our feedforward
spiking models that the rules with the longest-lived “memories-from-accidents” were exclusively
non-Hebbian (fig. [5B). Rather, we argue this is a generic property of stabilizing plasticity rules.

A promising aspect of memory by accident is that it seems to benefit from the system’s complexity:
the more neurons and weights, the more degenerate solutions; the more co-active learning rules,
the more opportunities to exploit this degeneracy. This near-trivial phenomenon in toy models
transferred to large recurrent network models and elicited complex and long-lasting memory abilities.
Our recurrent spiking models, though relatively complex by today’s standards, are but a simplistic
reflection of brain regions, which are composed of orders of magnitude more neurons and synapses,
and use hundreds of different synapse types [29], each of which could have their own plasticity rule.
For now we can only speculate on the potential computations that this phenomenon could unlock in
systems of comparable scale to the brain.

The memories we have been discussing exhibit a diversity of timescales, from seconds to hours
(and potentially beyond). While our longer-lasting memories look like classic episodic memories
that have often been modeled with spike-timing dependent plasticity rules like ours, the shorter of
these timescales instead match those discussed by the activity-silent working memory literature [25]].
Interestingly, classic models in this area rely on qualitatively different plasticity mechanisms such as
short-term plasticity [30,131]]. It is exciting that our theory proposes a unifying explanation for both
phenomena operating on different timescales.

The systematic emergence of basic forms of memory from relatively simple unsupervised and local
plasticity rules could also provide hints on the evolution of the complex learning abilities observed.
For plastic neural networks to be useful they must be stable. We find that as soon as they are stable
they permit memory, potentially presenting an easy stepping stone to higher-order cognitive abilities
from compositions of readily available memory motifs.

Limitations: Given the compute-load of simulating large plastic recurrent spiking networks with
a high dimensional plasticity space, we could only partially verify the predictions made by the
toy models. Moreover, many other phenomena influence the memory of the system besides those
captured in the toy model. For instance, we noticed that some rule quadruplets don’t respond to any



memory task, but have very high firing rates (> 30Hz), effectively making them recurrent driven and
oblivious to their inputs.

We have also not modeled the effects of co-active rules, which in practice appeared to be a key
element to make memories generated by the pairwise rules robust and noticeable on behavioural
timescales [20]. Indeed, most of the original set of co-active plasticity rules used as a starting point for
this study [20] were unstable when considered in isolation, or in a mean-field model with co-activity
(fig.[ST). This effectively prevented us from drawing conclusions on their memory capacity in this
work. However, understanding how rules unstable in isolation can be stable together and produce
longer-lasting memories than their individual counterparts is an important avenue for future work,
perhaps using more refined versions of mean-field analysis than was performed here [32, (9} (10133} [7].

We might also wonder how these mechanisms could be extended to embed lifelong memories. In our
networks it appears that memories are ultimately erased by random fluctuations (fig. 2JC), something
not captured by our toy models. However, as a first approximation, the larger the RI (the further away
the final state is from the initial), the longer the memory will last before being erased by noise. Further,
some learning rules seem to be able to dramatically postpone this eventual forgetting, especially
through co-activity (fig. 2JA). Together these mechanisms seem sufficient to encode a memory long
enough for it to be consolidated by other systems, such as the wake-sleep cycle. On the contrary, a
memory system with graceful forgetting and robust stability enforced as default may be desirable.

To sum up, our distillation of automatically discovered plasticity rules in large recurrent networks
resulted in a remarkably general and simple phenomenon, memory by accident, that highlights the
unreasonable effectiveness of simple unsupervised rules at making memories.
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A Technical Appendices and Supplementary Material

The code and data to reproduce the results in this paper can be found on Github. Spiking network
simulations were performed on a single CPU using the Auryn simulator [34]]. The perturbations of
rule quadruplets in fig. B|C (<3000 simulations) were performed on 500 CPUs on the ISTA HPC
cluster. Rate models and analysis of all simulations was performed using numpy [35]], JAX [36]],
matplotlib [37], SciPy [38]] and scikit-learn [39].

A.1 Recurrent spiking network model

A.1.1 Network model

We considered a recurrent spiking network with Ng = 4096 excitatory neurons and Ny = 1024
inhibitory neurons (leaky-integrate and fire point neurons with variable threshold, AMPA and NMDA
currents, and conductance-based synapses). This network was based on previous work (8} 20]. The
membrane potential dynamics of neuron j (excitatory or inhibitory) followed:

d
Tm 77
dt

with 7,,, = 20 ms, Ve = —70 mV, Eg = 0mV and E; = —80 mV.

Vi) = = (Vi(t) = View) — g5 (8) (Vi (t) — Eg) — g5(t) (V; () — Ex) ®

A postsynaptic spike occurred whenever the membrane potential V;(¢) crossed a threshold Vjth(t),
with an instantaneous reset to Vieser = —70 mV. This threshold Vjth (t) was incremented by V;‘phike =
100 mV every time neuron j spiked and otherwise decayed following:

d
T Vi (8) = Voae = V"(8), (10)

with Vi . = —50 mV. The excitatory and inhibitory conductances, g* and ¢' evolved such that

g5 () = agi™ () + (1 — a)g}™P(#)  and

d g5(t)
—g;(t) = ——"—+ w;; () S;(t
G0 =20t S w080
d AMPA (4 (1n
with e ;‘MPA(t) - % ®) + Z w;;(¢)S;(t) and
TAMPA i€Exc

g NMDA (t) _ ?MPA(t) _ g?]MDA(t)

de’ TNMDA

)

with w;; (t) the connection strength between neurons 4 and j (unitless), a = 0.23 (unitless), TGapa =
10 ms, Tampa = 5 ms, Tampa = 100 ms, S;(¢) = > 0(¢ — tI) the spike train of presynaptic neuron
1, where ¢} denotes the spike times of neuron k, and ¢ the Dirac delta.

The network was initialized with random sparse connectivity (10%), with wili' = wifit = 0.1 and
wfft = wfpt =1,

The excitatory neurons in the network received Nipp—g = 11025 inputs from Poisson neurons firing
at r,];;p = 10H z. When a stimulus was active, a subset of the input neurons increased their firing

rate to 7. = 100Hz. The connectivity from input neurons to excitatory and inhibitory neurons
was receptive-field-like: for each recurrent neuron, we selected a random input neuron as the center
of the circular receptive field of radius 8. The connections from neurons of this circular patch of
input neurons to the considered recurrent neuron was wipp, = 0.075, and O to all other input neurons.
The inhibitory neurons received inputs from Nj,,_,; = 4096 Poisson neurons with wj,, and similar
receptive field connectivity than for the excitatory population. However, inhibitory neurons only

received background inputs (r,Tgpm) and no specific stimulus patterns.
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A.1.2 Plasticity parameterization

This parameterization of plasticity rules included variations of spike-timing-dependent plasticity, and
was taken from previous work [19} [20]]. The weight from neuron ¢ to neuron j of type X and Y
(excitatory or inhibitory) evolved such that:

dwij (t)
dt

with = 0.01 a fixed learning rate, S;(t) = Y, 6(¢ — ¢}) the spike train of neuron i, § the Dirac
delta function to denote the presence of a pre (post)-synaptic spike at time ¢. The synaptic traces x;
and x; are low-pass filters of the activity of presynaptic neuron ¢ and postsynaptic neuron j, with
time constants Tyre and Tpost, such that:

= n[Si(t) (axy + rxyx;(t)) + 55(t) (Bxy +xyzi(t))] (12)

d x;(t) d x;(t)

Overall, this search space comprised 6 tunable plasticity parameters per synapse type XY (X,Y €
(B,1)): Oxy = [oxy, BXY, VXY KXY Toea » Taowl» fOr @ total of 24 plasticity parameters across all four
synapse types.

Note that all weights in the network were capped at all times, in the [0, Wiay] range, with wm,x = 20,
though rule quadruplets in [20] were considered unstable if more than 10% of the weights at any
synapse type reached these extreme values.

A.1.3 Familiarity detection task

We considered a familiarity detection task that was similar to previous work [20]. The network first re-
ceived nonspecific background inputs for lh—pre-training phase—, followed by a 40s training phase
during which four non-overlapping input patterns—the familiar stimuli—were active in alternation.
When a given stimulus was active, ~10% of the input neurons to the excitatory population had ele-
vated firing rates, while the others remained at background. After training, we reverted to background
inputs and regularly probed the network with familiar and novel stimuli for an hour—post-training
phase.

Given the input structure and connectivity described above, each stimulus, novel or familiar excited
a different subset of recurrent neurons. We defined “engrams” for each stimulus pattern (novel or
familiar) by probing the network before training started, and labeling the top 10% of excitatory and
inhibitory neurons as part of the engram for the presented stimulus. In practice, since the stimuli
were non overlapping, the engrams defined this way also had little overlap.

Note that each stimulus elicited a different network response, in the sense that each stimulus preferen-
tially excited a different subset of recurrent neurons (this can be seen in fig.[S2)) and thus the stimulus
identity could be decoded from the population vector of neuron activities. However, whether this
stimulus has been encountered by the network in the past —its novelty or familiarity— was unknown.

We chose a simple decoding strategy for stimulus familiarity: the mean firing rate of the excitatory
population (each excitatory neuron contributes equally to the decoding). In the paper that inspired
this work [20], a Student t-test was performed over several seeds/simulations/stimuli over mean firing
rates in response to familiar or novel stimuli to determine whether novel stimuli elicited statistically
different mean firing rates than familiar stimuli. Note that by design, all stimuli elicited statistically
indistinguishable mean firing rates in static or naive plastic networks. Thus this task flagged a
stimulus-specific change in network activity due to synaptic plasticity.

A.2 Feedforward spiking network model
A.2.1 Network model

1000 Poisson neurons (800 excitatory and 200 inhibitory) projected onto a single output neuron, with
the same neuron model and parameters as in the previous section. The excitatory weights were fixed
at wee = 0.1, the inhibitory weights were plastic with the parameterization defined for the recurrent
spiking case, and initialized at w;e, = 1.
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Note that in fig. 5[C, we used a different learning rule, not part of the plasticity parameterization
described above. For this rule, ‘% = BSpre(t) + C with 8 = 0.4 and C' = 0.00012 to obtain a target
firing rate of 3Hz given the integration time-step of the simulation (0.1ms).

A.2.2 Familiarity detection task

The task closely resembled the task in the recurrent case. During a pre-training phase of 1h, all input
neurons fired at I0Hz. During the training phase that lasted 60s, 100 excitatory and 25 inhibitory
increased their firing rates to 100Hz and 50Hz respectively (the "familiar" stimulus). After the
training phase, the network was regularly probed on its network response to the familiar stimulus and
another, novel stimulus of the same structure than the familiar stimulus but with different neurons (no
overlap).

A.3 Toy model 1: Explicit parameterization
A.3.1 2D version

The model is a linear feedforward network with two inputs = (z, 1) projecting on a single output
neuron y:

y(t) = wo(t)l‘()(t) + wq (t)xl (t) (14)

Besides, Vt > 0, y(t) > 0, zo(t) > 0, x1(t) > 0;
plastic and unconstrained.

x|| = 1 with ||.|| the L2 norm. Weights were

Initially, we considered a four-parameter set of Hebbian/non-Hebbian plasticity rules inspired by
the full spiking model (see mean-field section below for the relationship between spike-based and
rate-based plasticity):
6’(1)7; t

815( ) =n(0o + 12i(t) + O2y(t) + O3;(£)y(t)) (15)
with 6y, 61, 62 and 65 four plasticity parameters, and 1 = 0.01 a fixed learning rate (omitted below).
From this full search space, we only considered rules that admitted a target output firing rate y* € R*
as a stable fixed point for all inputs « considered here. The existence of y* as a fixed point implied
that for all inputs x;

0o + O012; + ggy* + 93x1y* =0 = 0Oy = —92y* and 6; = —6‘3y* (16)

Thus the search space became two-dimensional:

0
% = (y —y")(0o + O120)
00— (=)0 + 1)

. _ .’170(90 + 91560) X1 (00 + 91%0) s 0o + 6120
with A = <I0(‘90 +0121)  21(00 + O121) and B = —y o + bhay )

This system has only one non-zero eigenvalue: Ay = 6y(zg + 1) + 61 (23 + 23). The system thus
has a neutral mode (A\g = 0), for the system to converge to a point on the line attractor, we need
A1 < 0. Because ||x|| = 1 and zg, 1 > 0, 29 + 21 € [1,v/2] and 22 + 22 = 1. As a result, we need
6, and 6; to be below the lines 6y + #; = 0 and yv/2 + 61 = 0.

For the numerical results reported in the paper, we simulated the system in the A-B-A task with:
y* =1, wy = (1,0.27) € W, Tprg L Tyim = 7. We ran the system until convergence at each

Thg’

phase of the A-B-A task, in practice we found that 7" = 20000 epochs was sufficient.

We verified that the results of the parameter sweeps on 6y and #; had similar trends for different
stimuli angles and initializations.
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A.3.2 Extension to higher input dimensions
In the main text, we chose the smallest model possible (2D) for ease of visualization. However, the
findings readily extend to higher dimensions (Ni, > 2 input neurons).

We consider Vj, input neurons with activity  projecting on a single output neuron y with weights w:

Y= WTx. We choose « to be of unit norm with nonnegative entries. The plasticity rules are the
same as in the 2D case:

8’[01'
ot

) = (y(t) —y*) (0 + Or24(t)), i=1,-- , Ny (18)

This is an affine system of ODEs, which can be written in vector form as w = Aw + b, with
A =x(0p1 4 61), and 1 a N;,-dimensional vector of ones.

For a constant input x, this system is rank one, and the non-zero eigenvalue is A = 6 Zﬁ“l x; +
01 vazl z? = 6 Zf\il x; + 601 for unitary norm inputs. Note that this is a generalization of the
derivation presented above.

Edge of stability: For the system to be stable, we need A < 0, which translate for unit-norm,
nonnegative inputs to 6/ Ny, + 61 < 0 and 6y + 6, < 0.

Defining a metric to evaluate memory: As in the 2D case, we define wyg, the steady state weights for
input &y, at the start of the A-B-A task, and wy,, are those for @y at the end of the task. However, the
2D definition of RI (eq. @)) does not generalize readily to N-dimensions, as wygnstim, the intersection
between the hyperplanes W;bg : 'mebg =y and W, w! xgim = y* is not unique (assuming

these hyperplanes are not parallel). As a proxy, we define RI = ||wyg — wpg||, which only evaluates
how far the final state is from the initial one, and not whether the change is pushing towards the
intersection or not.

Overall, as can be seen in fig. [S8]increasing the dimensionality of the toy models did not change
qualitatively the findings reported in the main paper.

A.4 Toy model 2: Implicit parameterization
A4.1 2D version

This toy model only described the fixed point reached by an implicitly-defined class of learning rules
operating in the same linear feedforward network as in previous section.

Specifically, we made two assumptions on the learning rules:

Stabilization: V (x, yo, wo) € R2X1X2 " i y(t, ¢, yo,wo) = y* (19)
t—+oo
Distance minimization: V (z, yo, wg) € R2X1X2 i w(t, x, Yo, wo) = argmin||w — wo||2Z
t——4o00 wewz
(20)
with ||.||s; the norm induced by the Mahalanobis distance D:
V(Wl,WQ) S R2X2, Dz(Wl,Wg) = \/(Wl — Wg)Tzil(Wl — WQ) (21)

with X1 = (Z lc)> , where a, b, and,c are the three plasticity parameters in this search space. To be

a well-defined distance, ¥ ! needs to be positive semi-definite leading to the further constraint that
a > 0and ac — b* > 0.

From these assumptions, we derived the final network state w/ = (ng , w{ ) as a function of the

initialization w’ = (wj, w?}), =’ (input for which the network is initialized), and (fixed) input /.
s

. T *—wiazf S
Since the final state belongs to W, we have w/~ xf = y* = w{ = £ 5070 We minimize

3
the distance D:
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42 ) ) )
R —aubel® 6o [yt ubed — wiaf] + cof [ute] — o]
D(w,w')” = ——5—wo” +2 5 wo
o] o]
(22)
o y* [—2bw3x{ +c(—2w§x{ —l—y*)}
+ [[w']ls; + 5 (23)
xf
1
2
Since [1x 'f‘§*1 > 0, the expression above has a single minimum:
B3
2 ) . o
ot — ol + e (wlal —wiad —y) + erk(y” —wieh) o
b=

[ 15-
We applied the result above twice, for each phase of the A-B-A task.

Relationship between explicit and implicit toy models: although we don’t have a general mapping
from the implicit to the explicit rules in both toy models, some rules have the same steady states in
both cases.

Notably, the Hebbian rule 65? = —x;(y —y*) (6p = 0,6, = —1) had identical fixed point to the
rule minimizing the Euclidean distance in the implicit model (a = 1,b = 0,¢ = 1), see fig. [S6D.
The explicit form of this rule could also be seen as the gradient descent update wrt the loss function

_ w=y? L oL _ _ow;
L= 7" e 50 =z(y—y") =-S5

A.4.2 Extension to higher input dimensions

This toy model has the same network architecture as above, but the number of input neurons does
change the number of plasticity parameters, as the rules are this time parameterized by a distance
metric of the Mahalanobis family (with covariance ¥ € R¥u*Nu Jeaving us with w plasticity
parameters.

Edge of stability: This corresponds to X losing its positive semi-definite property (i.e. at least one
eigenvalue becomes 0).

A.5 Toy-model 3: Mean-field-inspired model

A common method to study spike-timing-dependent plasticity is to perform mean-field analysis
[33} 16l [11], which assumes a large network of uncorrelated neurons. Under these assumptions, the
weight updates in the spiking network eq. (I) become:

<dw(t)

dt
with 7. and r,,4 the firing rates of the pre- and post-synaptic neurons. This method allowed
us to get a rate "equivalent” of each spike-timing dependent rule defined ineq. (I)). We embedded
the rate-equivalent rule quadruplets in a 2-neuron linear recurrent network (2RNN) undergoing the
familiarity detection task (fig. [ST). The activities r, r; of the 2RNN, representing the excitatory and
inhibitory spiking populations, followed:

{rE(t + 1) = Wee (B)rp(t) — wie(t)r1(t) + (%) 26)

> = n[rpreaXY + Tpost/BXY + rprerpost(/fXYTg)(O;t + 'YXYTg)(T;)} (25)

it 4+ 1) = we; (O)rE(t) — wy(t)r(t) + z1(t)

The activities r and weights w were constrained to be positive at all times. The familiarity task
was ported to this setting by providing background input to the network x;;, = (1,1), followed
by a training period with stimulus @, = (1.5, 1) before reverting to x;,. Over 95% of the rule
quadruplets that were stable in the recurrent spiking model elicited diverging weight or activity
dynamics in the rate model, such as the rule quadruplet shown in fig. [T| (fig. [ST]B). Nevertheless, this
2RNN satisfyingly approximated some rules, particularly those evolving in isolation, such as the
rate-equivalent of iSTDP (fig. [ST[C).
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Supplementary Figure S1: Mean-field-inspired model. A: Linear 2-neuron recurrent network
(2RNN) and notations. B: 2RNN evolving with the rate-equivalent of the iSTDP rule during the
familiarity task (see fig. 2JJA for spiking equivalent). Dashed lines denote the onset and offset of
training. Top: network activities during the task. Bottom: evolution of the four recurrent weights.
Colors match the cartoon in A. C: Same as B, but for the meta-learned rule quadruplet shown in

fig. [T}

Overall this suggested that the assumptions made to obtain the rate equivalent rules were not valid in
the case of co-active rules. Indeed, the one rule for which the 2RNN model performed qualitatively
similarly like the spiking model is iSTDP, which was shown to decorrelate neuronal activities [11]],
thus ensuring that the assumption of uncorrelated neuron activities holds. We thus moved to a more
abstract setting to understand the memory by accident phenomenon.

A.6 Supplementary figures
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Supplementary Figure S2: Visualization of network activities for fig.|1, A,B: Raster plots during
two test sessions of the familiarity detection task. Neurons are colored by which engram they belong
to (see methods for definition of engrams, gray shows neurons not part of any engram).
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Supplementary Figure S3: A linear RNN reproduces aspects of memory by accident A: Network
and notations, activities are restricted to be positive. B: Example input activities in the A-B-A task.
Each stimulus presentation is chosen to be long enough for any potential fixed point to be reached.
C: Hebbian rule in the A-B-A task: Aw?™*P**" oc (hyy — hE°**)hE™ with hy, a fixed target (1).
Top: Recurrent neurons activities, Bottom: 4 network weights. D: Same as C for a non-Hebbian
rule: Aw?"*P**" o (hy, — hP°"). E: Distance between the network weights at the end of the first
or the second presentation of stimulus A: averaged over many simulations for the three learning
rules tested. "GD" is online gradient descent on the mean squared error loss of the network activity
compared to the target activity h:q. F: Network response profile for stimuli of various angles at
different timepoints of the A-B-A task.
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Supplementary Figure S4: Variations of iSTDP and memory by accident: Recurrent spiking
network undergoing the familiarity detection task, for 6 variants of the iSTDP rule. All variants have

the same target excitatory rate of 3Hz. A: 77" = T}’ESt = 20ms,arp = —0.12,8;g = 0, kg =
vig = 1. B: 7P = P9 = 20ms, arp = —0.24, 815 = 0, krp = yip = 2. C: 70 = 770 =
40ms,a1E = —O.lQ,B[E = O,I*QIE =YIE = 0.5. DZT})EF = T})ggt = 20ms,o¢1E = —O.lQ,ﬁIE =
0.0G,H}E = YIE — 0.5. E: T})}g@ = T?I%St = 2Oms,a1E = —0.12,6“3‘ = O,H[E = O,’y[E =1.F:
TP = 702t = 20ms, arp = —0.12, Brg = 0,875 = 1,y7p = 0.
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Supplementary Figure S5: Feedforward spiking mode with E-to-E plasticity. Top: output neuron
firing rate. Bottom: evolution of the 800 excitatory (plastic) weights. Weights from all excitatory
input neurons are in red, the subset of weights belonging to the familiar stimulus are overlayed in
purple. The means of the two groups (“familiar” weights vs rest) are in bold. The plasticity rule used

. pre __ _post __ _ _ _ o
isTpp =7y =100ms,agg = 1,8 = —0.8,kgg = Yygg = —1.
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Supplementary Figure S6: Additional analysis of the implicit feedforward toy model: A: Similar
parameter sweeps as in fig. B, but varying other parameter combinations. B: Same parameter sweep
as in fig. EIB, but for an angle of % between the two inputs. C: Grey: dynamics of the 6y = 0, 61 = —1
rule from the explicit parameterization in the A-B-A task. Black dots represent the fixed points of the
rule associated to a = 1, b = 0, ¢ = 0 in the implicit parameterization. D: Parameter sweep on the
plasticity rules (varying a and b, c fixed. But relaxing the assumption that ¥ ~! needs to be positive
semi-definite.
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Supplementary Figure S7: Additional analysis on testing predictions from toy models. A, B, C:
Top: firing rate of the post-synaptic neuron during simulation associated to fig. fB&C (red), as well as
the firing rate in response to the novel and familiar stimuli. Bottom: inhibitory weights, weights from
inhibitory input neurons aprt of the familiar stimulus are in purple, the rest is in teal. Averages of the
two groups are in bold. Dashed lines indicate training onset and offset. D: Recurrent spiking network
with variants of iSTDP (I-to-E plasticity only) in the familiarity task, with different Hebbian windows.
Simulations were repeated 5 times, averages across seeds are shown in bold, dashed lines denote
the last timestep at which the population firing rate in response to familiar stimuli was significantly
different to novel responses (Student t-test, p < 0.05).
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Supplementary Figure S8: Extending the explicit toy model to higher dimensions. A: Top: Phase
portrait of the relative improvement R as a function of the values of 6 and 6,. Note that here, RI is
defined as in appendix [A.3.2] to extend to Nj, > 2 input dimensions. Grey denotes unstable rules.
Bottom: Same parameter sweep as C, but plotting the time to convergence 7. These two plots are
generated for V;, = 2 (same as main). B,C: Same as A, but for NV, = 3 and N;, = 10.

NeurIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We show simulations and derivations in four models (recurrent and feedforward
spiking networks, two toy feedforward linear models).
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.
* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.
* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.
* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

. Limitations

Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We included a dedicated paragraph in the discussion. We include and discuss
negative results from some large scale numerical experiments in the last figure.
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.
* The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
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model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

 The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: For the three parts of this paper that rely on analytical results (mean-field
analysis for I-to-E plasticity to compute target firing rates), and the two toy models, we
included a dedicated section in appendix for the full derivation.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

* Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We included a more detailed method section in Supplementary with the exact
parameter values to run our models. The code to reproduce our simulations and analysis is
also provided.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

» If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

23



* If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-

sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the

nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how
to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The dataset for meta-learned rule quadruplets is publicly accessible from
previous public work. The code to reproduce all simulations and analysis is available on
github.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

* Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.
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6. Experimental setting/details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Supplementary methods go into more details for the exact experiments pre-
sented in the paper.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.
7. Experiment statistical significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All statistical tests performed are described, and the code provided includes
the analysis.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

« It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

e It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

* For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments compute resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Paragraph in Supplementary material about the compute-requirements of this
work.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
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9.

10.

11.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines]?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: this paper is a very fundamental analysis of the emergence of memory in the
brain, and has no immediate societal impact.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

* If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: the models used in this study have no foreseeable potential for misuse.

Guidelines:
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» The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

* Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: All libraries upon which the simulations and analysis is built on are cited.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

 The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

o If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: a link to the code is provided.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]
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Justification: No human subjects are used in this study.
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: No human subjects were used in this study.
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
Declaration of LLM usage

Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigorousness, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.

Answer: [NA]
Justification.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

* Please refer to our LLM policy (https://neurips.cc/Conferences/2025/LLM)
for what should or should not be described.
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