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Sequential learning in physical networks is hindered by catastrophic forgetting, where training a
new task erases solutions to earlier ones. We show that we can significantly enhance memory of pre-
vious tasks by introducing a hard threshold in the learning rule, allowing only edges with sufficiently
large training signals to be altered. Thresholding confines tuning to the spatial vicinity of inputs
and outputs for each task, effectively partitioning the network into weakly overlapping functional
regions. Using simulations of tunable resistor networks, we demonstrate that this strategy enables
robust memory of multiple sequential tasks while reducing the number of edges and the overall
tuning cost. Our results hint at constrained training as a simple, local, and scalable mechanism to

overcome catastrophic forgetting in tunable matter.

In physical networks, the interactions between nodes
are dictated by the properties of the connecting edges.
For example, nodes in a resistor network connected by re-
sistors characterized by their conductances. As a whole,
such networks can “compute” voltages at designated out-
put nodes given voltages applied to input nodes by simply
obeying their natural dynamics, driven by the physical
imperative to satisfy Kirchhofl’s laws.

In tunable resistor networks, the conductances become
“tunable degrees of freedom,” adjusted individually to
obtain a desired output response to applied inputs—they
are tuned to satisfy a task [TH3]. “Self-tuning” networks
have edges that can adjust their tunable degrees of free-
dom on their own, according to a local rule [4]. Such net-
works can perform autonomous supervised [3), BHIT] and
unsupervised [12] learning, thereby bypassing the need
for central processors and memory storage and poten-
tially leading to scalable self-tuning networks.

Multiple tasks can be trained in a single network, ei-
ther simultaneously, by switching among them until a
joint solution is found [I3| [I4], or sequentially, where
tasks are learned one after the other [I5H23]. However,
sequential training is often unsuccessful due to forget-
ting: learning a new task modifies the tunable degrees of
freedom and can move the system away from the solution
of previous tasks. Forgetting can be abrupt, as in catas-
trophic forgetting [24, 25]. In artificial neural networks,
strategies to address this problem rely on reducing rep-
resentational overlap [I5HIT], or protecting weights that
are important for previous tasks[I8H23]. However, these
approaches require global information and entail heavy
memory storage and computational costs.

Here we focus on supervised learning and demon-
strate a simple, powerful strategy to enhance memory
of previously-trained tasks in tunable resistor networks.
We show that reducing the sensitivity of updates of tun-
able degrees of freedom—ignoring training signals be-
low a threshold—enhances memory of previously learned
tasks. This principle exploits the nature of physical net-
works, where physical responses, and hence learning sig-
nals, decay with the distance from applied inputs. In-

tuitively, a threshold spatially confines training updates.
As a consequence, multiple tasks can be learned sequen-
tially by concentrating the tuned edges for each task in
different spatial regions. Note that a threshold is a local
constraint—each tunable resistor only needs to assess its
own training signal—and does not rely on the specifics
of the tuning process.

Systems studied— We consider ohmic (linear) resistor
networks of N voltage nodes and Ng resistive edges with
tunable conductances {ki, ka, ..., kn, } that are modified
during training. Nodes have fixed positions in space
and edges connect nearby nodes. Throughout the paper,
we work with disordered planar networks with periodic
boundary conditions.

A task is defined as a voltage input-output relation.
We start with “edge-coupling,” where the input is defined
as an imposed voltage drop Vg across two adjacent source
nodes, and the output is the voltage drop Vr across adja-
cent target nodes at some distance from the source. The
desired input-output relation is Vi = AVg, with coupling
value A [2]26] 27]. For resistor networks, Kirchhoft’s and
Ohm’s laws imply a linear response Vi = RVg, where R
is a scalar (or matrix for multiple inputs/outputs) that
depends nonlinearly on all conductances [28], 29].

The performance of a task is quantified by the error
between the physical output response and the desired
output. For edge-coupling, we consider the mean-square
error, £ = (AVs — RVs)?/2. Training thus corresponds
to updating the conductances such that the error is mini-
mized. In general, this is achieved by updates of the form
ki — ki + Ak;, with Ak; = —y0C/0k; being the train-
ing signal, C' a cost function sharing the same minimum
as the error £ (for gradient descent C' = &), and v the
training rate.

In this work, we consider tuning rules of the type

Ak — {—780/61@, if 0C/Ohki] > A Q)
0, otherwise

Thus, the conductance of an edge is updated only if mag-
nitude of its gradient exceeds a fixed threshold A. This
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FIG. 1. Sequential learning of two edge-coupling
tasks. (a) Network of N = 256 nodes and Ng = 704 edges,
trained for two sequential edge-coupling tasks A (orange) and
B (blue). Source nodes are hollow circles and target nodes
are solid circles. (b-d) From top to bottom: Errors £a, &g,
and joint error £ as a function of training steps 7 for different
thresholds A (color). The lowest final joint error is found for
A =0.0014.

criterion is fundamentally local, making it suitable for
local tuning rules [3], 12} [30, 1], although thresholds can
also be introduced into global tuning processes.

In all reported simulations we choose C' to be the con-
trastive power [30, [32], leading to the Coupled Learning
rule [30] implemented experimentally in Contrastive Lo-
cal Learning Networks [8]. Details of the training proto-
col are given in the SI.

Thresholding in single and multiple tasks— We begin
with a network trained sequentially for two edge-coupling
tasks A and B, with coupling value A = 1 for both, see
Fig.[Th. We first train the network to minimize the error
€4 and then £. The overall performance is defined as
the joint error, £ = (€4 + Ep)/2.

The effects of the threshold are shown in Fig. [Tp,c,d,
for several values of A. In the absence of a threshold
(A = 0) the network has maximal sensitivity, adapts to
the smallest gradients, and therefore reaches the lowest
error €4 for task A. However, subsequent training on task
B drives £4 back to values comparable to the untrained
case, while lowering £5. The network learns both tasks
well in isolation but almost completely forgets task A
when trained for B, leading to large joint error £. In
contrast, for A > 0 there is a tradeoff: the network can-
not reach the lowest individual task errors, but the joint
error can be lowered by up to two orders of magnitude
relative to the unconstrained case. The final joint error £
is non-monotonic in A and there is a range of thresholds
around A = 1.4 x 1073 that optimally allows task A to
be remembered after training task B.

To understand this result it is instructive to analyze
the effect of thresholding on a single edge-coupling task.
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FIG. 2. Increasing the threshold localizes effects of
training. (a) Network with N = 1024 nodes and Ng =
2824 edges trained for an edge-coupling task. The width
of each edge is proportional to its final conductance. A
low-conductance boundary separates sectors of positive (blue
nodes, V = 0.5) and negative (yellow nodes, V = —0.5) volt-
ages. (b-c) Snapshots of the network at the end of training
for different thresholds. Edges that changed their conduc-
tance during training are shown in maroon. For A = 0 every
edge changes. The number of altered edges decreases with
increasing threshold A.

Fig. 2h shows the physical response of a trained network
in the absence of any threshold (A = 0) for an edge-
coupling task with A = 1 and homogeneous initial con-
ductances, k; =1, Vi =1,..., Ng. The tuned structure
is partitioned into two sectors with nearly uniform node
voltages, separated by a low-conductance crack given by
the minimum allowed value k = 1076, as reported in [27].
With one source and target node in each sector, the volt-
age drop across the target and source nodes are nearly
identical as required by training. To achieve this config-
uration, all conductances in the network were changed
during training, see Fig. [2b.

For the same training at different thresholds A, Fig.
and d show that the altered edges decrease in number
and concentrate near the low-conductance boundary as
A increases. This reflects the locality of physical net-
works: training signals decay with distance from sources
and targets, and distant edges have less influence on the
task. Thresholding therefore localizes changes to the re-
gion relevant for the task. Note that this result is robust
to the value of A (see SI).

Fig. [3h shows the total number of updated edges ANg
during training, as well as the final error &, for varying
values of A and distances D between sources and tar-
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FIG. 3. Effects of threshold on a single edge-coupling
task. Median values for the total number of altered edges
ANE (a) and error £ (b) as a function of A, for a network of
N = 1024 nodes and Ng = 2824 edges. Color encodes the
distance D between source and target nodes. Training fails for
thresholds higher than a maximum value Apqz, indicated by
dashed lines in (b) for D = 14.5 (blue) and D = 18.5 (green).
(¢) Maximum threshold A4, versus distance D. Each dot
corresponds to a trained network. (d) ANg versus D for
different A, as indicated by color. Error bars in (a,b,d) show
first and third quartiles over 100 realizations with randomly
selected source-target pairs.

gets. Here D is the shortest path length between any
pair of source-target nodes, reported in units of the av-
erage edge length in the network. In general, thresh-
olds larger than a distance-dependent critical value, A >
Amaz (D), forbid updates of the key edges belonging to
the low-conductance boundary. For thresholds smaller
than this critical threshold, we observed two opposite
trends: ANg ~ —log A and € ~ A2. The value . (D)
signals the deviation of the error from the quadratic scal-
ing, see dashed lines in Fig. Bp. This value decreases
with distance as A\q0(D) ~ D72, see Fig. . In other
words, because training signals decay with distance from
the applied inputs, more sensitivity (smaller \) is needed
to train the desired task successfully at larger D. For
A < Amaz(D), ANg is roughly linear in D (Fig. )
The single-task behavior explains the sequential learn-
ing performance shown in Fig.|l} For that specific choice
of tasks A and B, Figs. and b show the edges that
changed during training for A = 0 and A\ = 0.002, respec-
tively. At A = 0, all edges are modified for both tasks.
At A = 0.002, key edges for task A (orange) are unal-
tered when the system is trained for B, and the altered
edges for each task largely occupy distinct regions. More
generally, joint error is significantly reduced over a range
of values of A\, with merely 15 — 20% of edges sufficient
for optimal performance and memory, see Figs. [dc and d.

How much the memory of task A is enhanced depends
on the distance between sources and targets. Fig. [dp illus-
trates the physical response of task A, R4, as a function
of A and varying distances Dg between source and target
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FIG. 4. A closer look at the tasks shown in Fig. (a,b)
Final networks after sequential training of tasks A and B for
A =0 and A = 0.002. Edges are colored blue if altered during
the training of B, orange if altered only during A, and gray
if unchanged. (c,d) Joint error £ and the total number of
altered edges ANg versus A. For an intermediate range of A
(shaded) the joint error is strongly reduced while adjusting
only 15 — 20% of the edges. (e) Median voltage response
Ra (desired value A = 1) and (f) joint error & after full
sequential training as a function of A\ for different distances
Dg (color) and fixed Dy = 4. Error bars show first and third
quartiles over 100 realizations with randomly selected sources
and targets for task B and fixed task A.

of task B. Fig. [k shows that R4 is close to the desired
value A = 1 over the same range of thresholds for all Dp,
but the improvement relative to A = 0 case is larger at
larger Dp. In all cases, introducing a threshold improves
the joint error regardless of Dp, see Fig. [f.

The previous results extend beyond the sequential
learning of two edge-coupling tasks. In Fig. [Bh, we illus-
trate the joint error for three sequential edge-couplings
(A =1) as a function of A. Optimal performance is ob-
tained for A == 0.002. Above this value, £ increases due
to failure in the training of one or more tasks.

We also consider sequential training of more standard
machine-learning tasks, linear regression. Unlike edge-
coupling, where the task is a fixed input-output relation,
in linear regression the network learns a family of re-
lations. For example, in a two-source two-target linear
regression, we are interested in the physical response rep-

resented as
V) Vs,
(VTz) =R (V52> ’ @)

where R is now a matrix whose entries are functions of
all the conductances of the network. As before, the goal
of linear regression is to learn a specific form of R =
A through samples. We consider two sequential linear
regression tasks on a network of N = 512 nodes (see



£(a) €(b) .
fr 1074 e
107! ;“ ’
+ f WWH k w05 T /
[ TN f
. o
o
10-°
1072 i
10-° 10~ 10-2 10- 10~
A A
FIG. 5. (a) Median joint error £ as a function of A\ after

training for three sequential edge coupling tasks A, B, and
C in a network with N = 256 nodes and Ng = 704 edges
(inset). The joint error, & = (€a + € + £c)/3, reaches a
minimum at A = 0.002. Error bars represent the first and
third quartiles computed from 100 realizations with randomly
chosen source-target pairs for each task. (b) Median joint
error £ as a function of A after training sequentially for two
linear regression tasks A and B (inset) in a network with
N = 512 nodes and Ng = 1405 edges. The lowest error is
found at A = 0.0001. Error bars represent the first and third
quartiles computed from 100 realizations, each with initial
conductances drawn from a normal distribution with mean 1
and standard deviation 0.05.

inset of Fig. )7 for which we define the desired relation

as
0.1 0.2
A= (0.3 0.15> ’ (3)
for both tasks, with different pairs of input and output
nodes for the two tasks. Fig. [Bp shows that introducing
a threshold improves the joint training error over many
initial conditions by an order of magnitude.

Tradeoffs between memory, training time, and
energy— We have already seen in Fig. [3|that with thresh-
olding, the significant decrease in the number of edges
used to learn a task comes at the cost of larger errors.
We now investigate how thresholding modifies two other
important metrics in tunable networks: the number of
learning iterations to achieve a given performance and
the total energy required to apply these updates [8] [33].

We focus on each edge-coupling example of Fig. ] and
consider only networks and values of A that reduce the er-
ror per task at least to 10™% of its initial untrained value.
We define 74 as the number of training steps until all pa-
rameter updates for task A stop. By definition, 74 < T,
where 7" = 10000 is the maximum number of training
iterations allowed per task. Analogously, we define 75,
as well as the total number of iterations to train the two
tasks sequentially, 7 = 74 + 75. Fig. [h shows that 7
remains approximately constant with A\, with slight in-
creases for large values of D. Thus, improving memory
through thresholding does not much affect training time.

To estimate the total update energy cost, we assume
that each edge update has a fixed energy cost ¢, inde-

pendent of system size and magnitude of training sig-
nal. The total energy cost of training is then given by
Y 1_o €0Ng(t), where §Ng(t) corresponds to the number
of altered edges between training time ¢ and ¢+ 1. Notice
that this energy has an upper bound of erANg. Fig. [6b
shows this upper bound as a function of A, demonstrat-
ing that even when 7 slightly increases with A, the upper
bound on the energy decreases. The dominant factor
is the reduction of the number of altered edges with in-
creasing \. Introducing a threshold not only can improve
memory in sequential learning, but also reduces the en-
ergy cost of training in tunable networks.

Discussion— We have shown that reducing the sensi-
tivity of updates in parameters to training signals can
improve sequential learning in physical networks. This
result builds upon the local interactions of such networks
and on the fact that physical responses and tuning sig-
nals decay with distance from inputs. Through examples
of edge-coupling and linear regression tasks, we have il-
lustrated that ignoring weak training signals allows for
a spatial modularity of the trained tasks. There are two
prerequisites to observe such modularity: First, the tasks
have to take place in different locations, and second, the
network needs to be sufficiently over-parameterized. In-
deed, we have shown that imposing a threshold on a
tuning rule in a physical system effectively decreases the
number of tunable edges for a given task—too few of
them and the individual task cannot be learned. Finally,
in addition to improving the remembrance of tasks past,
imposing a minimum threshold on parameter updates is
advantageous from an energetic point of view. With re-
spect to the unconstrained case, our results show that
raising the threshold may lead to more steps required for
successful training, but reduces the number of updated
edges. The latter effect is dominant, so that the total
number of edge updates during training decreases with
threshold A, reducing the energy required for training.

We have analyzed linear networks, but the consider-
ations underlying the effect of thresholding should not
be limited to the linear case. Generalizing our results to
nonlinear resistor networks is an important direction for
future work.

Our strategy is fundamentally different from a previ-
ous approach to obtain low-power solutions in resistor
networks by introducing a tradeoff between task error
and the power required to physically “compute” outputs
given inputs [33]. The two approaches are compatible,
and can therefore be combined. Our results indicate
that introducing a threshold for updates can be a use-
ful strategy for autonomous learning platforms such as
Contrastive Local Learning Networks composed of self-
adjusting resistors. Furthermore, it can help counteract
the undesired effects of physical imperfections [13]. For
example, many physical learning platforms are plagued
with noise and bias that perturb training signals and
thereby affect task performance [9, [13]. Implementing a
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FIG. 6. Increasing the threshold reduces training en-
ergy. Number of training steps 7 (a) and an upper bound on
the training energy erANg (b) as a function of the threshold
A, for the successfully trained networks of Fig. Colors in-
dicate distances D between source and target nodes. While
T remains approximately constant, the training energy de-
creases with increasing A for all values of D. Error bars rep-
resent the first and third quartiles computed from a subset of
100 realizations with randomly selected source-target nodes
for task B, for which training was successful for both tasks.

threshold can reduce those effects without requiring any
modeling of the physical system.

Our results are physically intuitive and should be quite
general as they are not restricted to specific tuning pro-
cesses, network types or architectures. In addition, they
open up new questions. Persistent homology analysis
of resistor [27] and mechanical networks [34] trained
for edge-coupling tasks reveals sectors of nearly uniform
node voltage or strain. Thresholding appears to accen-
tuate this sector structure; the persistence of sectors
might be tied quantitatively to the ability to remember
past tasks. Furthermore, elastic and resistor networks
undergo random constraint-satisfaction transitions that
limit the number of simultaneous tasks they can per-
form [26]. It remains to be seen how the location and
nature of the transition depends on threshold. Edge-
coupling has also been investigated in the context of epis-
tasis in mechanical networks [35, [36], in which the effect
of a mutation (perturbation of a conductance) depends
on the mutation history. Here, the existence of a thresh-
old can potentially modify the interdependence of muta-
tions as well as structural correlations that emerge for the
learned solutions [29] 37, B38]. Finally, and more broadly,
we can ask whether various biological networks might use
this strategy.
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APPENDIX

Coupled Learning Rule and Simulation Details

All resistor networks were trained using a contrastive local learning rule known as coupled learning [30]. In short,
the learning signal is proportional to the difference of the squared voltage drops of two physical responses:

Aki =3 [(AVe)] — (AVe)]] (A1)

where ~ is the learning rate, n a nudge parameter, (AVg); the voltage drop at edge i of the physical response Vg
known as “free” state, and (AV¢); is the same quantity for the “clamped” state. The free state Vi is obtained by
imposing the input voltages at the source nodes. The clamped state is obtained by imposing the same inputs as
before while additionally imposing the output values of target nodes to be closer to the desired ones. Denoting Vg4
the voltage value of target node a in the free state, and V, the desired value, then in the clamped state the output
nodes are fixed to

VCa = VF,a + n(va - VF,a)~ (AQ)

In all the reported simulations we used v = 1 and = 1074,

The results reported in all figures except Fig. 5b in the main text, were generated with homogeneous initial
conductances k; = 1, Vi = 1,..., Ng. For numerical stability, we imposed a lower bound k& = 1076 for the conductance
of each edge during training.

For all edge-coupling tasks, we impose voltages +0.5 and —0.5 on the two source nodes, for a voltage drop Vg = 1.
Figs. 1, 4, 5a and 6 correspond to a single network with N = 256 nodes and Np = 704 resistive edges, trained
sequentially for edge-coupling tasks with A = 1, and 10000 learning iterations allowed for each task. In the two-task
cases of Figs. 4e,f and 6, we consider 100 realizations, each with the sources and targets of task A fixed, and the sources
and targets of task B chosen randomly for a given value of the separation Dg. In Fig. 6, only those realizations that
lead to successful training—defined as the final error falling below 10~* of the initial untrained error—are chosen for
statistics. In Fig. 5a, we show statistics for 100 realizations with randomly chosen sources and targets for each of the
three edge-coupling tasks A,B and C.

Figs. 2 and 3 correspond to a network with N = 1024 nodes and Ng = 2824 resistive edges trained for a single
edge-coupling task with A = 1 and 100000 allowed learning iterations. The statistics in Fig. 4 are over 100 realizations
with randomly chosen sources and targets with a given separation D.

Finally in Fig. 5b, we consider a network with NV = 512 nodes and Ny = 1405 resistive edges, trained for two
sequential linear regression tasks, each with the desired input-output relationship given by Eq. 2 and 3. We report
statistics for 100 realizations, each with initial conductances drawn from a normal distribution with mean 1 and
standard deviation 0.05. The position of the source and target nodes of each task are given in the inset, and are fixed
over the different realizations.

For all figures that contain statistics, we report the median values, and the first and third quartiles of the data as
error.

Thresholding Preserves the Structure of Learned Solutions

In the main text, we showed that the learned solution of a perfect edge-coupling task (A = 1) has a distinct
structure: two sectors of equal voltages separated by a low-conductance boundary, with one source and one target
node in each sector, ensuring exactly equal voltage drops across the source and target nodes. The functionality
(perfect coupling) is therefore encoded in the final sectored structure. The low-conductance boundary is not just a
feature of learning dynamics but the principle structural element of the functional network, representing the largest
changes made to the network during training. In Fig. we show that the structure of this learned solution, i.e. the
sectoring, is not altered when a finite threshold is imposed, although fewer edges change for larger thresholds. This is
because physical learning dynamics are embedded in real space, and directed towards the sectoring of the network in
edge-coupling tasks. The edges that see the largest learning signals, and are thus likely to change their conductance
even with reasonably large thresholds, are those that are closest to the source, targets, and the low-conductance
boundary. A finite threshold, therefore, does not alter the sectoring of the network—it only restricts learning to those
edges that are more important for the distinct learned solution to develop. This is also true for A < 1, as Fig.
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FIG. Al. Final Network with N = 1024 nodes and Ng = 2824 edges, after training for an edge-coupling task with A = 1.
Each node is depicted by a solid circle proportional in size to the absolute value of their final voltage. Each solid edge’s width is
proportional to its final conductance, with altered edges in black and unaltered edges in gray. The dotted edges with k = 107°
compose the low-conductance boundary that completely separates the network into two sectors of positive (blue nodes, V' = 0.5)
and negative (yellow nodes, V' = —0.5) voltages. (a-d) Final networks for different values of the threshold. While the sectoring
of the network does not change with increasing thresholds, the altered edges decrease in number and get increasingly clustered
near the low-conductance boundary.

shows. In this case, the final structure is not completely separated into disconnected sectors, and yet there is an an
identifiable low-conductance boundary around which the altered edges concentrate when the threshold is increased.

Thresholding Significantly Improves Memory in Sequential Edge-coupling Tasks With High Coupling Values

In the main text, we showed how thresholding can improve memory in sequential edge-coupling tasks with perfect
coupling (A =1). Fig. shows how memory is affected by thresholding for different values of the coupling constant
A. For these results, we consider the same sources and targets for task A, separated by a distance D4 = 4.0, and
randomly choose sources and targets for task B with the distance between them fixed at Dp = 8.0. For 100 such
realizations, we find that on average, the physical response of task A, R 4, peaks at the desired value A for intermediate
threshold values, with higher A values showing greater memory enhancement compared to the non-thresholded case
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FIG. A2. Final Network with N = 1024 nodes and Ng = 2824 edges, after training for an edge-coupling task with A = 0.5.
Fach node is depicted by a solid circle proportional in size to the absolute value of its final voltage. Fach solid edge’s width is
proportional to its final conductance, with altered edges in black and unaltered edges in gray. The dotted edges with k = 107°
compose the low-conductance boundary, which now only partially partitions the network into two sectors of approximately
equal voltages, with positive voltages shown in blue and negative voltages shown in yellow. Again, the sectoring of the network
is unchanged when the threshold is increased, while the altered edges decrease in number and become increasingly localized to
the vicinity of the low-conductance boundary.

(A =0), see Fig. . This is because for the same distances D4 and Dp, smaller coupling values generate smaller
learning signals, such that the effect of task B on the learned solution for task A is small for small A. This facilitates
good memory of task A even without a threshold for small A, whereas for big A values, thresholding is essential for
separating the learned parameters of each task into weak or non-overlapping regions of space. Fig. [A3pb shows that
in all cases, thresholding improves the joint error, regardless of A.
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FIG. A3. Network of N = 256 nodes and Ng = 704 edges, trained for two sequential edge-coupling tasks A (orange) and B
(blue) with the same A value. The sources and targets of the tasks have a separation Da = 4.0 for task A, and Dp = 8.0
for task B. After the full sequential training, the voltage response R4 of task A (a), and the joint error £ (b) as a function

of A shows memory improvement with thresholding for all values of A (color). Higher A values show bigger improvements in
memory. Error bars represent the first and third quartiles computed from 100 realizations.
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