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Abstract

Over the past several decades, backpropagation (BP) has played a critical role in
the advancement of machine learning and remains a core method in numerous
computational applications. It is also utilized extensively in comparative studies
of biological and artificial neural network representations. Despite its widespread
use, the implementation of BP in the brain remains elusive, and its biological
plausibility is often questioned due to inherent issues such as the need for symmetry
of weights between forward and backward connections, and the requirement of
distinct forward and backward phases of computation. Here, we introduce a novel
neuroplasticity rule that offers a potential mechanism for implementing BP in the
brain. Similar in general form to the classical Hebbian rule, this rule is based
on the core principles of maintaining the balance of excitatory and inhibitory
inputs as well as on retrograde signaling, and operates over three progressively
slower timescales: neural firing, retrograde signaling, and neural plasticity. We
hypothesize that each neuron possesses an internal state, termed credit, in addition
to its firing rate. After achieving equilibrium in firing rates, neurons receive credits
based on their contribution to the E-I balance of postsynaptic neurons through
retrograde signaling. As the network’s credit distribution stabilizes, connections
from those presynaptic neurons are strengthened that significantly contribute to the
balance of postsynaptic neurons. We demonstrate mathematically that our learning
rule precisely replicates BP in layered neural networks without any approximations.
Simulations on artificial neural networks reveal that this rule induces varying
community structures in networks, depending on the learning rate. This simple
theoretical framework presents a biologically plausible implementation of BP, with
testable assumptions and predictions that may be evaluated through biological
experiments.

1 Introduction

Backpropagation (BP) is the most widely used supervised learning algorithm for training artificial
neural networks. At its core, it updates the weights of a structured neural network in terms of the
gradient of an error function with respect to these weights, doing so via the application of the Leibniz
chain rule. BP has achieved remarkable success in diverse fields including image [1] and speech
recognition [2], natural language processing [3], financial prediction [4], and medical diagnosis
[5]. Despite its effectiveness within machine learning, a major criticism of BP has been its lack
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of biological plausibility. Two key issues have been raised in the literature in this context: (1) the
‘weight symmetry’ problem, and (2) the ‘update locking’ problem. The weight symmetry problem
refers to the requirement that the feedback connectivity matrix needs to be the exact transpose of the
feedforward connectivity matrix in order to propagate error gradients accurately. The time-locking
problem refers to BP’s two distinct phases of feedforward and feedback information processing:
respectively, the forward-flowing updates of unit activation states (or firing rates) across the layers of
the network, followed by the backward-flowing updates to weights between successive pairs of layers.
These two serially implemented stages of information flow necessarily require that certain parts of
the network are transiently ‘locked’, i.e., can be updated only after other parts, resulting in ‘locking’.
As a result, learning cannot occur ‘online’, or simultaneuously, as the network is actively engaged in
task-solving through feedforward processing. Researchers have explored various strategies to address
both problems with varying degrees of success.

With respect to the weight symmetry problem, one strategy has been to relax the requirement for an
exact transpose of the feedforward connectivity matrix. The feedback alignment (FA) algorithm [6]
does this by starting with random feedback connectivity, that is shown to gradually align with the
transpose of the feedforward matrix. The sign symmetry (SS) framework [7] goes further, requiring
that only the signs of the feedback connections match that of the transposed feedforward matrix.
The use of random connectivity was later shown to impair performance on larger-scale problems
[8, 9]. In response,the weight mirror (WM) mechanism [10] employed specific neural circuits to
approximate the feedforward connectivity more accurately. However, it remains uncertain whether
these algorithms can perform as well as BP on diverse tasks, and the biological mechanisms for such
complex feedback tuning are largely unknown. Another strategy proposes entirely different feedback
computation methods from that in the original BP framework. Direct/Indirect Feedback Alignment
(DFA/IFA) [11] replaces layer-to-layer feedback connectivity with direct feedback connections from
the output layer to the hidden layers, eliminating the need for layer-by-layer propagation. Global
Error Vector Broadcasting (GEVB) [12] simplifies the feedback signal to a single vectorized error
signal permeated across the entire network. Target Propagation (TP), a distinct family of solutions
[13, 14, 15, 16, 9, 17], propagates the correct activation to each hidden neuron rather than the
error, thereby removing the necessity for symmetry. Additionally, the concept of a separate teacher
network has been proposed, wherein the teacher network tunes the feedback to be symmetrical to
the feedforward connectivity. This idea has been framed within a reinforcement learning context
in node perturbation (NP) [18], and as a controller in deep feedback control (DFC) [19] and least
control principle (LCP) [20]. However, the newly proposed feedback computations in most models
lack biological validation, and drastically redesigning BP feedback could lose many of its beneficial
properties. A third strategy has been to directly invoke a biological mechanism that permits synapses
to transmit information backward along the axon to the soma, namely retrograde signaling. As the
same synapse is used in both directions, symmetry is inherently maintained. Although some research
has explored this avenue [21], the fundamental limitation perceived with retrograde signaling in
the context of BP is that it occurs on a much slower timescale compared to neural firing [22, 23].
Nonetheless, given the established biological feasibility of retrograde signaling, novel strategies that
could achieve congruence between its slow timescale and the rapid timescale of feedforward activity
are a potentially promising (but overlooked) route to resolving the weight symmetry problem.

With respect to addressing the update locking problem, significant efforts have been made to unify
the feedforward and feedback phases into a single phase. Predictive Coding (PC) [24, 25] attempts
to tackle this issue by introducing a second type of neuron that encodes prediction errors and
influences network updates. The error neurons are only active when errors are present, allowing PC
to automatically differentiate between phases. Similarly, Equilibrium Propagation (EP) [26, 27, 28]
recognizes phases by describing the system through a unified rule of minimizing Hopfield energy,
with and without the output layer clamped by an external signal. LCP [20] integrates error assignment
and system firing dynamics into a single phase of optimal control within a control theory framework.
Direct Random Target Propagation (DRTP) [17] replaces backward error propagation with forward
target activity propagation, thus maintaining only two types of forward propagation within the model.
Additionally, other studies attempt to leverage more biologically plausible mechanisms such as
spike-timing-dependent plasticity (STDP) to resolve this issue [29]. Broadly speaking, however,
there does not yet exist a widely accepted approach of rule unification for the resolution of the
update locking problem. Novel strategies that, instead, use distinct rules operating simultaneously on
different timescales are a potentially promising (but unexplored) alternative.
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In addition to the widely investigated weight symmetry and update locking problems, there is a
third potential concern regarding the biological implausibility of BP, namely (3) the ‘derivative
computation’ problem: how can neurons compute derivatives? Although not the main focus of
research in this field, this question has been addressed implicitly in many frameworks, with partial
success. In energy-based models such as PC and EP, derivatives are introduced through the first
principle of energy minimization, where the network evolves according to the gradient of energy
[24, 25, 26, 27]. For more biologically realistic neurons, derivatives are embedded in the differential
dynamics governing neural activity [29]. Alternatively, derivatives can be computed by a teacher
network acting as a reinforcement learning agent [18] or a PID controller [19]. Some frameworks
avoid the direct computation of derivatives by replacing it with an algebraic computation. For
instance, in GEVB, specific forms of activation nonlinearity are assumed [12], while in contrastive
Hebbian learning (CHL) [30, 31] and generalized recirculation (GeneRec) [32, 33], the use, solely,
of multiplication is a limiting case of BP, resulting in a Hebbian-like rule. The TP family goes a
step further, replacing the derivative of the loss function with a target signal [13, 14, 15, 16, 9, 17],
thereby eschewing altogether the need for the derivative computation in its setup.

Despite the numerous alternative frameworks that have been proposed, BP remains the most powerful
learning algorithm for a diverse range of tasks and datasets, and is still the most widely used
method for machine learning applications and developments. Some alterative frameworks can
mathematically reduce to BP, but they require additional assumptions, such as a weak teaching signal
in EP [27] or weak feedback connections in CHL [31], which lack real-world relevance and are merely
mathematical constraints. Furthermore, many frameworks attempting to solve the bio-plausibility
problem of BP introduce additional requirements that may themselves be biologically implausible.
Examples include the specific structure of neural circuits in DFA/IFA, WM, and PC [11, 10, 25],
as well as the widespread existence of teacher networks in NP and DFC [18, 19]. Consequently,an
enduring open question remains, "what is a learning rule implementable by the brain that possesses
the features of, and exhibits the achievements realized by, BP?"

Here, we propose a new framework for learning in neural networks based on the foundational
principle that neurons pursue excitatory-inhibitory (E-I) balance in their inputs. This framework
operates on three progressively slower timescales: neural firing for computation, retrograde signaling
for credit assignment, and neural plasticity for weight updates. On the one hand, this formulation
allows the system to automatically detect when to update weights, thereby resolving the (2) update
locking problem. On the other, it addresses the (1) weight symmetry problem by embedding the
slower time-scale retrograde signaling naturally within its three-timescale operation. Separately,
by hypothesizing the existence of an internal mechanism in each neuron that measures deviations
from its preferred state of E-I balance, we derive a three-factor Hebbian-like neuroplasticity rule that
does not rely on derivatives, thereby resolving the (3) derivative computation problem. We prove
that in layered neural networks, this framework can be mathematically reduced to BP, without any
approximations. Additionally, our framework makes several experimentally testable predictions.

2 The Model

2.1 E-I balance as the central principle

The core conceptual foundation of our neuroplasticity framework is the maintenance of E-I balance
of neurons. E-I balance refers to the equilibrium between excitatory and inhibitory inputs to neurons.
Maintaining this balance has been shown to help direct neuronal firing toward the linear response
zone, which is essential for efficient information processing and representation [34, 35, 36]. Although
multiple biological mechanisms have been shown to contribute to maintenance of E-I balance,
including homeostatic regulation of synaptic strengths [37, 38], alterations in the intrinsic excitability
of neurons [39], and heterosynaptic plasticity [40], learning rules have, as yet, not incorporated this
requirement directly into their formulations. Our model fills this gap.

2.2 Neural firing

We utilize an all-to-all connected neural network to establish our model (Figure 1A), which provides a
high degree of generality. The firing activities of neurons are represented as an n-dimensional vector
x(t), where the ith element xi(t) reflects the firing activity of the ith neuron at time step t. The firing
activity depends on the nonlinear activation function σ and the inputs to each neuron s(t) = Wx(t),
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where W is the connectivity matrix. The element wij in W indicates the strength of the synapse
received by neuron i from neuron j. Consequently, the network dynamics and steady state (fixed
points) can be described as follows:

x(t+ 1) = σ(Wx(t)), x = σ(Wx) (1)

The time t here is used specifically for the dynamics of the firing activity, and is in the range of
milliseconds.

BNeural firing dynamics
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Figure 1: The model. (A) All-to-all connectivity in an ANN. (B) Bell-shaped function quantifying
E-I balance of a neuron. (C) Credit distribution from postsynaptic neuron i to presynaptic neuron j
(hypothesized to occur via retrograde signaling mechanisms, orange arrow).
2.3 Neural credits

In addition to the firing rate, we hypothesize that each neuron encodes a second quantity that we
refer to as credit. Credits of neurons are represented as an n-dimensional vector c(t), where the ith

element ci(t) reflects the amount of credit possessed by the ith neuron at time step t.

The magnitude of this quantity for each neuron represents the extent to which it has contributed to the
E-I balance of its postsynaptic neurons. In turn, the degree of E-I balance for a postsynaptic neuron is
measured as the deviation of the neuron’s net input from the range that produces a linear response, and
is quantified by a balance function f : a bell-shaped function which peaks at the balanced set-point of
net input, and decreases toward zero when the net input deviates from the set-point (Figure 1B). With
this framework in place, the credit gji distributed from postsynaptic neuron i to presynaptic neuron j
is governed by the following rule (Figure 1C):

gji = cif(si)wij (2)

where ci is the amount of credit possessed by the postsynaptic neuron i; si =
∑

k wikxk is neuron
i’s input and f(si) represents how balanced it is.

This credit redistribution rule encapsulates three underlying relationships: (i) postsynaptic neurons
with more credits give more credits to their presynaptic neurons; (ii) postsynaptic neurons that are
more balanced give more credits to their presynaptic neurons; and (iii) presynaptic neurons receive
more credits if the synaptic strength is stronger. From a biological perspective, we propose that
neuronal credits are encoded via biomolecules related to retrograde messengers, and distributed via
retrograde signaling from postsynaptic to presynaptic neurons (see also section 5).

The dynamics of credit redistribution for each presynaptic neuron j can be described as cj(t+ 1) =∑
i gji(t), with the summation occuring over all of its postsynaptic neurons i. Consequently, the

network dynamics of credit redistribution and the corresponding fixed points can be described as:

c(t+ 1) = Jc(t) =


f(s1)w11 f(s2)w21 · · · f(sn)wn1

f(s1)w12 f(s2)w22 · · · f(sn)wn2

...
...

. . .
...

f(s1)w1n f(s2)w2n · · · f(sn)wnn



c1(t)
c2(t)

...
cn(t)

 , c = Jc (3)

The matrix J summarizes these dynamics. Here, t is the time index specifically for the dynamics of
credit redistribution, which is independent from the time index in neural firing dynamics, though the
same notation is used for simplicity. The time for credit redistribution is expected to be in the range
of a second or a few seconds, based on the known biological features of retrograde signaling.
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2.4 Neuroplasticity rule

With the neural firing activity and credit values defined, we propose a new three-factor plasticity rule
as an extension to the two-factor Hebbian rule. In it, both the firing activity and the contribution to
network E-I balance are taken into account for weight updating, which we mathematically formalize:

∆wij = cif(si)xj , i.e. ∆W = (c⊙ f(s))xT (4)

with the ⊙ symbol denoting point-wise multiplication.

The three factors in this learning rule encapsulate the following relationships: (a) If the postsynaptic
neuron has more credits, the synapse will be strengthened more; (b) If the postsynaptic neuron is
more balanced, the synapse will be strengthened more. (c) If the presynaptic neuron has a higher
firing rate, the synapse will be strengthened more. Separately, the timing for weight updates in
equation 4 is expected to operate in the range of seconds to minutes, on stable values of both firing
rates xj as well as of credit values ci.

Neurons that contribute to balance, wire in accordance. The product term cif(si), also shared
in equation 2, represents the effective credit a postsynaptic neuron can distribute to other neurons.
This is because a higher credit value possessed by a postsynaptic neuron reflects a greater potential
to distribute credits to its presynaptic neurons, and a higher degree of E-I balance suggests a higher
propensity to allocate those credits. Consequently, establishing connections with neurons that have
higher effective credits increases the likelihood of receiving more credits in the future. Separately,
a higher firing rate of a presynaptic neuron leads to the strengthening of all its synapses, which is
consistent with Hebbian plasticity. Taken together, presynaptic neurons that fire will strengthen
their connections to postsynaptic neurons that contribute significantly to network balance and are
well-balanced themselves. We encapsulate this rule with the phrase "Neurons that contribute to
balance, wire in accordance," mirroring Hebb’s principle: "Neurons that fire together, wire together."

2.5 Timescales of the model

Our model operates on three sequentially slower timescales: firing activity on the millisecond scale,
credit redistribution on the seconds scale, and neural plasticity from seconds to minutes. This is
depicted graphically in the raster plot of figure 2A, where each vertical line represents an update
event rather than a spike. When the system undergoes significant changes (for instance, owing to
the arrival of a new input), events are densely distributed. As the system stabilizes and converges,
the events gradually disappear. Due to the hierarchical nature of these different timescales, we posit
that the time it takes for one level to converge is much shorter than the update time interval of the
subsequent level. Consequently, most credit update events occur when network firing has already
converged, and most weight update events occur when credit redistribution has converged. In other
words, equation 3 is based on the equilibrium state of equation 1, while equation 4 is based on the
equilibrium state of equation 3.

For learning to occur, the neuroplasticity rule (equation 4) requires both firing activity x and credit
distribution c to be non-zero. However, these values can naturally converge to a zero state in the
absence of external sensory signals, as 0 = J0 and 0 = σ(W0) for many activation functions such
as tanh or shifted sigmoid. To address this, we propose that two sets of "clampings" are necessary
for learning to take place. One subgroup of neurons needs to have their firing activity clamped to
ensure the network converges to a non-zero state, while a different subgroup of neurons needs to have
their credit value clamped. We refer to the former as input neurons and the corresponding clamping
as input clamping, and the latter as output neurons and output clamping. We note that the term
"clamping", here, is used to mean sensory inputs or error/reward signals from other neural circuits
occurring for some duration of time (see also Discussion).

The time windows for input clamping (blue shadow) and output clamping (yellow shadow) are
illustrated in figure 2A. An overlap (green shadow) between these two time windows is necessary
because, outside this overlap, either x or c will quickly converge to zero. Additionally, the overlap
must be long enough for neuroplasticity to occur. Therefore, the durations of both input and output
clamping should align with the neuroplasticity timescale, which is from seconds to longer. As a result
of these multiple timescales, the system automatically distinguishes between the prediction phase
(only input clamping) and the learning phase (overlapped input and output clamping), thereby avoiding
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the need to explicitly introduce distinct phases. From a biological perspective, we hypothesize that
these multiple hierarchical timescales are orchestrated by neural oscillations (see also section 5).

input clamping

Δx

Δc

ΔW

time

output clamping

A
output clamping (credit)

C
output clamping (credit)

input clamping (firing)input clamping (firing)

B

Figure 2: Three timescales of network operation. (A) Each row represents updates to the correspond-
ing quantity; timescales are progressively slower from top to bottom. Each vertical line represents an
update event; densely distributed events correspond to rapid updates; and update events disappear as
quantities converge to steady-state values. Learning occurs with input clamping on neural firing (top
row, blue shading) and output clamping on credit values (middle row, yellow shading), as long as
there is a sufficiently long period of overlap (bottom row, green shading). (B,C) Input and output
clamping in an all-to-all connected ANN, and a layered ANN, respectively.

2.6 Summary of the model

In summary, our new framework operates following three update rules: (1) Neural firing dynamics at
the fastest timescale: x(t+ 1) = σ(Wx(t)); (2) Credit redistribution dynamics at the intermediate
timescale: c(t+ 1) = Jc(t); (3) Neural plasticity dynamics at the slowest timescale: W(t+ 1) =
(c⊙ f(s))xT +W(t)

3 Model reduces exactly to backpropagation in layered neural networks

Here, we demonstrate the link between our proposed neuroplasticity framework and BP. We will
first provide an intuitive understanding of how the chain rule emerges from our model setup, using
derivations in an all-to-all connected neural network (Figure 2B). We will then present a theorem
proving the equivalence of both methods in layered neural networks.

Assuming the credit values for the network start with the initial value c(0), and following the credit
redistribution rule in equation 2, the elements for the credits at the next step c(1) are therefore:

c(1) = Jc(0), i.e. ci(1) =
∑
j

f(sj)wjicj(0) (5)

Following this line of thinking, the subsequent credit distribution can also be derived:

ci(2) =
∑
j

f(sj)wjicj(1) =
∑
j,k

f(sj)wjif(sk)wkjck(0) (6)

ci(3) =
∑
j,k,l

f(sj)wjif(sk)wkjf(sl)wlkcl(0) ...... (7)

where an interleaved pattern of w and f emerges. For simplicity, we approximate c(2) as the final
credit distribution at equilibrium. Consequently, the neuroplasticity update based on this distribution,
following equation 4, is:

∆wij =
∑
k,l

f(sk)wkif(sl)wlkcl(0)f(si)xj =
∑
k,l

cl(0)f(sl)wlkf(sk)wkif(si)xj (8)

To further illustrate the connection between our model and gradient descent, we need to specify
the form of the balance function f . This brings us to the key idea of linking to BP, which relies
on the chain rule and gradient computations, with our framework, which involves simple algebraic
computations. Specifically, we propose that the derivative of the activation function serves as the
balance function, i.e., ∂σ/∂s = f (Figure 3).
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The derivative of the activation function is a natural choice for the balance function because, for
monotonically increasing activation functions that saturate at the extremes, its derivative typically
forms a bell-shaped curve centered around the linear response zone. For instance, the derivative of
the sigmoid function exhibits this property (Figure 3). For other activation functions like ReLU, the
derivative can also display an appropriate peak structure if the positive side is bounded due to the
biological constraint of a saturated firing rate, making it a suitable balance function.

activation σ

balance f

Figure 3: Choosing the bal-
ance function (orange curve)
as the derivative of the activa-
tion function (black curve).

Consequently, the neuroplasticity update becomes:

∆wij =
∑
k,l

cl(0)
∂σ(sl)

∂sl
wlk

∂σ(sk)

∂sk
wki

∂σ(si)

∂si
xj (9)

Since the neural firing dynamics have already converged to equi-
librium by the time neuroplasticity occurs, the firing rates sat-
isfy x = σ(Wx). Therefore, we have ∂σ(sl)

∂sl
wlk = ∂xl

∂xk
and

∂σ(si)
∂si

xj =
∂xi

∂wij
. The update then becomes:

∆wij =
∑
k,l

cl(0)
∂xl

∂xk

∂xk

∂xi

∂xi

∂wij
(10)

In this form, we intuitively demonstrate how the credit information
in the lth neuron can propagate to the kth neuron, then to the ith

neuron, and finally reach the synapse wij . Although this derivation is informal, it reveals a connection
between the timesteps of credit redistribution and the steps of the chain rule in BP. Therefore, by
clamping the credit values of certain neurons with loss-related information, we can propagate the
error signal through the neural network similarly to BP.

To formalize the connection we’ve outlined, we present a theorem that proves the equivalence of BP
and our learning framework in a layered neural network (Figure 2C):
Theorem. Consider an m-layer neural network with neurons {x1,x2, . . . ,xm} and connectivities
{W1,W2, . . . ,Wm−1}, governed by xi = σ(Wi−1xi−1). Let the balance function be defined
as f = ∂σ/∂s. If the input layer’s firing activity is clamped at x1 and the output layer’s credit
distribution is clamped at −∂L/∂xm, then ∆W = −∂L/∂W.

(For the detailed proof, please refer to the appendix.) This theorem indicates that simultaneous
clamping of the input and output layers in a layered neural network can facilitate gradient descent
on a loss function L that is equivalent to BP. At first glance, the output clamping signal, −∂L/∂xm,
seems to necessitate explicit derivative computation by neurons. However, this can often be simplified
to algebraic computation, depending on the form of the loss function. For example, with the squared
loss L = 1

2∥x
m−y∥2, the gradient−∂L/∂xm simplifies to y−xm. Therefore, the output clamping

signal is merely the difference between the target activity y and the current activity xm. This
difference computation is biologically plausible, as it can be implemented by other neural circuits.

4 Simulation results: Learning rates dictate connectome patterns

Next, we present simulations of our proposed framework. Given that the computational power of BP,
to which our model reduces exactly, has been validated extensively, our simulation focuses not on
the performance of our model on task datasets but on its predictions about neural connectomes. We
investigate the classes of connectivity structures that can emerge from our neuroplasticity rule.

We note four key points about the set up of our simulation algorithm. First, for the purposes of this
exploration, the simulation algorithm makes one simplifying assumption In the model dynamics, the
input/output clamping signal is replaced with a random Gaussian noise term, ϵ. This substitution
serves the dual purposes of eliminating the need for specific input-loss pairs from open task datasets,
and preventing the system from being trapped indefinitely in a trivial state. Second, to ensure the
existence of a non-trivial equilibrium states, the first 10% of the rows of the matrix J were fixed
to be a diagonal matrix. This can be interpreted as output clamping for that initial 10% of neurons,
thereby guaranteeing the existence of a non-trivial equilibrium state via clamping. Third, in the
wiring of biological networks, pruning of weak synaptic connections, a mechanism of structural
plasticity, co-occurs with classical mechanisms of synaptic plasticity. Therefore, for the purposes
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of our exploration of neural connectivity structures, we pair our new synaptic plasticity rule with
pruning. This encourages sparsity and the emergence of structured patterns of connectivity. Finally, a
learning rate factor, r, is added to Equation 4, which serves as a key free parameter of interest.

The pseudocode for our simulation is as follows:

Algorithm 1 Weight Update and Pruning
1: Initialize weight matrix W, firing activity vector x ∈ Rn, credit vector c ∈ Rn

2: Set learning rate r, pruning probability p
3: Define activation function σ, balance function f , noise distribution ϵ
4: for i = 1 to max_iteration do
5: x← σ(Wx) + ϵ ▷ Update firing activity vector x with noise
6: c← Jc+ ϵ ▷ Update credit vector c with noise
7: W←W + r · (c⊙ f(s))x⊤ ▷ Update weight matrix W
8: Prune W by setting the p proportion of smallest |wij | to zero ▷ Encourage sparsity
9: end for

We simulated an all-to-all connected neural network with 300 neurons. After running our simulation,
we employed the Leiden algorithm [41] to reorder the neurons in the search of community structure
within this network. We discovered that with sufficiently strong pruning, different learning rates
led to the emergence of distinct connectivity patterns in the network. At a low learning rate, a
block-diagonal-like structure emerged (Figure 4A), indicating stronger within-module connectivity.
Conversely, at a high learning rate, we observed prominent off-diagonal block connectivity (Figure
4B), suggesting stronger across-module connectivity. The computational requirements for this
simulation are lightweight, allowing it to be run on a personal computer within minutes (Configuration
used for simulation: Intel Core i7-14700F CPU, 32GB RAM, NVIDIA RTX 4070 GPU).

weightweight

A B

Figure 4: Simulation. Network connectivity structures with low (A) versus high (B) learning rates.

5 Biological plausibility of our neuroplasticity framework

Here, we address the biological correspondence of the key aspects of our framework.

Credit and Neurotrophic factors. We introduced a novel factor in our model, namely, the credit
value c. Just as neural firing rates are taken to encode x, it is important to clarify what neural
feature may encode c, or possibly the product of the credit and balance value, cf . We propose that
neurotrophic factors (NTFs) could satisfy this role. NTFs, which are retrograde messengers, can
be involved in retrograde credit redistribution processes. Moreover, NTFs are critical for neuronal
survival, growth, maintenance, and repair [42, 43, 44], for neural plasticity [45, 46], and for mediating
E-I balance [47, 48]. NTFs are, therefore, plausible candidates to encode c or cf .

Backward credit assignment and Retrograde Signaling. Retrograde signaling involves the release
of a retrograde messenger by a postsynaptic dendrite or cell body, which then travels backward
across a chemical synapse to bind to the axon terminal of a presynaptic neuron [49]. Different
types of retrograde messengers have been identified experimentally: gaseous types such as nitric
oxide (NO) [50, 51], endocannabinoids such as anandamide [52, 53, 54], neurotrophic factors
such as neurotrophin [55, 56] and nerve growth factor [43], prostaglandins [57, 58], and classical
neurotransmitters [59, 60]. Although retrograde signaling systems can vary in the physical spread of
their action (affecting synapses in an input-specific way versus affecting millions of synapses) and in
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the speed of their reuptake and degradation [53, 60, 61, 62, 63], their time-of-action is usually within
seconds to minutes [64, 65, 66], consistent with model requirements.

Multiple timescales of operation and Neural oscillations. The brain operates on hierarchical
timescales with nested dynamics [67, 68]. Neural oscillations, the rhythmic patterns of activity in the
nervous system, reflect this hierarchy by spanning a wide range of frequencies. In the mammalian
forebrain, for example, networks exhibit oscillatory bands from 0.05 Hz to 500 Hz [69]. It has been
suggested that neural oscillations are crucial for coordinating activity across timescales, providing
phase information [70, 71], and in aiding functional integration [72]. Neural oscillations are also
involved in neuroplasticity [73, 74] and are closely related to E-I balance [75, 76].

Input/output clamping and Associative learning. Our model requires clamping some input neurons
with input signals and output neurons with loss-signal information. For the network to update
weights, the input clamping period must overlap sufficiently with the output clamping period to
allow plasticity. The longer the overlap, the more updates occur, resembling the temporal contiguity
feature in associative learning for both classical and operant conditioning. The notion of input/output
clamping is, therefore, congruent with typical scenarios of animals interacting with their environments.

6 Discussion

In this work, we proposed a simple neuroplasticity rule rooted in the principle of E-I balance, and with
a functional form reminiscent of the classical Hebbian rule. Strikingly, we show that in layered neural
networks, it is isomorphic to the BP algorithm under the sole assumption that the functional metric
quantifying the E-I balance of a neuron be chosen to have the functional form of the derivative of its
activation function. Moreover, the model is biologically plausible under two further assumptions:
hierarchical timescales, and retrograde signaling, both of which have well-established biological
mechanisms in neuroscience. In the framework of this model, BP can be interpreted as a simple
consequence of individual neurons striving to maintain E-I balance. Our simulations demonstrate
that this synaptic plasticity rule, when paired with structural plasticity mechanisms like pruning, can
lead to the self-organization of different network structures in a fully connected network.

Our model makes three practical predictions that are experimentally testable. First, the amplitude of
retrograde signaling should be highest for balanced neurons, but low for neurons with saturated firing
rates or those close to being silent. This is based on the equation gji = cif(si)wij , where the balance
value f approaches zero as a neuron becomes more unbalanced. Second, the ratio of the amplitude of
synaptic change to the amplitude of retrograde signal should be proportional to the firing rate of the
presynaptic neuron and inversely proportional to synaptic strength. This prediction is derived from
the ratio of the credit redistribution rule to the neuroplasticity rule, leading to ∆wij

gji
=

xj

wij
. Third,

during early stages of neural development, associated with a greater degree of plasticity and therefore
higher learning rate, the brain is more likely to form across-module connectivity. By contrast, in later
stages, associated with lower learning rates, within-module connectivity is more likely.

Our model also reveals an intriguing link between BP and associative learning. First, the core
formulation of our learning rule (that reduces exactly to BP) is Hebbian-like, promoting parallels with
associative learning. Second, the clamping of input and loss onto the "input" and "output" neurons
for overlapping durations are reminiscent of the temporal contiguity needed in associative learning
paradigms. In this sense, BP can be viewed as associative learning in a broader context.

The model we have proposed here possesses a potential limitation. It is the assumption that credit
redistribution will converge for the network updating rule to function. Our current mathematical
framework does not guarantee the existence of a non-trivial fixed point in the dynamical system
for credit redistribution. The matrix J in Equation 5 does not necessarily have an eigenvalue of
one, meaning it could result in convergence to a zero vector or divergence to infinity. We currently
circumvent this issue through the plausible means of clamping the credit values of some neurons
(technically, even of just one neuron) to a constant. With such clamping, multiple (≥ 1) rows of
the matrix J will be replaced by an identity matrix, ensuring the existence of an eigenvalue of one.
Consequently, an intriguing observation is that the network’s stability may depend on external credit
signals and that spontaneous credit dynamics could lead to instability. Long-term sensory deprivation,
which causes cognitive instability [77, 78] and affects connectivity and E-I balance in cortical circuits
[79], is one biological phenomenon that supports this observation. More generally, then, the stability
of this model will benefit from further exploration and systematic analysis.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Link to Backpropagation: Proof for layered neural network

Theorem. Consider an m-layer neural network with neurons {x1,x2, . . . ,xm} and connectivities
{W1,W2, . . . ,Wm−1}, governed by xi = σ(Wi−1xi−1). Let the balance function be defined
as f = ∂σ/∂s. If the input layer’s firing activity is clamped at x1 and the output layer’s credit
distribution is clamped at −∂L/∂xm, then ∆W = −∂L/∂W.

Proof. We consider a typical layered neural network: the network has m layers, with ni neurons
in the ith layer, and their activities are represented as a column vector xi = (xi

1, x
i
2, . . . , x

i
ni
). The

overall activity of the neural network is the concatenation of all layers, x = (x1,x2, . . . ,xm). Each
layer xi receives input solely from the previous layer xi−1 through the connectivity matrix Wi−1.
Consequently, the firing dynamics of this layered network can be described as:

x(t+ 1) = σ(Wx(t)) = σ(



0

W1 0

W2 0

. . . . . .

Wm−1 0





x1(t)
x2(t)
x3(t)

...
xm−1(t)
xm(t)

) (11)

For this network, the neural activity at equilibrium can be obtained by fixing the value of the
input layer, i.e., keeping x1(t) ≡ x1. For ease of explanation, if the network is initialized with
x = (x1,0,0, . . .), and x1 is kept fixed, reflecting a consistent external input signal, the firing
activities will evolve as follows:

x1

0
0
...
0

→


x1

x2 = σ(W1x1)
0
...
0

→


x1

x2

x3 = σ(W2x2)
...
0

→


x1

x2

x3

...
xm = σ(Wm−1xm−1)

 (12)

It can be observed that an m-layered neural network takes m − 1 timesteps to reach equilibrium.
Non-zero initialization in other layers does not affect the stable state because activities in successive
postsynaptic layers will emerge as a result of inputs from their presynaptic layers.

Next, for credit distribution in this m-layered neural network, we denote the credit values for the ith

layer as ci. The entire network’s credit distribution can thus be represented as a concatenated column
vector c = (c1, c2, . . . , cm). If the balance function is chosen as f = ∂σ(s)

∂s , the elements in the J
matrix become derivatives between pairs of neurons. Representing this in block matrix form:

c(t+ 1) = Jc(t) =



0 (
∂x2

∂x1
)T

0 (
∂x3

∂x2
)T

. . . . . .

0 (
∂xm

∂xm−1
)T

0





c1(t)
c2(t)

c3(t)

...

cm−1(t)

cm(t)


(13)

where the blocks are transposes of Jacobian matrices. For example,

(
∂xm

∂xm−1
)T =



∂xm
1

∂xm−1
1

∂xm
2

∂xm−1
1

. . .
∂xm

nm

∂xm−1
1

∂xm
1

∂xm−1
2

∂xm
2

∂xm−1
2

. . .
∂xm

nm

∂xm−1
2

...
...

. . .
...

∂xm
1

∂xm−1
nm−1

∂xm
2

∂xm−1
nm−1

. . .
∂xm

nm

∂xm−1
nm−1


(14)
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The stable state of the credit distribution can be obtained by fixing the credits at the output layer,
reflecting a consistent external signal: cm(t) ≡ cm. For simplicity, if the other layers are initialized
with zero credits, the credit distribution will evolve as follows:

0
...
0

0

cm

→


0
...
0

cm−1 = (
∂xm

∂xm−1
)T cm

cm


→



0
...

cm−2 = (
∂xm−1

∂xm−2
)T cm−1

cm−1

cm


→


c1 = (

∂x2

∂x1
)T c2

...
cm−2

cm−1

cm


(15)

Therefore, it takes m− 1 timesteps for an m-layered network to reach equilibrium. In this scenario,
the converged distribution depends solely on the consistent activity of the output layer. Initializing
other layers with non-zero values will not affect the stable distribution.

Finally, we consider updates to network weights by the application of our neuroplasticity rule. Since
we have specified the balance function f as ∂σ/∂s, the original rule becomes:

∆wij = ciσ
′(si)xj (16)

Additionally, given the layered network structure, updates for all illegal connections (cross-layer,
within-layer, or recurrent connections) are disregarded, and these connections remain unconnected.
The update for connections between the kth and (k + 1)th layers is given by:

∆Wk = σ′(sk+1)⊙ ck+1 (xk)T (17)

where sk+1 is the vector summarizing the inputs for all neurons in layer k+ 1, σ′(sk+1) is the vector
of corresponding balance values, and ⊙ denotes term-wise multiplication.

Therefore, we have:

∆wk
ij = ck+1

i σ′(sk+1
i )xk

j =

(
(
∂xk+2

∂xk+1
)T ck+2

)
i

σ′(sk+1
i )xk

j (18)

=

(
(
∂xk+2

∂xk+1
)T (

∂xk+3

∂xk+2
)T ck+3

)
i

σ′(sk+1
i )xk

j (19)

=

(
(
∂xk+2

∂xk+1
)T (

∂xk+3

∂xk+2
)T ... (

∂xm

∂xm−1
)T cm

)
i

σ′(sk+1
i )xk

j (20)

=

(
(cm)T

∂xm

∂xm−1
...

∂xk+3

∂xk+2

∂xk+2

∂xk+1

)
i

σ′(sk+1
i )xk

j (21)

=

(
(cm)T

∂xm

∂xm−1
...

∂xk+3

∂xk+2

∂xk+2

∂xk+1

)
i

∂xk+1
i

∂wk
ij

(22)

If the activity of neurons in the output layer, driven by some external signal, is equal to the derivative
of the loss L with respect to the neural firing rate, i.e., cm = − ∂L

∂xm , then we have:

∆wk
ij =

(
−( ∂L

∂xm
)T

∂xm

∂xm−1
...

∂xk+3

∂xk+2

∂xk+2

∂xk+1

)
i

∂xk+1
i

∂wk
ij

(23)

= − ∂L

∂xk+1
i

∂xk+1
i

∂wk
ij

= − ∂L

∂wk
ij

(24)

which is the defining weight update rule of backpropagation.
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