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Abstract. We analyze algorithmic and computational aspects of biological phenomena, such
as replication and programmed death, in the context of machine learning. We use two differ-
ent measures of neuron efficiency to develop machine learning algorithms for adding neurons
to the system (i.e. replication algorithm) and removing neurons from the system (i.e. pro-
grammed death algorithm). We argue that the programmed death algorithm can be used
for compression of neural networks and the replication algorithm can be used for improving
performance of the already trained neural networks. We also show that a combined algo-
rithm of programmed death and replication can improve the learning efficiency of arbitrary
machine learning systems. The computational advantages of the bio-inspired algorithms are
demonstrated by training feedforward neural networks on the MNIST dataset of handwritten
images.
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1 Introduction

Artificial neural networks [1–3] have been successfully used for solving computational prob-
lems in natural language processing, pattern recognition, data analysis etc. In addition to
the empirical results a number of statistical approaches to learning where developed [4–6]
(see also [7] for a recent book on the subject) and some steps were taken towards developing a
fully thermodynamic theory of learning [8]. The thermodynamic theory was recently applied
to model biological systems with evolutionary phenomena viewed as (either fundamental
or emergent) learning algorithms [9, 10]. In particular, the so-called programmed death and
replication (of information processing units, such as cells or individual organisms) were shown
to be of fundamental importance for biological evolution modeled through learning dynam-
ics. More generally, many statistical [8], quantum [11], critical [12] and even gravitational
[13] systems can be modeled using learning dynamics, and perhaps the entire universe may
be viewed as a neural network that is undergoing learning evolution [14]. However, for the
quantum behavior to emerge it is essential that the total number of neurons is not fixed and
could change over time [11]. This implies that in the emergent quantum systems, individual
neurons should be constantly removed and added, similar to biological organisms, where in-
dividual cells are constantly die and replicate. In this paper, we analyze the machine learning
algorithms that are inspired, first and foremost, by biology [9] (i.e. the programmed death
and replication), but at the same time have direct connection to physics in general [14] and
to emergent quantum mechanics in particular [11] (i.e. removal and addition of neurons).

Consider an artificial neural network that is being trained for some training dataset
using some version of stochastic gradient descent. In this very general setup all of the
neurons process information, but it is not clear which ones are more efficient and which ones
are less efficient. For example, if we are to remove a single neuron what should it be so that
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the overall increase of the average loss function would be minimal? In other words, how do
we find the least efficient neuron that has the least impact on the overall performance of the
neural network? Can such a neuron be identified locally (e.g. by analyzing its state, bias and
weights) or do we need to study global properties of the network (e.g. by analyzing non-local
statistical or spectral properties )? If all neurons with low efficiency (or least loaded) can be
identified, then one may be able to develop an algorithm (i.e. programmed death algorithm)
that would be useful, for example, for compression of neural networks. Likewise, if one can
identify the neurons with high efficiency (or most loaded), then, perhaps, one can use this
information to develop replication algorithms where additional neurons would be added to
the system to reduce the load on the most efficient neurons. Moreover, the two algorithms
may also be used in conjunction (with programmed death followed by replication) in order
to improve the learning rate of the existing machine learning algorithms. In this paper we
will give answers to all of the above questions by carrying out analytical calculations (a more
general, but only approximate method) and by conducting numerical experiments (a more
special, but exact method).

The paper is organized as follows. In the following section we discuss the basics of
artificial neural network and of the learning dynamics. In Sec. 3 we perform statistical
analysis of the learning dynamics and introduce two different definitions of neuron efficiency.
In Sec. 4 we develop, the “programmed death”, the “replication” and the combined, i.e.
programmed death followed by replication, algorithms. In Sec. 5 we present numerical
results for feedforward neural networks with two hidden layers and different architectures.
In Sec. 6 the main results are summarized and discussed.

2 Neural networks

A classical neural network with N neurons can be defined as a septuple (x, P̂ , p∂ , ŵ,b, f , H),
where

1. x is a (column) state vector of neurons,

2. P̂ is a boundary projection operator to subspace spanned by input/output neurons,

3. p∂(P̂x) is a probability distribution which describes the training dataset,

4. ŵ is a weight matrix,

5. b is a (column) bias vector,

6. f(y) is an activation map and

7. H(x,b, ŵ) is a loss function.

The training data are associate only with boundary neurons P̂x(t) that are updated period-
ically from the probability distribution p∂(P̂x), but the period depends on the architecture.
For example, for a feedforward architecture, the period could equal to the number of layers
so that, in-between updates of the training data, the signal has time to propagate through-
out the entire network. In contrast to the boundary neurons, evolution of the bulk neurons
depends on the state of all neurons,(

Î − P̂
)

x(t+ 1) =
(
Î − P̂

)
f (ŵx(t) + b) , (2.1)
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where the activation map acts separately on each component, i.e. fi(y) = fi(yi). For the
sake of concreteness, we set activation functions on all boundary neurons to be linear

P̂ f(y) = P̂y (2.2)

and on all bulk neurons to be hyperbolic tangent(
Î − P̂

)
f(y) =

(
Î − P̂

)
tanh (y) . (2.3)

The main objective of machine learning is to find bias vectors b and weight matrices
ŵ which minimize a time (or ensemble) average of some suitably defined loss function. For
example, the boundary loss function is given by

H∂(x,b, ŵ) =
1

2
(x− f (ŵx + b))T P̂ (x− f (ŵx + b)) (2.4)

where because of the inserted projection operator P̂ the sum is taken over squared error
at only boundary neurons. For example, in a feedforward architecture there is no error in
the input boundary layer and all of the error is on the output boundary layer due to a
mismatch between propagated data and training data. Another example is the bulk loss
function defined as

H(x,b, ŵ) =
1

2
(x− f (ŵx + b))T (x− f (ŵx + b)) + V (x) (2.5)

where in addition to the first term, which represents a sum of local errors over all neurons,
there may be a second term which represents local objectives.

During learning the trainable variables (i.e. bias vector b and weight matrix ŵ) are
continuously adjusted (or transformed)

bi(t+ T ) = bi(t)− γ
∂〈H(x,b, ŵ)〉

∂bi
(2.6)

wij(t+ T ) = wij(t)− γ
∂〈H(x,b, ŵ)〉

∂wij
(2.7)

where the time-averaged quantities are defined as

〈...〉 ≡ lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

... (2.8)

and the time interval T can depend on the mini-batch size and on the number of layers.
Note that in general the ensemble average (for a given training dataset p∂(P̂x)) and the time
average (for a given time interval T ) need not be the same, but, if the trainable variables
(i.e. weights and biases) change very slowly, the two averages are approximately the same.

In the long run, the learning system settles down in a local minimum of the average loss
function and the learning effectively stops. For certain algorithms the system can still transi-
tion to an even lower minimum of the loss function, but such transitions are usually exponen-
tially suppressed. The main problem is that in a local minimum continuous transformations
(e.g. stochastic gradient decent) cannot be effective and discontinuous transformations must
be performed instead. In Secs. 4 and 5 we shall describe one such transformation by com-
bining two algorithms: programmed death and replication. More generally, the programmed
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death and replication transformations (or algorithms) need not be combined and can be used
separately. The programmed death algorithm may be used to compress, either gradually (i.e.
one neuron at a time) or suddenly (i.e. a bunch of neurons at once), the neural network. Such
compression could be relevant, for example, if relatively large computational resources are
available during the training phase, but the resources are limited during predicting phase. In
addition, the replication algorithm may be used for improving the performance of an already
pre-trained neural network. This can be done, for example, by adding new neurons in order
to assist the most efficient neuron.

3 Statistical analysis

In the previous section, we mentioned the discrete machine learning algorithms (programmed
death and replication) that rely on determining the efficiency of individual neurons. In this
section we will describe the two definitions of neuron efficiency that will be used in Sec. 4
for developing these algorithms and in Sec. 5 for presenting the results of the numerical
experiments.

3.1 Covariance matrix

To study the statistical efficiency of neurons it is convenient to introduce a covariance matrix,

Cij ≡ 〈(xi − 〈xi〉)(xj − 〈xj〉)〉 ≡ 〈∆xi∆xj〉 = 〈xixj〉 − 〈xi〉 〈xj〉 . (3.1)

which is a positive definite symmetric matrix whose eigenvalues λk are real nonnegative
numbers and the corresponding orthonormal eigenvectors v(k) are given by

Ĉv(k) = λkv
(k). (3.2)

If the states of neurons are approximately linearly dependent,∑
k

akxk ≈ a0, (3.3)

then at least one of the eigenvalues must be zero. For example, if λ1 = 0, then by setting

v
(1)
k = ak (3.4)

we get ∑
k

v
(1)
k 〈xk〉 =

〈∑
k

akxk

〉
≈ 〈a0〉 = a0, (3.5)

or ∑
k

(xk − 〈xk〉) v
(1)
k ≈ 0. (3.6)

in agreement with zero-eigenvalue equation

Ĉv(1) =
∑
k

Ĉikv
(1)
k = 〈∆xi

∑
k

ak∆xk〉 ≈ 0. (3.7)

In this limit any one of the neurons can be removed after appropriate adjustment of weights.
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3.2 Efficiency of neurons

In general, λi 6= 0 for all i and then one can define efficiency of individual neurons as the
degree of non-linearity or how poorly the output of a given neuron can be approximated by a
linear function of the outputs of all other neurons (for a given training dataset p∂(P̂x)). The
accuracy of approximation of the state of neuron k is high (and thus the efficiency should be

low) if λi is small and
(
v
(i)
k

)2
is large. Therefore we can define the efficiency of neuron k as

E′k = min
i

λi(
v
(i)
k

)2 , (3.8)

where the smallest ratio is obtained by looking at all eigenvalues and the corresponding
eigenvectors. Then we use the i-th equation (3.6) to remove the k’th neuron.

xk =

∑
j v

(i)
j xj −

∑
j 6=k v

(i)
j xj

v
(i)
k

≈
〈
∑

j v
(i)
j xj〉 −

∑
j 6=k v

(i)
j xj

v
(i)
k

. (3.9)

By doing so we make the following mistake in xk∑
j v

(i)
j ∆xj

v
(i)
k

= O(
√
E′k), (3.10)

since

Ĉijv
(m)
i v

(n)
j =

〈
(
∑
i

v
(m)
i ∆xi)(

∑
j

v
(n)
j ∆xj)

〉
= λnδ

mn. (3.11)

Unfortunately, such algorithm may not be very useful in practice since it involves calculation
of the covariance matrix — a computational task which scales as O(N2). What we really
want is to be able to identify an approximate linear dependence of neurons, but with an
algorithm whose complexity would scale as O(N).

Consider a linear expansion of activation function

xi = fi (yi) + f ′i (yi)
∑
k

wik (xk − 〈xk〉) + ... (3.12)

where
yi ≡

∑
k

wik〈xk〉+ bi. (3.13)

At the zeroth order 〈xi〉 ≈ fi (yi) and at the first order

xi − 〈xi〉 ≈ f ′i (yi)
∑
k

wik (xk − 〈xk〉) . (3.14)

If the direct impact of neuron k on neuron i is small, then

Cii � f ′i (yi)
2w2

ikCkk (3.15)

or
1� f ′i (yi)

2w2
ikCkkC

−1
ii . (3.16)

– 5 –



In this limit all possible variations of the signal

xk ≈ 〈xk〉 (3.17)

do not significantly modify the expected signal xi, and (if our task is to implement a pro-
grammed death algorithm) then we must identify the least efficient neuron by summing over
all impacts that a given neuron k has on all other neurons i, i.e.

Ek ≡ Ckk

∑
i

f ′i (yi)
2w2

ikC
−1
ii . (3.18)

If Ek � 1, then we can drop all of the connection from neuron k to neuron i, or the neuron k
can be removed without sacrificing much of the neural network performance. More precisely,
we can set wik = 0 for all i and then use (3.17) to readjust biases bi’s of all other neurons
so that the input to i-th neuron remains approximately the same. See Eq. (4.3) with k = 1.
Note that all of Cjj ’s and all of f ′j (yj)’s can be calculated locally by analyzing statistics of
the signals for each of the neurons separately — a computational task which scales as O(N).

3.3 Conditional distribution

In the limit opposite to (3.15) or (3.16), the impact of neuron k on neuron i is large,

Cii � f ′i (yi)
2w2

ikCkk (3.19)

or
1� f ′i (yi)

2w2
ikCkkC

−1
ii , (3.20)

and variations of signal xk can significantly modify the signal xi. However, since variations
of f ′i (yi)wik (xk − 〈xk〉) must remain much larger than variations of (xi − 〈xi〉), variations of
all other incoming signals f ′i (yi)wij (xj − 〈xj〉) (where j 6= k) must be anti-correlated with
f ′i (yi)wik (xk − 〈xk〉). More precisely, all of the incoming signals must be approximately
linearly dependent and then the output xk can be approximated as a linear function of the
outputs of all other neurons

xk ≈
∑
j

wij

wik
〈xj〉 −

∑
j 6=k

wij

wik
xj +

xi − 〈xi〉
f ′i (yi)wik

. (3.21)

Then the conditional distribution for variable xk (with all other xj ’s for j 6= k fixed) can be
modeled as a Gaussian

p(xk) ∝ exp

(
−1

2

(µi − xk)2

σ2i

)
(3.22)

with mean
µi ≡

∑
j

wij

wik
〈xj〉 −

∑
j 6=k

wij

wik
xj (3.23)

and variance

σ2i =
(
f ′i (yi)

2w2
ikC
−1
ii

)−1
. (3.24)

To improve the estimate further, we can average over all such approximations for i 6= k
and then the overall distribution is proportional to a product of Gaussians

p(xk) ∝ exp

−1

2

∑
i 6=k

(µi − xk)2

σ2i

 ∝ exp

(
−1

2

(Mk − xk)2

S2
k

)
(3.25)
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with mean

Mk =

∑
i 6=k µiσ

−2
i∑

i 6=k σ
−2
i

= S2
k

∑
i 6=k

f ′i (yi)
2wikC

−1
ii

∑
j

wij〈xj〉 −
∑
j 6=k

wijxj

 (3.26)

and variance

S2
k =

∑
i 6=k

σ−2i

−1 =

∑
i 6=k

f ′i (yi)
2w2

ikC
−1
ii

−1 . (3.27)

Note that the neurons efficiency (3.18) is inversely proportional to the variance

Ek =
Ckk

S2
k

(3.28)

and so the variance is large for neurons with smaller efficiencies and vise versa.

4 Machine learning algorithms

In this section we develop the three machine algorithms: programmed death, replication
and combined (i.e. programmed death followed by replication), using the two measures of
efficiencies of individual neurons, or just efficiencies, that were introduce in the previous
section. Without loss of generality, we assume that the least efficient neuron is the k = 1
neuron where the efficiency is defined either by Eq. (3.8) (and then the linear dependence of
Eq. (3.6) should be used) or by Eq.(3.18) (and then the linear dependence of Eqs. (3.17) or
(3.26) should be used). For the numerical experiments of Sec. 5 we shall refer to

A1. “Connection cut” algorithm — method of Eqs. (3.17) and (3.18)

A2. “Probability” algorithm — Eqs. (3.26) and (3.18).

A3. “Covariance” algorithm — method of Eqs. (3.6) and (3.8)

However, once the least efficient k = 1 neuron is identified (using either (3.8) or (3.18)) and
once an approximate linear relation is established (using either (3.6), (3.17) or (3.26))∑

j

ajxj ≈ a0 (4.1)

all three algorithms (i.e. covariance, connection cut and probability) are treated similarly.
Also note, that in a feedforward architecture the approximate linear dependence (4.1) can
only be established between neurons j on the same layer with the least efficient neuron k = 1.

4.1 Programmed death

In the programmed death algorithm the least efficient neuron is removed from the neural
network and the rest of the network is re-wired to accommodate the changes. It is important
to emphasize that the removed neuron must be in the bulk (i.e. in the hidden layers) so that
no training data are associated with it directly.
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The activation dynamics of neuron xi = fi(yi) is determined by the state of all other
neurons xj only through a linear function

yi =
∑
j

wijxj + bi (4.2)

which can be approximated using (4.1) as

yi =
∑
j 6=1

wijxj + wi1x1 + bi

≈
∑
j 6=1

wijxj + wi1

a0
a1
−
∑
l 6=1

al
a1
xl

+ bi

=
∑
j 6=1

(
wij − wi1

aj
a1

)
xj +

(
bi + wi1

a0
a1

)
. (4.3)

If we are to disconnect a neuron from the network with a minimal modification to the
states of other neurons, then we have to readjust the biases and weights so that yi’s remain
approximately the same. This can be done using the following discrete transformation of the
weight matrix

w′ij =

{
0 if i = 1 or j = 1

wij − wi1
aj
a1

otherwise
(4.4)

and of the bias vector

b′i =

{
0 if i = 1

bi + wi1
a0
a1

otherwise.
(4.5)

In other words, the transformation sets all of the signals to and from the “dead” neuron to
zero and readjusts all other weights and biases so that equations (4.3) are approximately
satisfied for i 6= 1. In this way, it is ensured that the performance of the neural network
is not significantly altered or that the value of the average loss function, for a given set of
training data, is not significantly changed.

The programmed death algorithm is equivalent to a biological phenomenon known as
the programmed death, e.g. programmed cell death. From a more practical point of view,
the algorithm can be used for compression of neural networks for further use, for example,
on devices with constrained computational resources.

4.2 Replication

In the replication algorithm the learning system adds a new neuron to the neural network
in order to reduce the load on the most efficient neuron, not necessarily immediately, but in
the long run. Once again, the efficiency of individual neurons can be define by either (3.8)
or (3.18), but now the main challenge is to introduce coupling between the two neurons: the
new (or “child”) neuron “c” and the most efficient (or “parent”) neuron “p”. By following
the biological analogy of the phenomenon of cell replication, we shall only couple the neurons
at the time of the replication. This must correspond to some clever reinitialization of biases
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and weights to and from the child and parent neurons that in the long run would lead to the
largest decrease of the average loss function.

For example, consider reinitialization described by a discrete transformation of the
weight matrix

w′ij =


wpj if i = c
1
2wip if j = c or j = p

wij otherwise

(4.6)

and of the bias vector

b′i =

{
bp if i = c

bi otherwise.
(4.7)

This transformation first splits in half all of the outgoing weights from the parent neuron “p”
and then copies all of the outgoing weights from the parent “p” to child neuron “c”. As a
result, the overall performance of the neural network is not altered and we end up with two
identical (or replicated) neurons that are, however, linearly dependent

xc = xp. (4.8)

This means that if the programmed death procedure were to be executed right after repli-
cation, then it would immediately identify and delete one of these neurons. Moreover, if
the two neurons carry exactly the same information, the positive effect of the replication on
learning would be only marginal.

To avoid the problem of immediate removal of a newly replicated neuron and to improve
the learning efficiency we can set the outgoing weights from the child and parent neurons to
be arbitrary given that

w′ip + w′ic = wip. (4.9)

For example, we can split the outgoing signals between the child and parent neurons by
defining a discrete transformation of the weight matrix

w′ip = χiwip (4.10)

w′ic = (1− χi)wip (4.11)

where χi ∈ {0, 1} is a random bit. Note, that the randomization procedure can be improved
further by employing continuous probability distributions P (χi) which may or may not be
symmetric.

The replication algorithm can be used for increasing the effective dimensionality of the
space of trainable variables in the regions where the learning resources are most needed.
This may be important for initialization of the neural networks as well as for improving
the performance of already trained neural networks. More generally, as we shall see below,
the replication algorithm can be used in conjunction with programmed death algorithm for
improving the convergence of arbitrary learning systems.

5 Numerical results

In the previous section we developed two bio-inspired machine learning algorithms (i.e. pro-
grammed death, replication) and suggested that the programmed death followed by replica-
tion can be used for increasing the learning efficiency of arbitrary algorithms. In this section
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we will analyze the performance of these algorithms by training a feedforward neural network
with four layers (i.e. two hidden layers) and different neural architectures:

N1. 784 neurons → 5 neurons → 20 neurons → 10 neurons

N2. 784 neurons → 10 neurons → 10 neurons → 10 neurons

N3. 784 neurons → 20 neurons → 5 neurons → 10 neurons

N4. 784 neurons → 100 neurons → 5 neurons → 10 neurons

The neural networks were trained on the MNIST [15] dataset of 60000 handwritten images,
p∂(P̂x); with linear activation function, f(y) = y, for boundary neurons (i.e. first and fourth
layers); with non-linear activation function, f(y) = tanh(y), for bulk neurons (i.e. second and
third layers); and with cross-entropy loss function, H(x,b, ŵ). The training was done via the
stochastic gradient descent method with the batch size 600, momentum 0, L2 regularization
parameter 0.001, and the constant learning rate 0.001. For plotting the numerical results we
use the neuron efficiency calculated according to Eq. (3.8) for the “covariance” algorithm, A3,
and according to Eq. (3.18) for the “connection cut” algorithm, A1, and the “probability”
algorithm, A2 (see Sec. 4 for details).

5.1 Programmed death

For numerical testing of the programmed death algorithms, described in the previous section,
we trained the feedforward neural networks N1, N2 and N3 for 50000 epochs.

On Fig. 1 we plot the efficiency of neuron, Ek or E′k, vs. change in the average loss
function, ∆〈H〉, (i.e. loss after neuron is removed minus loss before neuron is removed) for
three different neural networks (N1, N2 and N3) and three different algorithms (A1, A2 and
A3) at epochs 500 and 50000. For the individual runs, efficiency of every neuron on the
second layer is calculated, then each neuron is removed and the change in the loss function
is calculated. Statistics is acquired by running fifty simulations with different initialisation
for every algorithm and neural architecture. In the third row (or for the neural network N3)
and for ”connection cut” and ”probability” plots (or for A1 and A3 algorithms) the log-log
plot is used to show that there are many neurons with efficiency smaller than ≤ 10−3 at
epoch 500, but only one such neuron at epoch 50000. In programmed death algorithms, such
low-efficiency neurons can be removed without significantly changing the performance of the
neural network.

On Fig. 2 we plot change in the average loss function, ∆〈H〉, as a function of time (or
the number of epochs) for three different algorithms (A1, A2 and A3) and for three different
neural architectures (N1, N2 and N3). For each run of the simulation every neuron on the
second layer is removed and then ∆〈H〉 is calculated. For N1 neural architecture we executed
50 separate runs of the simulation, for N2 neural architecture — 25 runs, and for N3 neural
architecture — 13 runs all with different initial conditions. The solid lines show the mean
∆〈H〉 averaged over all neurons on the second layer and all runs, and the dashed lines show
the mean ∆〈H〉 for only the least efficient neuron on the second layer in each run averaged
over all runs. The least efficient neuron is the one with the smallest efficiency, i.e. smallest
E′k for the A1 and smallest Ek for A2 or A3 algorithms. Clearly, only when the dotted line
is much lower than the sold line (of the same color) the removal of the least efficient neuron
would lead to the smallest distortion to the overall performance of the network. With this
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Figure 1. Efficiency of neuron, Ek or E′
k, vs. change in the average loss function, ∆〈H〉, for

algorithms A1 (first row), A2 (second row) and A3 (third row), and for neural architectures N1 (blue
dots), N2 (pink dots) and N3 (brown dots) after 500 (left plots) and 50000 (right plots) epochs.

respect only for the neural networks N2 and N3, and only for the algorithm A2 (or pink lines)
the corresponding probability method is not very useful.

Next, we make linear fits of Ek vs. ∆〈H〉 (for algorithms A1 and A2),

Ek = a+ b∆〈H〉, (5.1)

or E′k vs. ∆〈H〉 (for algorithm A3),

E′k = a+ b∆〈H〉, (5.2)
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Figure 2. ∆〈H〉 as a function of learning time for algorithms A1 (blue lines), A2 (pink lines) and
A3 (brown lines) and for neural networks N1 (left plot), N2 (middle plot) and N3 (right plot).
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Figure 3. Slopes b(t) of the linear fits (of Ek (or E′
k) vs. ∆〈H〉) as a function of time t.

for all times. On Fig. 3 we plot the slopes b(t) as a function of learning time, where the data
are obtained from the same runs as for Fig. 2. Note that for algorithm A2 (second plot)
and neural network N3 (green line) the slopes are almost zero (or slightly negative) and so
the probability method is not very useful for identifying and removing a neuron which would
give the smallest change in loss. In fact, according to Fig. 2, one should remove the least
efficient neuron using algorithm A1 or A2 for neural network N1 and using algorithm A1 or
A3 for neural networks N2 and N3. Moreover, according to Fig. 3, the algorithms A1 and
A3 should work for all neural networks since the blue and yellow lines remain positive, which
allows us to predict the effect of removing a given neuron, but the algorithm A2 would not
work for neural network N3 since the green line on the rightmost plot remains near zero.

5.2 Replication

For numerical testing of the replication algorithms, described in the previous section, we
trained the feedforward neural networks N1, N2 and N3 for 25000 epochs. Then we use
one of the algorithms to add one more neuron and run the simulation for 10, 100, and 1000
additional epochs.

On Fig. 4 we plot PDF (or probability distribution function) of ∆〈H〉, acquired from
fifty runs with different initialisation, for different neural networks and for different numbers
of additional epochs. We use the β distribution to model probability distribution P (χi) for
splitting weights between the parent and child neurons in Eqs. (4.10) and (4.11). The five
lines on each plot describe five different algorithms:

B1. “Beta(0.01, 0.01)” — neuron is replicated with Beta distribution and both shape pa-
rameters equal to 0.01 (blue lines on Fig. 4),
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Figure 4. PDF of ∆〈H〉 for neural networks N1 (first row), N2 (second row) and N3 (third row)
after 10 (first column), 100 (second column), and 1000 (third column) additional epochs.

B2. “Beta(1, 1)” — neuron is replicated with Beta distribution and both shape parameters
equal to 1 (yellow lines on Fig. 4),

B3. “Beta(100, 100)”— neuron is replicated with Beta distribution and both shape param-
eters equal to 100 (green lines on Fig. 4),

B4. “Random”– neuron with random weights (drawn from the same distribution as other
weights) is added (purple line),

B5. “Original”— no new neurons are added (red lines on Fig. 4).

For algorithms B1, B2, and B3 the most efficient neuron (smallest E′k or E′k) on the second
layer was replicated. One can see on Fig. 4 that after 1000 additional epochs the most efficient
algorithm is B1 (i. e. outgoing connections from a parent neuron are randomly split between
parent and child neurons) and the least efficient algorithm is B3 (i. e. new outgoing weights
from parent and child neuron equal to half of old outgoing weight from parent neuron). The
main reason is that algorithm B1 creates a child neuron which is maximally independent
from parent neuron while for algorithm B3 the parent and child neurons are equivalent and
it would take time for them to diverge due to stochastic learning dynamics. B4 algorithm
is inefficient in the short run (i.e. after 10 or 100 epochs), but the algorithm becomes as
efficient as B1 in a long run (i.e. after 1000 epochs).

To demonstrate the computational advantage of a combined algorithm, i.e. programmed
death followed by replication, we used algorithm A1 (for neuron removal) and B1 (for neuron
addition) with neural architecture N4. The main reason for using N4 (as opposed to N1, N2
or N3) is that one needs a large number of neurons on the second layer for the effect to be
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most noticeable. We first run the simulation for ∆t epochs, calculate efficiencies (3.18) of
all neurons on the second layer and use algorithm A1 to remove all neurons (but not more
than N/2) whose efficiencies are less than a cutoff ε. If n neurons were removed, then we use
algorithm B1 to replicates n most efficient neurons and continue the simulation for another
∆t epochs and then execute the combined A1-B1 algorithm again, etc.

On Fig. 5 we plot the average loss function for the combined A1-B1 algorithm for
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Figure 5. Log-linear plot of average loss function (minus asymptotic loss function) vs. time for a
combined A1-B1 algorithm with cutoff ε = 0.005 and ∆t = 500 epochs (yellow line with error bands)
and for original algorithm ε = 0 (blue line with error bands) averaged over 28 runs with different
initialization.

5000 training epochs with ε = 0.005 and ∆t = 500 epochs, and the original algorithm (or
more precisely with ε = 0 and ∆t = 500). The parameters ε = 0.005 and ∆t = 500 were
chosen so that about 30% of neurons would be affected by the algorithm after ∆t = 500
epochs, but this fraction goes to 15% after 2∆t = 1000 epochs, etc. The computational
advantage of the combined A1-B1 algorithm is easy to understand. Indeed, the inactive
neurons are constantly removed by the programmed death algorithm A1 and become active
by the replication algorithm B1 which improves the learning efficiency for a carefully chosen
cutoff threshold.

6 Discussion

In this article, we took a small step towards developing machine learning algorithms inspired
by the well-known biological phenomena. In particular, we analysed the computational ad-
vantage of the programmed death and replication, since they represent the most essential
phenomena not only in biology [9], but also in physics [11]. Indeed, in both biological and
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physical systems, the fundamental information processing units can either be added to the
system or removed from the system, which gives rise to the biological phenomena of repli-
cation and programmed death [9] and to the physical phenomena of emergent quantumness
[11].

The developed programmed death and replication algorithms may have a wide range
of applications in machine learning. For example, the programmed death algorithm may be
useful for compression of neural networks for the use on devices with limited computational
resources. In contrast, the replication algorithm may be useful for improving the performance
of already trained neural networks on the devices where additional computational resources
are available. We have also shown that a combination of programmed death and replication
algorithms (i.e. reconnecting the least efficient neuron to reduce the load on the most efficient
neuron) may be useful for improving the learning efficiency of an arbitrary machine learning
system.

More generally, when the machine learning system is stuck in a local minimum of the
average loss function, the continuous transformations (e.g. stochastic gradient decent) cannot
be efficient and a discrete transformation must be performed instead. With this respect the
programmed death followed by replication is an example of such transformation. Indeed, the
rewiring of connections from the least efficient (i.e. programmed death) to assist the most
efficient neurons (i.e. replication) is a discrete transformation that may turn out to be useful
for certain machine learning tasks.

Although our analytical results are robust, the numerical results are only preliminary
and a lot more numerical testing is needed in order to confirm the computational advantages
of the proposed algorithms. Moreover, so far we have analyzed the discrete transformations
that correspond to only two biological phenomena, programmed death and replication, and
there are many other important biological [9] and physical [14] phenomena that can be
analyzed in a similar manner which we leave for future work.
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