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Abstract

The Forward-Forward (FF) algorithm is a recent, purely forward-mode learning
method, that updates weights locally and layer-wise and supports supervised as
well as unsupervised learning. These features make it ideal for applications such
as brain-inspired learning, low-power hardware neural networks, and distributed
learning in large models. However, while FF has shown promise on written digit
recognition tasks, its performance on natural images and time-series remains a
challenge. A key limitation is the need to generate high-quality negative examples
for contrastive learning, especially in unsupervised tasks, where versatile solu-
tions are currently lacking. To address this, we introduce the Self-Contrastive
Forward-Forward (SCFF) method, inspired by self-supervised contrastive learn-
ing. SCFF generates positive and negative examples applicable across different
datasets, surpassing existing local forward algorithms for unsupervised classifica-
tion accuracy on MNIST (MLP: 98.7%), CIFAR-10 (CNN: 80.75%), and STL-10
(CNN: 77.3%). Additionally, SCFF is the first to enable FF training of recurrent
neural networks, opening the door to more complex tasks and continuous-time
video and text processing.

Keywords: Local learning, Self-supervised learning, Unsupervised learning,
Contrastive learning, Neuromorphic Computing
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1 Introduction

Purely-forward and local algorithms propagate signals from inputs to outputs, without
any backward pass, and employ a learning rule that is local in space, using signals
only from pre- and post- neurons to update a weight. These algorithms, which include
well-known Hebbian learning methods [1], have long been studied to model the brain,
as their features align with biological processes, contrarily to error backpropagation
[2]. They are also ideal for on-chip learning of low-power embedded hardware. The
purely forward architecture addresses the challenge of implementing backpropagation
on neuromorphic chips, a key obstacle that has been limiting the development of on-
chip training for these systems [3]. The local learning rule allows synaptic devices to be
directly updated by signals from neuron devices, eliminating the need to store neural
activations for gradient computation, thus significantly reducing memory usage, power
consumption as well as training times [4].

The practical application of these algorithms was historically limited by low accu-
racy on deep learning image recognition benchmarks, such as CIFAR-10 (labeled) and
STL-10 (unlabeled). However, in recent years, accuracy has significantly improved
thanks to their integration with automatic differentiation tools and activation func-
tions, combined with the use of standardization and pruning techniques [5–14]. As a
result, these algorithms have become relevant not only for brain modeling and energy-
efficient training of neuromorphic chips, but also for distributed learning of large-scale
models across multiple devices [15–18].

These advances have motivated the recent development of novel purely forward
and local algorithms aimed at improving accuracy and simplifying implementation for
various applications. The Forward-Forward (FF) algorithm is a key example of this
new breed of algorithms [19]. Its main advantages are its simplicity and versatility,
allowing it in principle to handle both unsupervised and supervised learning, and to
process time-series as well as static inputs — while many other purely forward and
local algorithms are limited to a single category. As a result, the FF algorithm has
attracted significant interest since its introduction [7, 20–27], inspiring variants with
improved accuracy and architectures and addressing tasks such as image recognition,
temporal sequence classification, and reinforcement learning [14, 28–39]. Early demon-
strations of FF in silico already cover a wide range of hardware platforms, including
microcontrollers [40], in-memory computing systems utilizing Vertical NAND Flash
Memory as synapses [41], and physical implementations where neurons are replaced
by acoustic, optical, or microwave technologies [42, 43].

Fig 1 highlights recent advancements in the Forward-Forward algorithm (FF,
shown in purple) [14, 19, 33, 38], comparing its accuracy on image classification tasks
with algorithms that are also both purely forward and local (shown in black [5–14]).
As illustrated, the accuracy of FF supervised training has significantly improved from
below 60% [19] to 88.2% recently [44], progressively catching up with the best super-
vised, purely local, and forward algorithm [5]. In unsupervised learning, where FF’s
greatest potential for on-chip training may lie, it has only achieved high accuracy on
the MNIST task [19, 45], with limited [38] or no success on more challenging datasets
such as CIFAR-10 [46] or STL-10 [47].
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Fig. 1: Comparison of algorithms that are both purely forward and local across differ-
ent tasks. The blue frame displays the CIFAR-10 results achieved by various supervised
local learning methods. The green frame presents the results of different local and
unsupervised learning methods on CIFAR-10, STL-10, and MNIST datasets, respec-
tively. Algorithms related to FF are highlighted in purple. FF1 refers to [19], FF2 to
[33], FF3 to [14], FF4 to [44], and FF5 to [38]. Our method, SCFF, is indicated in
red. SigProp refers to [5], DRTP to [6], Act.Learning to [7], PEPITA to [8], SoftHebb
to [9], CSNNs to [10], HardHebb2 to [12], HardHebb1 to [11], Hebb+WTA to [9] and
Hebb-CHU to [13].

Inspired by the noise contrastive estimation (NCE) method [48], the Forward-
Forward (FF) algorithm presents positive and negative examples sequentially to the
network inputs. Once trained, the network is expected to produce distinctly different
neural responses across all layers for these examples. The key challenge is generat-
ing“negative” examples that closely resemble the training data but still provide enough
contrast for the network to learn meaningful representations.

Supervised learning methods applicable to any dataset have been developed, solv-
ing tasks like MNIST and CIFAR-10 [19, 32]. However, for unsupervised FF learning,
there is no universal method to generate positive and negative examples for all
databases, hindering FF’s application to more complex unsupervised tasks beyond
MNIST. This limitation is evident in the few FF points in the Unsupervised panel of
Fig 1, where only Hebbian and activation learning algorithms have successfully solved
CIFAR-10 and STL-10 by combining a local rule with a purely forward architecture.

Moreover, the FF algorithm currently lacks the ability to handle time-varying
sequential data, limiting its applicability in neuromorphic systems which often deal
with dynamic inputs from the real world. While the original FF paper [19] includes a
multi-layer recurrent neural network, its purpose is to model top-down effects, using
a static MNIST image repeated over time frames as input. Another implementation
demonstrates a limited form of sequence learning with a fully connected network,
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but this architecture could not handle real-time sequential data due to the absence
of recurrence. As a result, FF has yet to be extended to effectively handle recurrent
network scenarios for time-varying inputs.

In this work, we introduce the Self-Contrastive Forward-Forward (SCFF) method,
where each data sample is contrasted within itself to enable efficient learning. This
method is inspired by self-supervised learning to provide a simple and effective way to
generate positive and negative examples for any dataset. In SCFF, a positive example
is created by concatenating an input with itself, while a negative example is formed by
concatenating the input with a randomly selected example from the training set. This
simple method (red points in Fig 1) not only extends the capabilities of FF to unsu-
pervised tasks but also surpasses the state-of-the-art accuracy of similar algorithms on
the MNIST, CIFAR-10, and STL-10 image datasets. It also opens the path to solving
sequential tasks by contrasting inputs with FF. More specifically, our contributions
are:

• We propose an approach called SCFF that takes inspiration from self-supervised
learning to generate positive and negative examples and train neural networks with
the Forward-Forward algorithm in an unsupervised way, applicable to a wide range
of databases.

• We show that SCFF significantly outperforms existing unsupervised purely-Forward
and local learning algorithms in image classification tasks. With a multilayer percep-
tron (MLP), we achieved a test accuracy of 98.7% on MNIST. With a convolutional
neural network (CNN), we reached 80.75% on CIFAR-10 and 77.3% STL-10 (which
includes a small number of labeled examples alongside a much larger set of unlabeled
data).

• We present the first demonstration of the FF approach being successfully applied
to sequential data. Our findings show that the proposed SCFF method effectively
learns representations from time-varying sequential data using a recurrent neural
network. In the Free Spoken Digit Dataset (FSDD), SCFF training results in an
accuracy improvement of over 10 percentage points compared to scenarios where
hidden connections remain untrained (random).

• We conduct a theoretical and illustrative analysis of the distribution of negative
examples generated with our method in comparison to positive examples within
the data space. The analysis reveals that negative data points consistently position
themselves between distinct clusters of positive examples. This positioning suggests
that negative examples play a crucial role in pushing apart and further separating
adjacent positive clusters, thereby enhancing the efficiency of classification.

Our results demonstrate the potential of Self-Contrastive Forward-Forward (SCFF)
methods for efficient and flexible layer-wise learning of useful representations in a local
and purely forward unsupervised manner. In section 2.1 and 2.2, we will introduce
the two foundational methods that SCFF builds upon: the original Forward-Forward
algorithm and Contrastive Self-Supervised learning, highlighting their differences and
similarities. Next, in section 3, we will present our Contrastive Forward-Forward algo-
rithm and discuss our findings. Finally, we will explore the relationship of SCFF to
other purely forward and/or local learning methods in the discussion of section 4.

4



2 Background

Fig. 2: Comparative diagram illustrating three distinct unsupervised
(self-supervised) learning paradigms. a. Generation of a negative example is
implemented by hybridization of two different images in the original FF paper [19].
b. In Forward Forward (FF) Learning, the layer-wise loss function is defined so as to
maximize the goodness for positive inputs (real images) and minimize the goodness
for negative inputs, each of which is generated by corrupting the real image to form
a fake image, as shown in a. c. In Contrastive Learning, the InfoNCE loss function
determines the similarity between representations of two inputs (two different inputs
or two same inputs but with different augmentations) in the end of the network [49].
d. Our proposed Contrastive Forward Forward Learning algorithm combines the prin-
ciples of Forward Forward Learning and Contrastive Learning algorithms to maximize
the goodness for concatenated similar pairs and minimize the goodness for dissimilar
pairs with a layer-wise loss funcion.

2.1 The original Forward-Forward algorithm

The original Forward-Forward algorithm is depicted in Fig 2b. For an input example

xi, each layer’s output is assigned a ‘goodness’ score G
(l)
i , where l is the layer index.

This score is calculated as the mean of the squared activities of the output neurons at

layer l: G
(l)
i = 1

M(l)

∑
m y

2(l)
i,m , where M (l) is the number of neurons at layer l and m

represents the neuron index.
Predefined positive and negative examples are successively presented to the net-

work’s input. The possibility of a positive example xi being recognized as positive
and a negative example xj being recognized as negative by the network are defined

as ppos(xi) = σ(G
(l)
i −Θ

(l)
pos) and pneg(xj) = σ(Θ

(l)
neg −G

(l)
j ) respectively. The sigmoid

function σ(x) = 1
1+e−x evaluates the effectiveness of the separation, where Θ

(l)
pos and

Θ
(l)
neg are fixed values that serve as hyperparameters of the network.
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Inspired by Noise-Contrastive Estimation [48], which aims to distinguish positive
examples from noisy examples, the objective of FF learning is to increase the good-
ness score for positive input examples so that it significantly exceeds the threshold
(ppos(xi) → 1) and to decrease the goodness score for negative input examples so that
it falls well below the threshold (pneg(xj) → 1). Weight updates are performed locally
by combining the gradients derived from both positive and negative examples:

LFF = −Exi∼poslogppos(xi)− Exj∼neglogpneg(xj)

= −E
G

(l)
i,pos

[
logσ(G

(l)
i,pos −Θ(l)

pos)
]
− E

G
(l)
j,neg

[
logσ(Θ(l)

neg −G
(l)
j,neg)

]
(1)

where G
(l)
i,pos and G

(l)
i,neg respectively correspond to the goodness for the positive and

negative examples input at layer l. The final loss is computed over all N examples in
the batch.

Hinton [19] proposed that FF can be used for self-supervised representation learn-
ing by using real data vectors as the positive examples and engineered data vectors
as the negative examples. The negative examples should be carefully designed, rather
than relying on random corruption methods of the training data like noise injection
or occlusion. The negative data needs to be sufficiently challenging to ensure the net-
work learns useful information. To make FF focus on the long-range correlations in
images that characterize shapes, the negative data should have very different long-
range correlations while maintaining similar short-range correlations. For the MNIST
dataset, this can be achieved by creating a mask with large regions of ones and zeros.
As proposed in the original framework [19], negative data is then generated by com-
bining one digit image multiplied by the mask with a different digit image multiplied
by the inverse of the mask, as illustrated in Fig 2a. Although this method performs
well for MNIST (as shown in the Unsupervised panel in Fig 1), it does not easily
translate to more complex image databases like CIFAR-10 and STL-10, resulting in
limited accuracy on these benchmarks.

2.2 Constrastive self-supervised learning

In this article, we draw inspiration from contrastive self-supervised learning methods
to construct positive and negative examples for FF, applicable to any image database
and beyond. Contrastive learning, illustrated in Fig 2c, is a self-supervised technique
designed to learn representations by contrasting positive pairs against negative pairs.
This approach relies heavily on data augmentation, where a positive pair consists of
two different augmented views of the same data sample, and negative pairs are con-
structed from different samples. While FF shares strong similarities with contrastive
learning, it also has key differences.

Both methods utilize the concept of contrasting positive and negative examples to
guide the learning process. They also both aim to learn meaningful data representa-
tions without labeled data in the first phase, allowing to extract information from the
hidden layers in the second phase by training a linear classifier.
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However, their loss functions are fundamentally different. FF focuses on the abso-
lute goodness of positive versus negative examples, decoupling them in the loss. On the
other hand, general contrastive losses employ relative comparisons through distances
or similarities between positive and negative examples.

Additionally, the neural network optimization method differs. FF defines a local
loss function at each layer and avoids backpropagation through hidden layers, whereas
typical contrastive learning approaches train deep networks end-to-end. Lastly, self-
supervised FF emphasizes data corruption to generate negative examples, focusing on
specific characteristics of corruption to enhance learning, while contrastive learning
relies heavily on varied data augmentation techniques.

3 Self-Constrastive Forward-Forward algorithm and
results

Fig. 3: SCFF method for processing with Convolutional Neural Network
Architecture. a. The original batch of images (top row) is processed to generate
positive (middle row) and negative examples (bottom row). b. The generated positive
and negative examples undergo a series of convolutional (Conv.) and pooling (AvgPool
or Maxpool) operations to extract relevant features. The output neurons which are
extracted from each hidden layer after an external average pooling layer are then fed
together into a softmax layer for final classification.

We draw inspiration from contrastive self-supervised learning algorithms to pro-
pose the Self-Contrastive Forward-Forward (SCFF) algorithm, which adresses the
drawbacks of FF, including the complexity of generating negative examples and its
inability to generalize well to convolutional neural networks in a purely forward
manner.
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3.1 Creating the negative and positive examples

Instead of contrasting the representations in the feature space as in contrastive self-
supervised learning (Fig 2c), SCFF directly takes pairs of positive and negative images
as inputs to the neural network (Fig 2d). More specifically, given a batch of N train-
ing examples, and for a randomly selected example xk (k ∈ {1, N}) in the batch, the

positive example x
(0)
i,pos (the number 0 is the layer index) is the concatenation of two

repeated xk, i.e., x
(0)
i,pos = [xk,xk]

T . The negative example x
(0)
j,neg is obtained by con-

catenating xk with another example xn (n ̸= k) in the batch, i.e., x
(0)
j,neg = [xk,xn]

T

(or [xn,xk]
T ). Fig 3a shows some instances of generated positive and negative

examples from the original training batch for the STL-10 dataset.
Considering the case of a fully connected network, the concatenated pair of images

(positive or negative examples) are sent as inputs to the network. The outputs for
the positive and negative examples from the first layer can be written respectively as

y
(0)
i,pos = f(W1xk+W2xk), y

(0)
j,neg = f(W1xk+W2xn), where f is the ReLU activation

function. The weight matrices W1 and W2 correspond to the connections to the two
images. In practice, we set W1 = W2 because the gradient of the loss function with
respect to W1 and W2 converges to the same value. Setting W1 = W2 accelerates
the training speed and improves the performance. Intuitively, this can be understood
by recognizing that swapping the positions of xk and xn in the concatenated image
should not affect the output neural activities. For a rigorous mathematical proof, see
Appendix A.

Fig. 4: Probability distributions of relative positions between positive and negative
examples. a Theoretical distributions of positive examples from two different classes
with distinct means (2µ1 = 0 and 2µ2 = 15) and identical variance (2Σ = 4) are shown
with blue and orange curves, respectively. The theoretical distribution of negative
examples derived from the two classes using the formula 2 is depicted by the grey
curve. b Continuous probability density of LDA applied to the IRIS dataset, displaying
contours for positive examples in green, red, and blue, and for negative examples in
grey.
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The concept of SCFF can be understood through the lens of Noise Contrastive
Estimation (NCE). In NCE, a key insight is that “the noise distribution should be
close to the data distribution, because otherwise, the classification problem might
be too easy and would not require the system to learn much about the structure of
the data”[48]. Our method of generating the positive and negative examples aligns
with this principle if we treat the negative examples as “noise data”. We assume that
the data samples for each class follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution with a
shared covariance matrix Σ and that each class is statistically independent of the oth-
ers—assumptions commonly employed in various statistical models [50]. Furthermore,
noting that the input weight matricesW1 andW2 are identical, i.e.W = W1 = W2, the
concatenated inputs processed by the network are simplified as follows: the positive

example becomes y
(0)
i,pos = f(W1xk +W2xk) = f(W (2xk)), and the negative example

is y
(0)
j,neg = f(W1xk+W2xn) = f(W (xk+xn)). This is equivalent to treating the pos-

itive examples as x
(0)
i,pos = 2xk and negative examples as x

(0)
j,neg = xk +xn. Therefore,

the distributions of positive examples x
(0)
i,pos and negative examples x

(0)
j,neg follow :

x
(0)
i,pos ∼ N (2µ1, 2Σ)

x
(0)
j,neg ∼ N (µ1 + µ2, 2Σ) (2)

where µ1 and µ2 are means of two different classes respectively. Theoretically, the
negative examples always lie somewhere between two different clusters of positive
examples in the sample space, as illustrated in Fig. 4a for the one-dimensional case.
For practical analysis with a real-world dataset, we visualized the distributions of
positive and negative examples from the IRIS dataset [51] using 2D linear discriminant
analysis (LDA), which distinguishes between three different types of irises, as shown
in Fig.4b. This visualization shows that the negative examples are positioned between
different clusters of positive examples, suggesting that they contribute to pushing
apart and further separating adjacent positive examples as they are mapped into
higher-dimensional space during training. Additionally, negative examples are formed
by combining two examples from different classes, enriching the diversity of negative
examples and leading to more robust training. For a detailed analysis of how the LDA
components evolve during training as the input data is mapped into the feature space
and more theoretical results, please refer to Appendix B.

3.2 Training procedure

We evaluate SCFF on different image datasets including MNIST [45], CIFAR-10 [46]
and STL-10 [47] (results in Fig. 1 and Fig. 5), as well as an audio dataset Free Spoken
Digit Dataset (FSDD) [52] (results in Fig. 6).

Each layer of the network was fully trained and frozen before training the next
one. After unsupervised training with SCFF, we froze the network and trained a linear
downstream classifier [9, 53] with the back-propagation method on representations
created by the network using the labeled data. The linear classifier was optimized using
cross-entropy loss. The accuracy of this classification serves as a measure of the quality
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of the learned representations. To ensure successful training and high accuracy in the
final model, several important techniques were utilized during the training process.
These techniques include the “Triangle” method [11, 47] for transmitting information
between layers, adding a penalty term in the loss function to ensure stable training,
and applying an extra pooling layer to retrieve information at each layer. For further
details, see the Methods section.

All details about the impact of hyperparameters and the training of the linear
classifier are provided in Appendix F and G.

3.3 Fully connected network: MNIST

On the MNIST dataset, when trained on a two-layer fully connected network with 2000
hidden neurons each, SCFF achieves a test precision of 98.7%, which is comparable to
the performance achieved by backpropagation [19]. This surpasses previously published
benchmarks on other biologically inspired algorithms, such as 97.9% in [9], 98.42% in
[8] (supervised training), and 96.6% in [7]. The full comparison is shown in the right
column of the green frame in Fig 1.

3.4 Convolutional neural networks: CIFAR-10 and STL-10

1 layer 2 layers 3 layers
50

60

70

80

90

72.1

78.3
80.8

74.4

83.8 84.9

A
cc
u
ra
cy

(%
)

a CIFAR-10

SCFF Backprop

1 layer 2 layers 3 layers 4 layers
50

60

70

80

66.2

72.4

76
77.3

67

73.3

76.2
77

b STL-10

Fig. 5: Comparison of test accuracy at different layers by using SCFF and Back-
propagation methods on CIFAR-10 in a and on STL-10 dataset in b.

The convolutional neural network processes three-dimensional color images. The
original images are concatenated along the channel dimension to form positive or
negative inputs (see Fig 3). The output of each convolutional layer is represented as

a three-dimensional vector y
(l)
i,pos (or y

(l)
i,neg) ∈ RC×H×W . The Loss function at layer l

is then defined as:
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LSCFF =− E
G

(l)
i,pos

[
1

H ×W

H∑
h

W∑
w

logσ(G
(l)
i,h,w,pos −Θ(l)

pos)

]

− E
G

(l)
j,neg

[
1

H ×W

H∑
h

W∑
w

logσ(Θ(l)
neg −G

(l)
j,h,w,neg)

]
(3)

where the goodness of neural activities is calculated over the channels as G
(l)
i,h,w,pos =

1
C

∑
c y

2(l)
i,c,h,w,pos (or G

(l)
i,h,w,neg = 1

C

∑
c y

2(l)
i,c,h,w,neg).

For the CIFAR-10 and STL-10 datasets, we employed convolutional neural net-
works with architectures identical to those in [9] to extract features. SCFF achieves
a test accuracy of 80.75% with a three-layer convolutional architecture (number of
filters each layer: 96-384-1536) on CIFAR-10 and 77.3% with a four-layer convolu-
tional architecture (number of filters each layer: 96-384-1536-6144) on STL-10. These
results surpass the previous state-of-the-art accuracies for purely-forward unsupervised
learning, of 80.3% on CIFAR-10 and 76.2% on STL-10 achieved using the SoftHebb
algorithm [9]. This demonstrates the significant potential of the SCFF method to scale
effectively to more complex datasets and architectures. The full comparison is shown
in the left column of the green frame in Fig. 1.

We also compared the test accuracies at each layer using SCFF and Backpropa-
gation (BP) methods on CIFAR-10 and STL-10, as shown in 5. Notably, for STL-10,
SCFF achieved a final layer performance of 77.3% higher than the one of BP:
77.02%(Fig. 5b). This is because the STL-10 dataset contains a large amount of
unlabeled images, which limits the effectiveness of supervised BP training. By fine-
tuning SCFF with end-to-end BP on the few labelled STL-10 examples, SCFF’s
accuracy further improves to 80.13%. This demonstrates that SCFF is highly suitable
for unsupervised pretraining followed by supervised BP training, making it ideal for
semi-supervised learning approaches.

Unlike other unsupervised learning methods, where the result is obtained solely
from the final layer’s output, SCFF integrates neuron information with the linear clas-
sifier from intermediate layers, leading to more comprehensive feature extraction [19].
For CIFAR-10 (Fig. 5 a), the test accuracy for the two-layer and three-layer models
was obtained by combining the outputs of all previous layers (pooled information for
dimensionality reduction; see Methods section) before feeding them into the final lin-
ear classifier. However, because the STL-10 dataset consists of high-quality images,
the number of output neurons in each layer is much larger than that in CIFAR-10.
Therefore, for the STL-10 dataset, we did not combine outputs from previous layers
for training the linear classifier, with the exception of the fourth layer. In this case,
we combined the outputs from both the third and fourth layers for the final classifi-
cation, resulting in a 1% improvement in accuracy compared to using only the fourth
layer’s outputs as input to the linear classifier.

By visualizing and investigating the class activation map, which highlights the
importance of each region of a feature map in relation to the model’s output, we
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can intuitively observe that after four layers, more distinct and meaningful struc-
tures emerge (see Appendix H). Specifically, the activation maps corresponding to
higher-layer features focus on the general contours and key objects within the input,
facilitating improved feature extraction and classification [54].

3.5 Recurrent neural network: FSDD audio dataset

The original FF paper [19] introduces a specialized recurrent neural network (RNN)
that models top-down effects using repeated static images as input for each time frame.
In contrast, our work focuses on training an RNN that processes time-varying inputs.

We employ the Free Spoken Digit Dataset (FSDD), a standard benchmark task
for evaluating RNN training performance [55–57]. The FSDD is a collection of audio
recordings where speakers pronounce digits (0-9) in English. We follow the standard
procedure consisting in extracting frequency domain information at different time
intervals, here through Mel-Frequency Cepstral Coefficient (MFCC) features (39 chan-
nels) [58]. Plots of the evolution of MFCC feature with time are shown in Fig. 6 for the
digits 3 and 8. The SCFF method forms positive and negative examples by concate-
nating the same input for positive examples, and different ones for negative examples.
Fig. 6a presents a negative example which is generated by concatenating MFCC fea-
tures from two different digits. The goal of the task is to recognize the digit after
feeding in the full sequence, from the output of the network at the last time step.

We train a Bi-directional Recurrent Neural Network (Bi-RNN) in an unsupervised
way using the SCFF method to classify the digits. The procedure that we use for
this purpose is illustrated in Fig. 6a. Unlike conventional uni-directional RNNs, where
sequential input is processed step by step in a single direction, resulting in a sequence
of hidden states from H0 to HT (as depicted in the bottom RNN in Fig. 6a), the
Bi-RNN comprises two RNNs that process the input in parallel in both forward and
backward directions. This results in hidden states evolving from H0 to HT in the
forward RNN and from H∗

T to H∗
0 in the backward RNN∗, as shown in the top portion

of the figure. The red regions in the figure highlight the features at different time steps.
This bidirectional structure is particularly advantageous for tasks where context from
both preceding and succeeding audio frames is critical, such as speech recognition,
enhancing model performance compared to conventional uni-directional RNNs [59].

The output of each directional RNN for a positive or negative input example is a
two-dimentional vector hi ∈ RM×T , where T represents the number of time steps and
M denotes the number of hidden neurons. The loss function at layer l is then defined
as:

LSCFF =− E
G

(l)
i,pos

[
1

T

T∑
t

logσ(G
(l)
i,t,pos −Θ(l)

pos)

]

− E
G

(l)
j,neg

[
1

T

T∑
t

logσ(Θ(l)
neg −G

(l)
j,t,neg)

]
(4)
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where the goodness of neural activities is calculated at each time step as G
(l)
i,t,pos =

1
M

∑
m h

2(l)
i,t,m,pos (or G

(l)
i,t,neg = 1

M

∑
m h

2(l)
i,t,m,neg).

Fig. 6: Bi-directional RNN results on FSDD dataset. a. Training procedure of SCFF
on a Bi-RNN. In the first stage, unsupervised training is performed on the hidden con-
nections (both input-to-hidden and hidden-to-hidden transformations) using positive
and negative examples. Positive examples are created by concatenating two identical
MFCC feature vectors of a digit along the feature dimension, while negative examples
are generated by concatenating MFCCs from two different digits, as illustrated in the
figure. At each time step, the features are sequentially fed into the Bi-RNN (RNN and
RNN∗). The red regions indicate features at different time steps. In the second stage,
a linear classifier is trained using the final hidden states from both RNNs, i.e., HT

and H∗
0 as inputs for classification task. b. Comparison of test accuracy for the lin-

ear classifier trained on Bi-RNN outputs. The yellow curve represents accuracy with
untrained (random) hidden neuron connections, the blue curve shows results from
training with SCFF, the green curve shows Backprop results

After the first stage of unsupervised training, a linear classifier is trained on the
hidden states from the final time step in both directions, as shown in the bottom
of the Fig. 6a. The blue, orange and green curves in Fig. 6b depict the test accu-
racy of the linear output classifier with hidden connections trained using SCFF, with
random (untrained) hidden connections, and with Backpropagation methods, respec-
tively. SCFF achieves a test accuracy of 90.3% when trained with a one-layer Bi-RNN
containing 500 hidden neurons in each direction (refer to Appendix E for further
architectural details). It is below the performance of BackPropagation Though Time,
reaching 96% accuracy on this small task, but well above the model with untrained
(random) hidden connections which plateaus at 80.7%.

This result constitutes the first successful application of the FF approach to sequen-
tial data in an unsupervised manner. Unlike the BPTT method for training RNNs,
SCFF avoids the issues of vanishing and exploding gradients, as the gradients at each

13



Table 1: Comparisons of the learning capabilities of different local learning methods and their
test accuracy [%] on CIFAR-10 and STL-10 dataset.

Method (Self)Unsupervised1 Local Sequential2 CIFAR-10 STL-10

SimCLR (Chen et. al. 2020 [49]) ✔ ✗ ✔ 94.0 89.7
PNN-SSL (Laydevant et. al. 2023 [62]) ✔ ✗ ✗ 77.0 -
Bio-SSL (Tang et. al. 2022 [63]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 72.7 68.8
CLAPP (Illing et. al. 2021 [64]) ✔ ✔ ✗ - 73.6
SigProp (Kohan et. al. 2023 [5]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 91.6 -
EqProp (Laborieux et. al. 2021 [65]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 88.6 -
DualProp (Høier et. al. 2023 [66]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 92.3 -
FF (Hinton et. al. 2023 [19]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 59.0 -
FF (Papachristodoulou et. al. 2024 [33]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 78.1 -
FF (Wu et. al. 2024 [44]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 84.7 -
PEPITA (Srinivasan et. al. 2023 [8]) ✗ ✔ ✗ 53.8 -
Act. Learning (Zhou et. al. 2022 [7]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 58.7 -
HardHebb (Miconi et. al. 2021 [11]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 64.8 -
HardHebb (Lagani et. al. 2022 [12]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 64.6 -
Hebb-CHU (Krotov et. al. 2019 [13]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 50.8 -
Hebb-PNorm (Grinberg et. al. 2019 [67]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 72.2 -
SoftHebb (Journé et. al. 2022 [9]) ✔ ✔ ✗ 80.3 76.2
SCFF (ours) ✔ ✔ ✔ 80.8 77.3

1Self-supervised or unsupervised
2Can handle sequential data or not

time step are calculated independently. This eliminates the dependency between time
steps, providing a more stable training process.

It is also interesting to note that the network with untrained hidden and input
connections is akin to Reservoir Computing, a method that is often used to lever-
age physical systems on sequential data for neuromorphic applications [60]. SCFF
provides a way to train these input and hidden layer connections in a simple,
hardware-compatible way, and opens the path to a considerable gain of accuracy. This
achievement opens the door for its extension to more complex tasks involving tem-
poral sequences and its potential use in neuromorphic computing domains, such as
dynamic vision sensors [61].

4 Discussion

4.1 Comparison to the original FF algorithm

In addressing the limitations of the original FF algorithm, our method introduces sev-
eral key improvements. Firstly, we have developed an approach for generating negative
examples that can be applied to any database. This approach is also biologically plau-
sible, since it operates by aggregating two similar or different images at the input, very
much like our eyes do. This innovation directly addresses the criticisms highlighted
in[8], which pointed out the biological implausibility of the negative examples used in
the original FF algorithm.

Furthermore, we have expanded the applicability of FF to complex unsupervised
tasks beyond the MNIST dataset. The SCFF method achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA)
accuracy for local methods on challenging datasets such as CIFAR-10 and STL-10,
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largely outperforming the original FF algorithm (see Table 1). This is a significant
advancement, as it demonstrates that our method performs comparably to other local
and forward-only algorithms in complex visual tasks, thereby broadening the scope
and utility of FF to unlabeled data processing.

Additionally, we have extended the capabilities of FF to include sequential task
solving. This extension is crucial for applications in time-series analysis and other
domains where data is inherently sequential. By incorporating these improvements,
our SCFF method not only overcomes the original limitations of FF but also sets
a new benchmark for unsupervised learning algorithms in terms of versatility and
performance.

4.2 Comparison to SOTA self-supervised learning (SSL)

Our SCFF method draws significant inspiration from self-supervised contrastive learn-
ing techniques[49, 68]. While the accuracy of SCFF may be lower compared to these
methods, primarily due to its layer-wise learning in a purely local manner, it offers
unique advantages. Unlike global self-supervised methods, SCFF operates without
requiring auxiliary heads (multi-layer nonlinear projector) or complex regulariza-
tion techniques, which simplifies its implementation and makes it more suitable for
neuromorphic computing applications.

Recent developments in local versions of contrastive self-supervised learning have
shown promising results [62, 63]. For instance, Laydevant et al. [62] empirically demon-
strated that layer-wise SSL objectives can be optimized rather than a single global
one, achieving performance comparable to global optimization on datasets such as
MNIST and CIFAR-10 (see Table 1). However, the layer-wise training methods involv-
ing multi-layer MLP as projector heads might offer better performance in certain tasks,
but at the cost of increased computational complexity. Illing et al. [64] have shown
that local plasticity rules, when applied through the CLAPP model, can successfully
build deep hierarchical representations without the need for backpropagation. How-
ever, this method introduces additional processing along the time axis, which may add
complexity when dealing with data that lacks temporal dynamics.

4.3 Comparison to other forward-only methods including
non-Hebbian and Hebbian based

Recently, other purely forward learning techniques have been developed, driven by
their potential for biologically plausible and neuromorphic computing applications
[7, 8]. Similar to Forward-Forward (FF), Pepita [8] processes data samples in two for-
ward passes. The first pass is identical to FF, while the input of the second pass is
modulated by incorporating information about the error from the first forward pass
through top-down feedback. Activation Learning [7] builds on Hebb’s well-known pro-
posal, discovering unsupervised features through local competitions among neurons.
However, these methods do not yet scale to more complex tasks, limiting their potential
applications.

Recent advances in Hebbian deep learning have also shown remarkable progress
[9, 11, 12, 69]. These methods are purely local in space and can be applied purely
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locally in time, offering a biologically plausible approach to learning. Miconi [11]
demonstrated that Hebbian learning in hierarchical convolutional neural networks
can be implemented with modern deep learning frameworks by using specific losses
whose gradients produce the desired Hebbian updates. However, adding layers has not
resulted in significant performance improvements on standard benchmarks [11, 12]
(see Table 1). Journe et al. [9] proposed using a simple softmax to implement a soft
Winner-Takes-All (WTA) and derived a Hebbian-like plasticity rule (SoftHebb). With
techniques like triangle activation and adjustable rectified polynomial units, Soft-
Hebb achieves increased efficiency and biological compatibility, enhancing accuracy
compared to state-of-the-art biologically plausible learning methods.

Our SCFF method brings the FF approach to accuracy levels comparable to Soft-
Hebb, effectively bridging the gap between these learning paradigms. A key advantage
of Hebbian learning is its ability to learn without contrast, much like non-contrastive
self-supervised learning techniques, operating purely in an unsupervised manner. Con-
versely, FF is flexible regarding labels, akin to contrastive self-supervised learning
techniques, supporting both unsupervised learning as we demonstrate here with SCFF
and supervised learning. This versatility allows FF to be applied across a broader range
of tasks and datasets, enhancing its applicability and effectiveness in diverse scenarios.

4.4 Comparison to energy-based learning methods

Energy-based learning methods, such as Equilibrium Propagation (EP), Dual Prop-
agation (DP) and Latent Equilibrium (LE) [66, 70, 71], also offer locality in space
and time. These methods have a significant advantage over SCFF due to their strong
mathematical foundations, closely approximating gradients from BP and backpropa-
gation through time (BPTT). This theoretical rigor allows them to be applied to a
wide range of physical systems, making them particularly appealing for neuromorphic
computing applications. EP, for instance, can operate in an unsupervised manner,
while recent advancements in Genralized Latent Equilibrium (GLE) [72] have extended
these models to handle sequential data effectively.

However, the implementation of energy-based methods poses certain challenges.
Specifically, the backward pass in these methods requires either bidirectional neural
networks or dedicated backward circuits [73, 74]. These requirements can be complex
to design and build in a manner that is both energy-efficient and compact. In contrast,
the simplicity and versatility of SCFF in supporting both supervised and unsuper-
vised learning, without the need for complex backward circuitry, make it a practical
alternative for many applications [3]. This balance of accuracy, ease of implementa-
tion, and versatility underscores the potential of SCFF in advancing neuromorphic
computing and biologically inspired learning systems.

5 Conclusion

In conclusion, the Forward-Forward (FF) algorithm has sparked significant advance-
ments in both biologically-inspired deep learning and hardware-efficient computation.
However, its original form faced challenges in handling complex datasets and time-
varying sequential data. Our method, Self Contrastive Forward-Forward (SCFF),
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addresses these limitations by integrating contrastive self-supervised learning prin-
ciples directly at the input level, enabling the generation of positive and negative
examples though a simple concatenation of input data. SCFF not only surpasses exist-
ing unsupervised learning algorithms in accuracy on datasets like MNIST, CIFAR-10,
and STL-10 but also successfully extends the FF approach to sequential data, demon-
strating its applicability to a broader range of tasks. These developments pave the way
for more robust and versatile applications of FF in both neuromorphic computing and
beyond, opening new avenues for research and practical implementations in the field.

6 Methods

SCFF learns representations by maximizing agreement (increasing activations/-
goodness) between concatenated pairs of identical data examples while minimizing
agreement (reducing activations/goodness) between concatenated pairs of different
data examples using a cross-entropy-like loss function at each layer. The network is
trained layer by layer, with each layer’s weights being frozen before moving on to
the next. Unlike the original FF framework, this approach incorporates several key
components that contribute to achieving high accuracy across various tasks.

Normalization and Standardization

For vision tasks, the data is typically normalized by subtracting the mean and dividing
by the standard deviation for each channel. These mean and standard deviation values
are computed across the entire training dataset, separately for each of the three color
channels. This dataset-wide normalization centers the data, ensuring that each channel
has a mean of 0 and is on a comparable scale.

In addition to dataset-wide normalization, we also applied per-image stan-
dardization, which plays an important role in unsupervised feature learning [75].
Standardizing the images involves scaling the pixel values of each image such that the
resultant pixel values of the image have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
This is done before each layer during processing [11, 47], ensuring that each sample
is centered, which improves learning stability and helps the network handle varying
illumination or contrast between images.

Concatenation

The positive and negative examples (e.g. x
(0)
i,pos and x

(0)
j,neg) are generated by concate-

nating two identical images for the positive examples and two different images for
the negative examples. After being processed by the first layer, the output vectors

y
(0)
i,pos and y

(0)
j,neg are obtained. There are two approaches for generating the inputs

to the next layer. The first approach is to directly use the first layer’s output of the

positive example y
(0)
i,pos as the positive input x

(1)
i,pos, and the first layer output of the

negative example y
(0)
j,neg as the negative input x

(1)
j,neg for the next layer (refer to the

highlighted blue section in Algorithm 1 in Appendix C). The second approach involves
re-concatenating to form new positive and negative inputs for the next layer. This
is done by treating the first layer’s positive outputs as a new dataset and recreating
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the corresponding positive and negative examples, similar to how the original dataset
was processed to generate the initial positive and negative examples (refer to the
highlighted blue section in Algorithm 2 in Appendix C).

Appendix C details the workflows of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, focusing on
their different approaches to generating positive and negative examples after the first
layer. In practice, Algorithm 1 tends to be more effective for training the lower layers
immediately following the first layer, while Algorithm 2 shows better performance in
training deeper layers. Specifically, for the CIFAR-10 dataset, Algorithm 1 is utilized to
train the second layer, while Algorithm 2 is applied to train the third layer. Similarly,
for the STL-10 dataset, Algorithm 1 is employed for training the second and third
layers, and Algorithm 2 is used for the fourth layer.

Triangle method of transmitting the information

“Triangle” method was firstly introduced by Coates et al. [47] to compute the activa-
tions of the learned features by K-means clustering. This method was later found to
be effective in other Hebbian-based algorithms [9, 11] for transmitting the informa-
tion from one layer to the next. The method involves subtracting the mean activation
(computed across all channels at a given position) from each channel, and then rec-
tifying any negative values to zero before the pooling layer. This approach to feature
mapping can be viewed as a simple form of ”competition” between features while also
promoting sparsity.

Importantly, the ”Triangle” activation only determines the responses passed to the
next layer; it does not influence the plasticity. The output used for plasticity at each

position is given by y
(l)
i,pos = f (l)(xi,pos) and y

(l)
i,neg = f (l)(xj,neg), where f (l) refers to

the convolutional operations followed by ReLU activation at layer l.

Penalty term

Training with the FF loss can lead to excessively high output activations for posi-
tive examples, which significantly drives positive gradients and encourages unchecked
growth in their activation. To mitigate this, we introduce a small penalty term—the
Frobenius Norm of the Goodness vector—into the training loss function. For outputs

from a CNN layer, the goodness vector G
(l)
i,h,w,pos is a two-dimensional matrix where

each element represents the goodness calculated over the channel outputs processed
by all filters under the same receptive field. In the case of Bi-RNN outputs, the good-

ness vector G
(l)
i,t,pos is a one-dimensional matrix, with each element representing the

goodness at each time step. When a large goodness value is computed for a positive
example, it generates a negative gradient that reduces the activation, thereby pre-
venting excessive growth. The impact of this penalty term on training performance is
further analyzed in Appendix F.

Additional pooling operation to retrieve the features

To assess the performance of the intermediate layers in image classification tasks, we
apply an additional pooling operation (average or max pooling) to the output of the

18



pooling layer. This reduces the dimensionality of the features and helps in selecting
relevant neuron activities. This approach is inspired by the ”four quadrant” method
used in previous work [11, 47], where local regions extracted from the convolutional
layer are divided into four equal-sized quadrants, and the sum of neuron activations
in each quadrant is computed for downstream linear classification tasks.

Appendix D provides detailed information on the specific architecture of this
additional pooling layer for various tasks.

Data availability. The datasets used during the current study, i.e., IRIS [51],
MNIST [45], CIFAR-10 [46], STL-10 [47] and FSDD (Free Spoken Digit Dataset) [52]
, are available online.

Code availability. The code to reproduce the results will be made available upon
publication.
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Appendix A On the convergence of W1 and W2

The loss function of the SCFF method for one pair of positive input and negative
input examples in the first layer (the layer index is neglected here) is defined as

ℓi,j = log(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)) + log(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)) (A.1)

where ||yi,pos||2 and ||yj,neg||2 represent sum of the square of neuron activations respec-
tively. The same procedure applies if mean activations are used instead. For simplicity,
both threshold values Θpos and Θneg are assumed to be equal, i.e., Θ = Θpos = Θneg.
However, the same conclusion holds even if different thresholds are assumed for the
positive and negative examples. yi,pos and yj,neg are calculated as

yi,pos = f(W1xk +W2xk) (A.2)

yj,neg = f(W1xk +W2xn) (A.3)

where xk is a randomly selected example, and xn is assumed to come from a
different class of xk. f is the ReLU activation function.

The derivative of ℓi,j with respect to W1 and W2 are respectively

∂ℓi,j
∂W1

=
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
∂||yi,pos||2

∂W1
+

exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))

∂||yj,neg||2

∂W1

(A.4)

∂ℓi,j
∂W2

=
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
∂||yi,pos||2

∂W2
+

exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))

∂||yj,neg||2

∂W2

(A.5)

As we consider that f is a ReLU activation function such that
∂||yi,pos||

2

∂W1
=

∂yT
i,posyi,pos

∂W1
= 2 · diag(f ′

yi,pos
) · yi,pos · xT

k where diag(f ′
yi,pos

) is a diagonal matrix with

elements being the derivatives of ReLU applied element-wise to yi,pos. Therefore, we
are able to obtain

∂ℓi,j
∂W1

=
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
(2 · diag(f ′

yi,pos
) · yi,pos · xT

k )+

exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

k ) (A.6)

∂ℓi,j
∂W2

=
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
(2 · diag(f ′

yi,pos
) · yi,pos · xT

k )+
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exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

n ) (A.7)

In each update for a batch of samples, we compute the average gradient of the
Loss with respect to W1 and W2

Ei,j [
∂ℓi,j
∂W1

] = Ei[
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
(2 · diag(f ′

yi,pos
) · yi,pos · xT

k )]+

Ej [
exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

k )] (A.8)

Ei,j [
∂ℓi,j
∂W2

] = Ei[
−exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2)

(1 + exp(Θ− ||yi,pos||2))
(2 · diag(f ′

yi,pos
) · yi,pos · xT

k )]+

Ej [
exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

n )] (A.9)

Practically, for each positive pair of (xk,xk), pairs of (xk,xn) and (xn,xk) both
work as negative samples. It is therefore natural to prove that

Ej

exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

k ) =

Ej

exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ))

(1 + exp(||yj,neg||2 −Θ)))
(2 · diag(f ′

yj,neg
) · yj,neg · xT

n ) (A.10)

Thus we have

Ei,j [
∂L

∂W1
] = Ei,j [

∂L

∂W2
] (A.11)

The gradient of W1 and W2 goes into the same direction and thus converge to each
other.
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Appendix B Theoretical analysis of distributions
of positive and negative examples

Assuming that each class of data samples follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution,
which is a commonly used assumption [S1]. Then, two examples xk and xn taken from
different classes would follow:

xk ∼ N (µ1,Σ1)

xn ∼ N (µ2,Σ2)

where µ1 and µ2 are the mean vectors of the two distributions, and Σ1 and Σ2

are their respective covariance matrices. Each class of distributions is assumed to be
independent of each other.

Based on the previous conclusion that the input metrics W1 and W2 corresponding
to the two concatenated images will converge to the same one and thus W1 and W2 is
set to the same as W = W1 = W2 (the same case for all different network structures).

The output becomes y
(0)
i,pos = f(2Wxk), y

(0)
j,neg = f(W (xk + xn)). Thus, it is clealy

seen that the positive and negative examples x
(0)
i,pos, x

(0)
j,neg follow (considering xk and

xn is independent of each other)

x
(0)
i,pos ∼ 2xk ∼ N (2µ1, 2Σ1)

x
(0)
j,neg ∼ xk + xn ∼ N (µ1 + µ2,Σ1 +Σ2)

By further assuming that all classes share the same covariance matrix [S1], i.e.,
Σ1 = Σ2 = Σ, we have

x
(0)
i,pos ∼ N (µi,p,Σi,p) ∼ N (2µ1, 2Σ)

x
(0)
j,neg ∼ N (µj,n,Σj,n) ∼ N (µ1 + µ2, 2Σ)

It is immediately seen that the distributions of positive examples x
(0)
i,pos and

negative examples x
(0)
j,neg share similar covariance properties. Besides, calculating Bhat-

tacharya distance (or, similarly using KL divergence), which is a measure of divergence
between two probability distributions, could give more intuitive understandings of the
relative positions between two different positive examples or between positive and neg-

ative examples. Denoting Dpp the distance between two positive distributions of x
(0)
i,pos

and x
(0)
j,pos, we have

Dpp =
1

8
(µi,p − µj,p)

T

(
Σi,p +Σj,p

2

)−1

(µi,p − µj,p) +
1

2
log

 det
(

Σi,p+Σj,p

2

)
√

detΣi,p · detΣj,p


=

1

4
(µ1 − µ2)

TΣ−1(µ1 − µ2) (B.12)
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Similarly, the Bhattacharya distance Dpn between two positive and negative
distributions is calculated as

Dpn =
1

8
(µi,p − µj,n)

T

(
Σi,p +Σj,n

2

)−1

(µi,p − µj,n) +
1

2
log

 det
(

Σi,p+Σj,n

2

)
√

detΣi,p · detΣj,n


=

1

16
(µ1 − µ2)

TΣ−1(µ1 − µ2) (B.13)

Thus, we find that Dpn = 1/4Dpp. This indicates that the negative examples are
consistently positioned between two distinct clusters of positive examples within the
sample space.

When positive and negative examples are projected into the feature space through a
neural network, the negative examples consistently play a crucial role in enhancing the
separation between the positive examples. In Fig. B.1, we demonstrate the progression
of feature separation in Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) space across different
training epochs using the Iris dataset, where the Versicolor and Virginica classes are
inherently non-linearly separable. The features are first extracted via a single-layer
neural network with 10 hidden neurons and subsequently mapped into the LDA space.
At the initial stage (Epoch 0), there is significant overlap between the two positive
classes. However, as training advances, the negative examples increasingly contribute
to the improved separation of the positive classes by providing contrast that facilitates
the learning of more distinct decision boundaries.
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Fig. B.1: Illustration of the evolution of feature separation in Linear Discriminant
Analysis (LDA) space over different training epochs. The figures depict the separation
between two positive examples (Versicolor and Virginica) in the feature space at dif-
ferent stages of training (Epoch 0, 3, and 10). Initially, at Epoch 0, the two positive
examples exhibit significant overlap. As training progresses, the negative examples
contribute to improving the separation between the positive examples. The negative
examples provide contrast that aids in learning better decision boundaries, ultimately
leading to more effective class separation. The first row includes also the position of
negative examples during the train.

Appendix C Detailed training algorithms

We present the detailed algorithms for training with convolutional layers. Algorithm 1
describes the process of training a hidden layer using positive and negative examples
directly derived from the output of the previous layer’s positive and negative exam-
ples. Algorithm 2 details the training process where positive and negative examples
are generated by re-concatenating the previous layer’s outputs to form new positive
and negative examples. Differences between the two algorithms are highlighted in blue.
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Algorithm 1 SCFF’s main learning algorithm 1

for each layer of structure f
(l)
θ , batch size N , threshold Θ

(l)
pos,Θ

(l)
neg do

for sampled minibatch {xk}Nk=1 do
randomly select an integer s ∈ {1, N}
if l = 0 then

# form the positive and negative examples
xk = std(xk) # standardization

x
(l)
i,pos = cat([xk,xk], dim = 1) # concatenation

x
(l)
j,neg = cat([xk,xn], dim = 1) where n = (k + s)%N

else
# for l > 0

x
(l)
i,pos = y

(l−1)
i,pos # previous layer output

x
(l)
j,neg = y

(l−1)
j,neg

end if
x
(l)
i,pos = std(x

(l)
i,pos); x

(l)
j,neg = std(x

(l)
j,neg) # standardization

y
(l)
i,pos = f

(l)
θ (xi,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = f

(l)
θ (xj,neg) # output [C, H, W]

# calculate the goodness

G
(l)
i,pos =

1
C

∑
c y

2(l)
i,c,h,w,pos; G

(l)
j,neg = 1

C

∑
c y

2(l)
j,c,h,w,neg # output [H, W]

# L(l)
SCFF is initialized as 0 at each layer and is accumulated for each batch

L(l)
SCFF = L(l)

SCFF + ℓi,j
# triangle method to transmit previous layer’s information

y
(l)
i,pos = triangle(y

(l)
i,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = triangle(y

(l)
j,neg)

end for
Use optimizer to update network f

(l)
θ to minimize L(l)

SCFF

# pooling operation to reduces the size of the feature maps

y
(l)
i,pos = POOL(y

(l)
i,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = POOL(y

(l)
j,neg)

end for
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Algorithm 2 SCFF’s main learning algorithm 2

for each layer of structure f
(l)
θ , batch size N , threshold Θ

(l)
pos,Θ

(l)
neg do

for sampled minibatch {xk}Nk=1 do
randomly select an integer s ∈ {1, N}
if l = 0 then

# form the positive and negative examples
xk = std(xk) # standardization

x
(l)
i,pos = cat([xk,xk], dim = 1) # concatenation

x
(l)
j,neg = cat([xk,xn], dim = 1) where n = (k + s)%N

else
# for l > 0
# reconcatenation to form new positive and negative examples

x
(l)
i,pos = cat([std(y

(l−1)
i,pos ), std(y

(l−1)
i,pos )], dim = 1)

x
(l)
i,neg = cat([std(y

(l−1)
j,pos ), std(y

(l−1)
j,pos )], dim = 1) where j = (k + s)%N

end if
x
(l)
i,pos = std(x

(l)
i,pos); x

(l)
j,neg = std(x

(l)
j,neg) # standardization

y
(l)
i,pos = f

(l)
θ (xi,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = f

(l)
θ (xj,neg) # output [C, H, W]

# calculate the goodness

G
(l)
i,pos =

1
C

∑
c y

2(l)
i,c,h,w,pos; G

(l)
j,neg = 1

C

∑
c y

2(l)
j,c,h,w,neg # output [H, W]

# L(l)
SCFF is initialized as 0 at each layer and is accumulated for each batch

L(l)
SCFF = L(l)

SCFF + ℓi,j
# triangle method to transmit previous layer information to the next layer

y
(l)
i,pos = triangle(y

(l)
i,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = triangle(y

(l)
j,neg)

end for
Use optimizer to update network f

(l)
θ to minimize L(l)

SCFF

# pooling operation to reduces the size of the feature maps

y
(l)
i,pos = POOL(y

(l)
i,pos); y

(l)
j,neg = POOL(y

(l)
j,neg)

end for
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Appendix D Convolutional Layer architecture

In each layer, the input data is first processed by a convolutional layer, followed by
either a ”triangle” activation function or a ReLU activation, and then a pooling opera-
tion (as shown in the ”CIFAR-10” and ”STL-10” columns of Table D.1). It’s important
to note that the activations listed in Table D.1 are used solely for passing information
to the next layer, whereas the activation function used for plasticity, i.e., during train-
ing, is consistently set as ReLU throughout all layers. In all experiments, the first layer
had a width of 96 convolutional kernels, as described in [S2]. The number of kernels
in subsequent layers was scaled by a factor of 4 relative to the previous layer.

To assess the performance of each layer, hidden neuronal activities are extracted
from the pooling layer using an additional pooling operation (as shown in the ”Layer’s
output” column of Table D.1) with the stride size matching the kernel size to reduce
dimensionality. For the CIFAR-10 dataset, the final accuracy is calculated by aggre-
gating the output neurons from all layers and using them as input to a linear classifier.
For the STL-10 dataset, the final accuracy is derived by combining the output neu-
rons from the last two layers (Layer 3 and Layer 4) and feeding them into a linear
classifier. Other detailed architecture parameters are listed in the Table D.1.

Table D.1: Layer configurations across different datasets. The CIFAR-10 and
STL-10 columns detail the structure of each layer, corresponding to the layer
numbers listed in the first column. The ”Layer’s Output” column presents the
additional pooling operation from the corresponding pooling layer, as indicated
by the blue arrows, to form the input for the final linear classifier.

# layer CIFAR-10 Layer’s output STL-10 Layer’s output

1
5x5 Conv961

Triangle
4x4 MaxPool3 → 2x2 AvgPool5

5x5 Conv961

Triangle
4x4 MaxPool3 → 4x4 AvgPool5

2
3x3 Conv3842

Triangle
4x4 MaxPool3 → 2x2 AvgPool5

3x3 Conv3842

Triangle
4x4 MaxPool3 → 4x4 AvgPool5

3
3x3 Conv15362

ReLU
2x2 AvgPool4 → 2x2 AvgPool5

3x3 Conv15362

ReLU
4x4 MaxPool3 → 4x4 AvgPool5

4
3x3 Conv61442

Triangle
2x2 MaxPool4 → 3x3 MaxPool5

1With pad size of 2 and stride size of 1
2With pad size of 1 and stride size of 1
3With pad size of 1 and stride size of 2
4With pad size of 0 and stride size of 2
5With pad size of 0 and stride size the same as kernel size
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Appendix E Recurrent Layer architecture

The bi-directional recurrent layer comprises two RNNs that process the sequence in
opposite directions: one from the start to the end, and the other from the end to
the start. Each RNN is composed of 500 hidden neurons. The input Mel-frequency
Cepstral Coefficients (MFCC) feature at each time step is standardized before being
fed into the hidden neurons. Additionally, the output hidden state at each time step is
standardized before being passed to the next time step as the preceding state. The final
output is generated by merging the outputs from the last time step of each direction,
which is then used as input to the final linear classifier.

The MFCC features are derived from the audio waveform through a series of
transformations that convert the raw audio signal into a representation that captures
the phonetic content of speech, making it ideal for tasks like speech recognition. In
our experiment, the audio is sampled at 16,000 Hz, and 39 MFCC coefficients are
extracted.
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Appendix F Hyperparameter optimization

We conducted a systematic investigation to determine the optimal set of hyperparam-
eters for each hidden layer across all datasets.

For each dataset, we reserved a portion of the training set for validation purposes
during hyperparameter tuning (20% for CIFAR-10 and STL-10, 10% for FSDD, and
10,000 samples from the MNIST dataset). Once the optimal hyperparameters were
identified on the validation set, we retrained the model using the entire training and
validation sets combined. The final test accuracy was then reported.

The classifier used in our experiments is a simple linear model trained directly on
the outputs of the hidden layers (refer to Appendix D for details on retrieving the
layer outputs), employing a dropout rate of 0.5 and no additional regularization terms
(refer to Appendix G for the linear evaluation). We used a batch size of 100 for the
MNIST, CIFAR-10, and STL-10 datasets, and a batch size of 64 for the FSDD dataset.

For data augmentation, we applied specific techniques based on the dataset: ran-
dom horizontal flip for CIFAR-10, and padding followed by random cropping and
horizontal flipping for STL-10.

1 # CIFAR -10:
2 transform = transforms.Compose ([
3 transforms.RandomHorizontalFlip (),
4 transforms.ToTensor (),
5 transforms.Normalize ((0.4914 , 0.4822 , 0.4465) , (0.2023 , 0.1994 , 0.2010)),
6 ])

1 # STL -10:
2 transform = transforms.Compose ([
3 transforms.RandomCrop (96, padding =4),
4 transforms.RandomHorizontalFlip (),
5 transforms.ToTensor (),
6 transforms.Normalize ((0.4914 , 0.4822 , 0.4465) , (0.2471 , 0.2435 , 0.2616)),
7 ])

The networks were trained using the Adam optimizer with weight decay, along
with an Exponential Learning Rate Scheduler.

To search for the best hyperparameters, we utilized Optuna [S3]. The complete set
of hyperparameters is detailed in Tables F.2, F.3 and F.4.

Table F.2: Hyper-parameters for CIFAR-10 dataset.

Layer lr1 Θpos Θneg λ wd
2 γ3 Alg4 Dropout5 Epochs6

1 0.01 0 1 0 0.0001 0.7 0.1 10
2 0.002 5 9 0.0007 0.0001 0.8 ”1” 0.1 10
3 0.0002 6 10 0.0005 0.0003 1 ”2” 0.2 25
1 wd: Learning rate of the AdamW optimizer.
2 wd: Weight decay coefficient of the AdamW optimizer.
3 γ: Multiplicative factor of learning rate decay (Exponential LR scheduler).
4 Alg: ”1” represents Algorithm 1 and ”2” represents Algorithm 2 in Appendix C.
5 Dropout: Dropout rate of the linear classifer.
6 Epochs: Maximum epochs needed to train.
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Table F.3: Hyper-parameters for STL-10 dataset.

Layer lr Θpos Θneg λ wd γ Alg Dropout Epochs

1 0.026 0 2 0 0.001 0.99 0.4 8
2 0.003 5 8 0.0015 0.0003 0.8 ”1” 0.4 10
3 0.001 6 8 0.005 0 0.99 ”1” 0.4 10
4 0.0001 5 10 0.006 0.001 1 ”2” 0.6 30

Table F.4: Hyper-parameters for FSDD datasets.

Layer lr Θpos Θneg λ wd γ Dropout Epochs

1 2e-5 0 1 0.0075 0 0.7 0 10

Table F.5: Hyper-parameters for MNIST dataset.

Layer lr Θpos Θneg λ wd γ Dropout Epochs

1 0.003 4 6 0.0001 1e-5 0.9 0.1 20
2 0.002 1 1 0 1e-5 0.6 0.2 20

F.1 Impact of λ, Θpos and Θneg on learning performance

The choice of hyperparameters such as λ, Θpos, and Θneg significantly impacts the
learning performance. Table F.6 presents the test accuracies on the CIFAR-10 dataset
when the penalty term is either included (λ(2) = 5e − 4) or excluded (λ(2) = 0)
from the training loss, for various threshold values of Θpos during the training of the
third convolutional layer. The results demonstrate that incorporating the penalty term
consistently enhances training performance compared to omitting it.

Table F.7 further explores the test accuracies for different combinations of thresh-

old values for Θ
(2)
pos and Θ

(2)
neg on the CIFAR-10 dataset. The results indicate that the

highest accuracy is achieved when Θ
(2)
pos is slightly smaller than Θ

(2)
neg.

Across all experiments, the optimal accuracy is typically reached within 25 epochs,
with each reported accuracy representing the average of three runs using different
random seeds.
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Table F.6: Test accuracy (%) vs λ(2) for different Θ
(2)
pos on CIFAR-10 dataset. Θ

(2)
neg =

10.

Θ
(2)
pos 5 6 7 8 9

λ(2) = 0 80.50 80.58 80.55 80.40 80.44
λ(2) = 5e− 4 80.70 80.75 80.64 80.57 80.54

Table F.7: Test accuracy (%) vs Θ
(2)
pos and Θ

(2)
neg on CIFAR-10 dataset. λ(2) = 5e− 4.

Θ
(2)
pos 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Θ
(2)
neg = 9 80.61 80.55 80.65 80.64 80.62 80.64 80.63 80.46 80.44

Θ
(2)
neg = 10 80.46 80.48 80.50 80.63 80.70 80.75 80.64 80.57 80.54

Appendix G Linear evaluation

We utilize the same linear classifier as detailed in [S2]. For vision tasks, the linear
classifier employs a mini-batch size of 64 and is trained for 50 epochs on the MNIST,
CIFAR-10, and for 100 epochs on the STL-10 dataset. The learning rate starts at
0.001 and is progressively halved at [20%, 35%, 50%, 60%, 70%, 80%, 90%] of the
total epochs. Data augmentation is applied to enhance model robustness, with random
horizontal flipping used for CIFAR-10, and random cropping and flipping used for
STL-10. For FSDD dataset, the linear classifier employs a mini-batch size of 1 and is
trained for 10 epochs. The learning rate starts at 0.0005 and is progressively halved
at [20%, 35%, 50%, 60%, 70%, 80%, 90%] of the total epochs.

Appendix H Hierarchical representations

In Appendix H, we delve into the concept of hierarchical representations in convolu-
tional neural networks (CNNs), specifically as learned by SCFF method on the STL-10
dataset. Fig. H.2 illustrates this concept by showcasing Class Activation Maps (CAMs)
generated by a neural network after different stages of convolutional layers. The CAMs
were calculated using the torchcam package [S4], which allows us to visualize the
regions of an image that most significantly influence the network’s decision.

The progression of CAMs from Layer 1 to Layer 4 demonstrates how the network
increasingly abstracts the features it learns from the input images. In Layer 1, the
network focuses on low-level features such as edges and textures, while by Layer 4
(combined with layer 3), it has learned to identify more complex and abstract features
that are crucial for accurate classification. Warmer colors in the CAMs (e.g., red and
yellow) indicate areas of higher relevance, showing how the network’s focus shifts and
intensifies on the most critical parts of the image as it moves through the layers. This
hierarchical feature extraction underscores the effectiveness of the SCFF method in
training CNNs, enabling them to capture the intricate details necessary for tasks like
image recognition and classification.
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Fig. H.2: Indications for hierarchical representations learned by SCFF on STL-10
dataset. The ”input” columns show the original input images to the network. The
”Layer 1 output” and ”Layer 4 output” columns display Class Activation Maps
(CAMs) generated by the trained neural network after 1 convolutional layer and after
4 convolutional layers (combined with layer 3’s features), respectively. These heatmaps
highlight the regions in the image that contributed most strongly to the network’s
decision, with warmer colors (e.g., red and yellow) indicating areas of higher rele-
vance. This progression demonstrates the increasingly abstract feature representations
learned at deeper network layers.
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