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ABSTRACT

Neuromorphic computing seeks to replicate the remarkable efficiency, flexibility, and adaptability of the human brain
in artificial systems. Unlike conventional digital approaches, which depend on massive computational and energy
resources, neuromorphic systems exploit brain-inspired principles of computation to achieve orders of magnitude
greater energy efficiency. By drawing on insights from artificial intelligence, neuroscience, physics, chemistry,
and materials science, neuromorphic computing promises to deliver intelligent systems that are sustainable,
transparent, and widely accessible. A central challenge, however, is to identify a unifying theoretical framework
capable of bridging these diverse disciplines. We argue that dynamical systems theory provides such a foundation.
Rooted in differential calculus, it offers a principled language for modeling inference, learning, and control in
both natural and artificial substrates. Within this framework, noise can be harnessed as a resource for learning,
while differential genetic programming enables the discovery of dynamical systems that implement adaptive
behaviors. Embracing this perspective paves the way toward emergent neuromorphic intelligence, where intel-
ligent behavior arises from the dynamics of physical substrates, advancing both the science and sustainability of Al.
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1 Introduction

Artificial intelligence (Al), defined as the science and engineering of creating intelligent machines [1], has expe-
rienced unprecedented advancements in the past decade. This remarkable progress stems largely from the deep
learning revolution [2]. That is, the ability to train deep neural networks (DNNs) at scale using the backpropagation
algorithm [3] in conjunction with abundant access to data and compute, has propelled Al from laboratory settings
into mainstream society. This transformation is evidenced by significant scientific breakthroughs across multiple
disciplines [4-6] and the emergence of applications addressing diverse societal challenges [7-9]. Perhaps most
striking is the development of generative Al models with unprecedented reasoning capabilities [10—12]. Motivated
by neural scaling laws, these breakthroughs have prompted some to suggest that achieving human-level artificial
general intelligence only requires more data, memory, and compute to train end-to-end models at scale [13, 14].
Despite the significant advancements and potential of deep learning to drive scientific breakthroughs and address
challenges in industry and society, the current approach to Al also comes with considerable drawbacks. Training and
using DNNss at scale consumes vast amounts of natural resources and results in a substantial carbon footprint, which
adversely affects the environment [15, 16]. On its current exponential trajectory, the cost of compute is projected
to approach the world’s total energy production by 2050 with Al as one of its major contributors [17, 18]. The
problem with the scale-is-all-you-need approach to Al is, of course, that it is unsustainable in a resource-bounded
world [19].! The resource-intensive nature of this approach further implies that it is predominantly accessible to big
tech companies, whose policies can have adverse societal and geopolitical consequences [24, 25]. Another challenge
associated with the trend of developing increasingly complex and therefore opaque deep learning models is that
it makes it progressively difficult to understand their functioning [26]. Finally, the present emphasis on scale and
application-driven progress leaves limited space for addressing the fundamental question which originally inspired

I'This issue is receiving increasing attention [20]. At the same time, Al may provide breakthroughs that help address global energy
needs [21-23].
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the establishment of Al as a scientific discipline [27-30], that is, how does mind emerge from matter? Indeed,
despite the remarkable advances in Al, the human brain remains superior in terms of its reasoning capabilities and
adaptability in real-world settings [31].

These considerations raise the question whether there is an alternative approach to Al that may be more
sustainable and more aligned with the ambition to understand the nature of intelligence. Neuromorphic computing,
which mimics the neural information processing mechanisms of the human brain, offers a route forward [32, 33].
The human brain is estimated to achieve on the order of 1 exaFLOPS (10'® floating-point operations per second)
while consuming only 20 W of power [29, 34], equivalent to powering one light bulb.> Neuromorphic computing, or
brain-inspired computing, aims to develop systems as flexible and efficient as the human brain by embracing its
structure and function and replicating this in physical devices [32, 35-37]. Hence, mimicking natural computing
in artificial systems has the potential to significantly reduce energy consumption and environmental impact, as
neuromorphic systems are designed to be highly efficient in terms of power usage [38]. Moreover, it may provide a
bridge between natural and artificial intelligence.

While neuromorphic computing holds great promise as an attractive alternative to traditional deep learning
approaches, we have not yet fully realized its potential [18, 39]. The development and deployment of neuromorphic
systems require a concerted effort across multiple disciplines, including the natural sciences, materials science,
artificial intelligence and systems engineering [17, 40]. The natural sciences provide insights into the mechanisms
employed by nature, ranging from physics [41, 42] and chemistry [43] to biology [44], neuroscience [29, 45-47] and
cognitive science [48]. Materials science is crucial for designing and fabricating specialized hardware that emulates
biological information processing, ensuring energy efficiency and high performance [38]. Artificial intelligence,
in particular machine learning, provides algorithms and models that leverage neuromorphic hardware’s unique
capabilities [49, 50]. Finally, systems engineering integrate these components into scalable architectures, managing
information flow effectively in real-world applications [51, 52].

To realize the full potential of neuromorphic computing, it is essential to establish a comprehensive program that
encourages collaboration among this diversity of disciplines. The key to achieving this multidisciplinary integration
relies on the adoption of a common theoretical framework that unites these disciplines. Dynamical systems theory
(DST) is the natural candidate for such a framework [53]. Dynamical systems theory adopts differential calculus —
which has proven extremely successful in other branches of science [54-56] — to model the mechanisms underlying
(natural and artificial) intelligence. As such, it views Al as a discipline rooted in the natural sciences. This dynamical
systems approach to the development of intelligent systems dates back to the early days of Al, which has its roots
in the cybernetics movement [57]. Already in 1947, the cyberneticist Ross Ashby, described self-organization of
complex systems in terms of dynamical systems that automatically evolve towards an attractor state in a basin of
surrounding states [58]. The dynamical systems approach to Al has been advocated several times before [59—65]
but, given the dominance of digital computing based on the von Neumann paradigm, has not been widely embraced
by the Al community to guide the development of intelligent systems. In contrast, in the neuromorphic computing
community, dynamical systems theory is the language of choice given the objective to mimic natural intelligence in
(noisy, analog) physical hardware [32, 50].

By embracing dynamical systems theory, we can bridge between algorithms and models motivated by the natural
sciences and implementations on neuromorphic substrates in order to realize Al systems that are more aligned with
natural intelligence. Adopting this common language also allows for a fruitful exchange with several other scientific
disciplines that already use DST as their theoretical foundation [66—73]. As will be shown, dynamical systems can
be set up in such a way that inference, learning and control ensues purely by following the system’s equations of
motion. By mapping these equations directly onto physical substrates we remove the distinction between software
and hardware, driving the development of neuromorphic systems. Finally, I argue that intelligent neuromorphic
systems can be automatically discovered using evolutionary algorithms that are able to search through the space
of (constrained) dynamical systems. This provides a truly end-to-end approach to realizing (bottom-up, emergent)
neuromorphic intelligence.

2In contrast, the El Capitan supercomputer operates at 1.7 exaFLOPS while consuming 30 MW of power, which is sufficient to power a
small town.
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2 The dynamical systems approach to neuromorphic intelligence

Neuromorphic computing aims to develop systems as flexible and efficient as the human brain by embracing its
analog or mixed-signal (analog-digital) nature and replicating this in physical devices [32, 35, 37]. The question
remains how to construct neuromorphic systems such that they replicate principles and mechanisms underlying
natural intelligence. We will approach this question from a dynamical systems perspective. To introduce the
dynamical systems approach to neuromorphic intelligence, we will find it convenient to adopt Marr’s proposal that
complex information processing systems should be considered at three different levels of analysis [30, 74, 75], that
is, the computational, algorithmic and implementational level. Figure 1a depicts these three levels of analysis from
the perspective of neuromorphic computing.
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Figure 1. The dynamical systems approach to neuromorphic intelligence. (a) Marr’s three levels of analysis from
the perspective of neuromorphic computing. The computational level makes explicit what the computational
problem is. The algorithmic level defines how the computational problem is solved. The implementational level
makes explicit how this solution is realised in the neuromorphic substrate. (b) An agent and its environment can be
modelled as a coupled dynamical system with state x = (z,s). Interactions between the agent and the environment
are mediated by observations y and controls u. The agent’s objective is quantified in terms of instantaneous rewards
r, which may depend on the state of both the agent and the environment. State variables are denoted by circles,
system inputs by squares and rewards by diamonds. The continuous time dynamics are recovered as the time step At
between transitions goes to zero.

2.1 The computational level
At the computational level of analysis, the goal is to understand the computational problem that is solved by a natural
agent and to design artificial agents that solve the same problem. Let us formulate this problem in abstract terms as
the ability of an agent to adapt its behavior in order to optimally achieve its objective [30]. That is, an agent a is
a (rational, intelligent) entity which acts in a seemingly teleological (goal-directed) manner in some environment
e [76].

To formalize such goal-directness, we assume the existence of some objective function J which the agent strives
to optimize [77, 78]. For concreteness, we assume that the objective function of an agent a operating in environment
e takes the form of an expected discounted return (cumulative reward), given by

J(a)=F [/Om(x(t)r(t)dt A—a,E—e (1)

where a(t) = exp(—Ar) is an (exponential) discounting function, and the instantaneous reward r(¢) is an implicit
function of the state of the agent and/or environment. The expectation operator expresses that the discounted return
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is a random variable due to the stochastic nature of the coupled dynamics of the agent and the environment. We also
refer to such irreducible uncertainty as aleatoric uncertainty. We proceed by defining the infelligence of an agent as

J(a) =Eevp, [Je(a)] (2)

where the expectation is taken over the environmental distribution pg. That is, an agent’s intelligence is defined as the
(weighted) average ability of an agent to behave optimally in any environment. It follows that, at the computational
level of analysis, the goal is to find the optimal agent

a* = argmaxJ(a) (3
acd
where o/ denotes the set of all agents.

2.2 The algorithmic level
The algorithmic level of analysis asks how an intelligent system behaves the way it does. That is, what are the
mechanisms that allow the agent to achieve its computational-level goal? The dynamical systems approach assumes
that both the agent and the environment are structured physical processes that unfold over time, subject to external
influences.

Formally, a dynamical system is a rule for time evolution on a state space, which can be described in terms of (a
system of) differential equations. Let x(¢) € R denote the joint state of the agent and the environment. We assume
that the joint dynamics can be modeled by a differential equation of the form

M (x(2))dx(r) = f (x(r))dv(r) )

where f: RY — R?*" is the state equation, v(¢) € R" are the driving paths, typically representing time and/or
uncontrollable random force, and M : RY — R4*¢ is the mass matrix, representing (optional) algebraic constraints.
Given an initial state x(0) = xo, Eq. (4) generates the joint dynamics.

For ease of exposition, we will assume that M (x) = I in the following and omit the time index from our notation,
such that we may write the joint dynamics as dx = f(x)dv. This provides a compact notation to represent different
kinds of dynamical systems. For example, when the driving path is given by the identity function v(r) = ¢, we obtain
an ordinary differential equation dx = f(x)dr. In contrast, if we choose the driving path to be (the realization of) a
noise process & (1), we obtain a stochastic process dx = f(x)d&. This can be extended to more complex (random)
dynamical systems such as those described by a stochastic differential equation (SDE)

dx = p(x)dr + o (x)dé ®)

where the drift function u: R? — R¢ and diffusion function o: R? — R4*" represent the deterministic and
stochastic components of the dynamics, respectively. This can be written equivalently as dx = f(x)dv by defining
f(x) = [u(x),0(x)] and v = (¢,&).> In the following, we will assume that SDEs provide an ideal basis for the
development of neuromorphic intelligence. Quoting Carver Mead: “Drift and diffusion are the stuff that biology and
neuromorphic systems are made of.” [32]

Recall that x(r) describes the joint dynamics of the agent and the environment. We can make this more explicit by
defining x(1) = (z(t),s(t)) with z(t) € R% the state of the agent and s(¢) € R% the state of the environment. Define
f(x) = (f2(x), fs(x)) and v = (v,,vs). We may now write the joint dynamics dx = f(x)dv in terms of two coupled
systems dz = f;(x)dv, and ds = f;(x)dv, with initial state xo = (z9,50). Using this notation, given driving paths v,
and vy, the agent and the environment are completely specified by tuples a = (f3,z0) and e = (f;, s0), respectively.

The goal is to define the agent a such that the joint dynamics maximize (2) as the result of sequential decision
making under uncertainty by the agent, translating observations y = g.(s) into controls u = g;(z). Determining the
optimal control from observational data is particularly challenging given the epistemic uncertainty of the agent about
(the state of) the environment since it can only partially observe the environmental state through its senses. Figure 1b
depicts the interaction between the agent and the environment across time.

3We use [V1,.--,vn] and (v1,...,v,) to denote horizontal and vertical stacking of (the elements in) vy, ..., vy, respectively.
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2.3 The implementational level

The implementational level of analysis asks how an intelligent system is physically realized. The neuromorphic
computing paradigm assumes that there is no distinction between the physical substrate that implements an intelligent
algorithm and the algorithm itself. In this sense, a neuromorphic system can be seen as a special-purpose device
whose sole purpose is to generate appropriate output in response to its input. This notion of directly using the
physical substrate for compute is also referred to as in-physics or in-materia computing [41, 50, 79, 80]. In other
words, the substrate is the compute. Furthermore, unlike conventional von Neumann architectures, which separate
processing and memory units, leading to inefficiencies due to the Von Neumann bottleneck [29], neuromorphic
architectures integrate these units to achieve in-memory computing, removing the distinction between memory and
compute.

Under the dynamical systems approach, we achieve this equivalence between an algorithm and its physical
realization by assuming that the neuromorphic agent’s state equation f, implements the equations of motion of the
corresponding physical system. Given the joint initial state xo, the physical system is assumed to adapt towards
more desirable states as it interacts with its environment as dictated by the driving paths v. This mapping is multiply
realizable using various physical substrates, ranging from digital and analog silicon-based technologies [42, 81]
to emerging materials such as memristors [82], phase-change memory [83], spintronic devices [84—86], photonic
systems [87], electrochemical systems [43, 88] and biological substrates [44, 46]. In terms, of efficiency, these
unconventional computing paradigms offer orders of magnitude better energy efficiency compared to conventional
digital hardware, up to the Landauer limit [89] and beyond [90, 91].

Even though neuromorphic algorithms should ultimately run in neuromorphic substrates, conventional hardware
continues to fulfill an important role since it acts as a testbed for simulating neuromorphic agents via numerical
integration of the underlying differential equations. Field-programmable gate arrays (FPGAs) are of particular
interest here since this reconfigurable digital hardware combines fidelity and flexibility to pave the way for high-
throughput simulation of neuromorphic systems [92, 93].

3 Working example: Controlling a stochastic particle

To make the computational problem a neuromorphic agent is faced with more concrete, let us consider positional
control of a stochastic particle as a minimal working example. We can represent this problem using coupled
stochastic differential equations.

Stochastic double integrator Consider a particle whose state is given by s = (s1,52) = (p, p) with p the particle
position and p the particle velocity. The particle position and velocity are determined by the stochastic differential
equation

sodt

ds = (—vs2+u)dr + edW

(6)
where y = 0.5 determines the friction experienced by the particle, u is the control exerted by the agent and W is
Brownian noise scaled by € = 0.1. This system is also known as a stochastic double integrator (SDI) [94].

Continuous-time recurrent neural network To implement a (noisy, analog) neuromorphic agent that controls the
particle dynamics, we consider a stochastic continuous-time recurrent neural network (CTRNN) [64]. Let o denote
the state variables of the CTRNN that implement the inference process, mapping observations to controls through
dynamics

da =17 'o(—a+Ac(a+b)+ By)dr + kdW (7)

with time constants T = (7y,...,T;), Hadamard product o, sigmoid function o (), bias vector b = (by,...,b),
observations y, noise scale k and k-dimensional Brownian noise W. We define 6 = (7,b,A,B,C) as the model
parameters. The initial state ap = 0 and noise scale Kk = 0.01 are considered as fixed hyper-parameters. For simplicity,
we assume complete observability of the particle position and velocity. That is, the agent’s observations are given by
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Figure 2. Control of the stochastic double integrator (SDI) by a continuous-time recurrent neural network
(CTRNN). SDI hyper-parameters given by Y = 0.5 and € = 0.1. CTRNN parameters are all initialized to zero,
except the time constants, which are set to one. The number of neurons is set to k = 2. We compare SDI dynamics
with and without learning. Learning is induced via Ornstein-Uhlenbeck adaptation (OUA). OUA hyper-parameters
givenby A =2, 0 =0.1,n =5 and p = 2. Panels a-c show the particle position, particle velocity and return
(cumulative reward) with and without learning. (d) Neural dynamics o during OUA learning. (e) Parameter
dynamics 0 during OUA learning. (f) True reward r, estimated reward v and reward prediction error 0 during OUA
learning.

y = s. We further assume that the control is given by a saturating nonlinear readout of the agent state u = tanh(C ).
Finally, we assume that the agent’s objective function is given by Eq. (8) with instantaneous quadratic reward
function

r(t) = —0.9s(1)? — 0.1u(r)? ®)

penalizing large magnitudes of the particle position s; while attenuating the control amplitude u.

The coupled CTRNN-SDI system was implemented using Diffrax [95]; a JAX-based numerical integration
package. Numerical integration was performed using a stochastic Runge-Kutta solver with a step size of At = 0.1 [96].
Given randomly initialized parameters, the coupled dynamics between the agent and its environment evolve in a
non-teleological manner, as demonstrated in Figure 2, Panels a-c (blue curves). Evidently, the particle’s position
fluctuates about since the dynamics are effectively uncontrolled in this case, which is associated with a low return.

4 Experience-dependent learning

The key question remains how an agent can modify its behavior such as to maximize the expected return. One way
to do so, is by learning from experience, that is, by adapting its dynamics based on incoming observations such as to
reach more desirable states.

4.1 Automatic differentiation
The conventional way to train deep learning models in dynamic control settings is by performing policy gradient
ascent on the model parameters 6 via backpropagation through time (BPTT) [97]. In case of parameterized dynamical
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systems, BPTT amounts to reverse-mode automatic differentiation on the unrolled computational graph that is
defined by the state equations and the numerical solver [95, 98]. This involves iteratively running a forward pass to
simulate the coupled system followed by a backward pass to transmit gradient information for credit assignment.
However, the backpropagation algorithm has several issues [99]. First, it is non-parsimonious as it requires additional
mechanisms to implement the backward pass. Second, it interleaves forward and backward passes, meaning that
it continuously needs to switch between inference and learning. This is also referred to as update locking. Third,
the backward pass requires that presynaptic weights have access to postsynaptic weights, making the algorithm
non-local. This is referred to as the weight transport problem. Fourth, it requires transmission of exact gradients,
which is generally impossible in physical systems that are subject to intrinsic noise. Finally, and perhaps most
importantly, BPTT is impossible to implement in a physically realistic manner exactly because it moves against
the arrow of time, preventing online learning. An alternative approach is provided by real-time recurrent learning
(RTRL), which is equivalent to running forward-mode automatic differentiation [100]. While this solves the issues
associated with running a backward pass, it is less efficient than BPTT and still relies on the storage and transmission
of exact gradients.

4.2 Learning as adaptation

In contrast to the conventional approach, the dynamical systems approach assumes that learning emerges purely
from simulating the agent’s equations of motion using operations that are local in space and time. That is, we focus
on online, in-situ learning instead of the more conventional off-line, ex-situ approach to learning as implemented in
conventional Al systems using the backpropagation algorithm [3]. Such lifelong, continual learning [101] can be
realized by incorporating the learning mechanism in the system dynamics. To this end, let us partition the agent state
as z = (o, @), where we distinguish variables o whose dynamics implement inference, as before, from variables ¢,
whose dynamics implement learning, That is, inference refers to the reasoning process which translates observation
into action, whereas learning refers to changes in the reasoning process based on experience-driven adaptation. The
agent dynamics are described by

da = fu(x)dvg (9a)
do =1y (x) dvy (9b)

where the dynamics of ¢ are assumed to induce increasingly optimal states a.

The challenge is to define f; = (fa, fy) and zo = (0, Po) in such a way that optimal behavior emerges, purely
from forward simulating the equations of motion of the agent-environment system. From a dynamical systems
perspective there is no difference between inference and learning, other than that the latter is assumed to evolve at a
slower time scale. This is also known as a fast-slow system [102]. For instance, in case of biological agents, the fast
system would determine neuronal dynamics whereas the slow system describes structural or functional changes due
to neuronal plasticity. The question remains how an agent can modify its parameters to learn from experience purely
by following its equations of motion.

4.3 Noise-based learning
A potentially more appealing approach to online learning is provided by stochastic perturbation methods; derivative-
free zero-order optimization methods that approximate the gradient by evaluating the objective function at different
points to find an optimum [103]. These methods exploit process noise that affects system dynamics as a way to drive
parameter values in more optimal directions, implementing credit assignment via stochastic approximations of the
gradient [104—107]. Stochastic perturbation methods view noise as a feature rather than a bug, also making them
ideally suited for implementation in (noisy, analog) neuromorphic systems [108]. This principle is also well-aligned
with ideas about the functional role of noise in biological systems [109-112].

As an example of noise-based learning, let us consider Ornstein-Uhlenbeck adaptation (OUA); a recently
proposed mechanism that incorporates noise-based learning in the agent’s state equations [107]. OUA induces
parameter changes by introducing state variables ¢ = (6,1, V) that implement learning. Here, 6 € R" are the

718



parameters on which the dynamics of inference variables z depend, 1 € R" are the parameter means and v € R is a
reward estimate. For each parameter 6;, the dynamics are defined by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process

d6;(t) = A(ui(t) — 6;(r))dr + odW (z) (10)

where A is a rate parameter and o determines how quickly parameters 6; diffuse away from their mean y; due to
Brownian noise W. Starting at tip = 8y, the OUA dynamics implement an exploration process about the current
parameter mean. Learning is induced via the parameter means y € R” through dynamics

dp(r) = N3 ()(8:(t) — (1) )

where 7 is a rate parameter and 9§ is the reward prediction error (RPE), acting as a learning signal for credit
assignment. The RPE quantifies the difference between the expected return under the parameters 6 and the expected
return under the means p. 8(¢) =J(¢r) — v(t). Following [107], we ignore future rewards and use o(¢) = r(t) — v(z),
where r(t) is the observed reward and v(¢) is a reward estimate whose dynamics are given by

dv(t) = p(r(t) — v(t))dt (12)

with rate parameter p and initial state v(0) = 0.

To demonstrate the use of noise as a mechanism for learning, we applied OUA to our working example. To
this end, we extend the CTRNN state to z = (¢, ¢) where the dynamics of « are given by (7) and ¢ = (6, u,V),
where 6 are the CTRNN parameters and v is computed from the reward function (8). Figure 2 shows that for this
problem, the proposed OUA learning mechanism indeed modifies the CTRNN parameters in such a way that a more
desirable state is obtained, purely by simulating the equations of motion of the system at hand. The same OUA
mechanism can be applied to the model hyper-parameters. For example, as shown in [107], dynamic updating of the
noise variance ¢ allows for adaptively increasing and decreasing the noise variance, effectively trading off between
exploration and exploitation. This exploration-exploitation dilemma is a key problem faced by any intelligent agent
faced with epistemic uncertainty [113]. The need to trade off between information-seeking and reward-seeking
behavior is known as dual control in the control theory community [114].

5 Differential genetic programming

The dynamical systems approach to the development of intelligent agents is concerned with setting up equations of
motion that implement learning, inference and control. The previous section demonstrated that we can set up the
equations of motion of a neuromorphic system in such a way that the system self-organizes towards increasingly
optimal states. Here, we assumed that adaptation takes place at an ontogenetic timescale, that is, during the lifetime
of an intelligent agent. The question remains, however, if the equations that implement learning, inference and
control are optimal themselves. In this section, we will consider how we can evolve neuromorphic agents at a
phylogenetic timescale through a process of natural selection. From this evolutionary perspective, the goal is to
evolve populations of agents
oy — A — - — 9y

with .o7; the agent population at the i-th generation such that the average fitness F; = m Y uc.zJ () of the population

increases across generations, where an individual agent’s fitness is equated with J(a).

Evolving neuromorphic systems constitutes a truly bottom-up approach for the development of neuromorphic
intelligence. Evolutionary adaptation affords changes towards optimality that cannot be learned through experience-
dependent learning. This particularly pertains to the non-differentiable symbolic structure of the state equation as
well as those changes whose optimality cannot be sensed locally in space and time. This pertains, e.g., to evolving
the structure of sensory and motor components that link the agent to its environment, evolving objective functions
that can be locally estimated and act as surrogates to the true (but possibly unknowable) objective J, or evolving the
slow part of the system to induce more effective learning.
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Figure 3. Evolving neuromorphic agents using DGP. a) The state equation describing a neuromorphic agent can be
represented by a computational graph consisting of function nodes and leaf nodes. The agent-environment
interaction is simulated using numerical integration, based on which the agent’s fitness can be computed. We here
consider a scalar ODE. This can be easily extended to systems of differential equations by representing the system
as a multitree or directed acyclic graph. b) Agents are preferentially selected for reproduction based on their fitness.
The new population is evolved using crossover and mutation operations. ¢) Comparison of particle position for the
best agent in the first and last generation when using DGP to control a stochastic particle. d) Increasing fitness of the
agent population. e) Best symbolic expression f;(x) = —15.8z — 15.8y; — 10.6y, obtained in the last generation.
Here, z denotes the (scalar) agent state, y; the observed particle position and y, the observed particle velocity. The
control output is learned as a separate tree and given by u = 3z.

To emulate evolutionary adaptation, we may resort to genetic programming (GP) [115, 116]. Genetic program-
ming is an evolutionary algorithm for learning computer programs. GP maintains a population of individuals that
each embody a computer program represented in terms of a computational graph. This graph is constructed from
predefined sets of function nodes and leaf nodes. Function nodes cover mathematical (unary and binary) functions,
while leaf nodes describe variables and constants (nullary functions). GP seeks to evolve populations with increasing
fitness through crossover and mutation operations.

In the dynamical systems approach to Al, we may employ GP to evolve agents a = (f;,20). The initial state z
simply requires evolving a state vector. For ease of exposition, we will assume that the initial state is fixed to zo = 0.
In contrast, we interpret f, as a computer program x — dz that takes input x and generates differentials dz. I refer
to the genetic programming approach to evolving dynamical systems as differential genetic programming (DGP).
Figure 3 illustrates the use of DGP to evolve neuromorphic agents. Figure 3a shows how the state equation of a scalar
ordinary differential equation, representing the neuromorphic agent, can be represented as a parse tree. The fitness
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of this state equation can be evaluated by computing the return as the agent-environment interaction is simulated.
Figure 3b shows how differential genetic programming evolves populations of agents through selective crossover
and mutation. The generalization to more complex dynamical systems consisting of multiple state variables and/or
state equations representing both drift and diffusion is straightforward, requiring the evolution of a multitree (set of
parse trees).

As an example of the effectiveness of evolving dynamical systems, De Vries et al. [117] have shown that the state
equations of dynamical systems can be evolved to learn agents that are able to control classical control problems.
To demonstrate evolving populations of agents with increasing average fitness F, we again consider our working
example of controlling a stochastic particle. Instead of specifying the structure of the agent as a continuous-time
recurrent neural network, we evolve the symbolic equations that together define the agent’s dynamics. Function
nodes were chosen to be elements in { x, 4+, —}, providing a complete basis for polynomial functions. To implement
DGP for the SDI, we made use of Kozax [118] — a flexible and efficient genetic programming framework developed
in JAX. Figure 3, Panels c-e demonstrate that symbolic expressions can indeed be evolved that allow the agent to
more effectively control its environment.

6 Discussion

In this paper we have shown how neuromorphic agents, interpreted as a system of differential equations, imple-
mentable in hardware, can be effectively learnt, either through a process of experience-dependent learning at an
ontogenetic timescale or by evolving the equations as symbolic expressions using differential genetic programming
at a phylogenetic timescale. That is, we argue that dynamical systems are all you need to develop more efficient and
effective Al systems [119-121]. A key assumption here is that intelligent adaptive behavior must be an emergent phe-
nomenon which arises exclusively from following the physical equations of motion that describe the neuromorphic
agent. In the following, we discuss this approach in more detail and point out directions for future research.

We specifically considered Ornstein-Uhlenbeck adaptation as a mechanism for learning that is driven by the
intrinsic noise inherent to analog systems. This nicely complements recent work, which showed that the self-
organizing behavior of neuromorphic nanowire networks can be represented as an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process [122].
While OUA provides a proof of principle of noise-based learning, several limitations and open questions remain.
OUA assumes that the reward prediction error § — as the difference between the current reward and the average
reward — is a suitable signal for credit assignment. Whereas this was shown to be effective in low-dimensional
linear systems such as the stochastic double integrator, alternative formulations of noise-based learning are likely
required when dealing with large-scale nonlinear control problems. Note further that OUA — which can be seen as a
continuous-time local formulation of weight perturbation [105, 123, 124] — is but one proposed mechanism for the
development of physical learning machines. For example, equilibruim propagation is an alternative approach, which
proceeds by comparing the steady state of a system run in a free phase and weakly clamped phase and using this as a
learning signal [125, 126].

We further committed ourselves to using continuous-time recurrent neural networks of the form (7) when
specifying the inference mechanism of the neuromorphic agent. Other systems of equations defining liquid time-
constant models [127] or coupled oscillator models [128] may turn out to be more suitable in terms of parameter
efficiency as well as physical realizability. Furthermore, we exclusively considered analog systems described by
continuous-valued state variables. In practice, we may want to embrace mixed analog-digital systems that, like
our own brains, communicate via spikes [69, 129]. Such systems can be more energetically efficient given their
event-driven nature.

Concerning physical realizability, it is assumed that the system of equations specifying the agent can be mapped
to specific neuromorphic hardware. Whether or not this is the case depends on if such a one-to-one mapping exists.
One step in this direction is the demonstration that physical (telegraph) noise generated by stochastic magnetic
tunnel junctions can be used to drive learning [108]. Note further that, even if such a mapping exists, results obtained
in simulations may not carry over to physical systems due to the limited precision of numerical integration. Here, the
mass matrix M (x) plays an important role since it enforces algebraic constraints, such as respecting Kirchoff’s laws,
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ensuring that the dynamics remain on the constraint manifold [130]. Next to this, unmodelled circuit properties such
as parasitic currents may also cause misalignment between the (SPICE) simulation and the physical realization of
the neuromorphic circuit at hand.

To evolve neuromorphic intelligence, the concept of differential genetic programming was introduced. Here, the
idea is that neuromorphic circuits can be evolved using principles developed in evolutionary computing [131]. Using
our working example, it was shown that it is indeed possible to evolve the state equation of a neuromorphic agent
such that it learns to compensate for stochastic perturbations. Moreover, representation of the state equation in terms
of a symbolic expression facilitates interpretation of how the agent achieves its goal, contributing to the development
of more transparent and explainable Al systems. Note however that to date is remains notoriously hard to evolve
computational graphs that effectively solve large-scale problems. For example, GP is know to suffer from code bloat,
referring to the uncontrolled growth of computational graphs without corresponding increases in fitness [132-134].

If these problems can be overcome, genetic programming may become the ultimate approach in artificial intelli-
gence as it affords truly end-to-end learning of intelligent systems. It may also become feasible to evolve the learning
mechanism itself. That is, by pitting neuromorphic agents against unpredictable environments, learning mechanisms
competitive with backpropagation might emerge as a strategy for the agent to adapt during its lifetime [135]. This
is also referred to as meta-learning or learning to learn [136—-138]. Here we envision that zero-order gradient
methods that embrace noise as a mechanism for learning may turn out to be essential. Finally, emergent adaptive
mechanisms may not only pertain to experience-dependent changes but also developmental changes that unfold
during the agent’s lifetime [139], as well as morphological changes that modify the coupling between an agent and
its environment [140].

Let us return to the concept of neuromorphic intelligence. This paper argues that this can be conveniently
formalized in terms of Marr’s levels of analysis, linking intelligence — as the ability of agent to adapt to changing
circumstances — to algorithms defined as systems of differential equations that can be mapped to physical substrates.
This provides a roadmap for the neuromorphics community, allowing us to bridge between multiple disciplines that
embody different levels of the neuromorphic value chain, ranging from theory to applications. Which applications
we will pursue critically depends on ourselves; especially if we want to live in a society that is based on human
values other than buying or selling [141, 142].
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