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Coupled learning is a contrastive local learning scheme for tuning the properties of individual
elements within a network to achieve desired functionality of the system. It takes advantage of
physics both to learn using local rules and to “compute” the output response to input data, thus
enabling the system to perform decentralized computation without the need for a processor or exter-
nal memory. We present three proof-of-concept mechanical networks of increasing complexity, and
demonstrate how they can learn tasks such as self-symmetrization and node allostery via iterative
tuning of individual spring rest lengths. These mechanical networks could feasibly be scaled and
automated to solve increasingly complex tasks, hinting at a new class of smart metamaterials.

I. INTRODUCTION

Learning is a physical process by which a system
evolves to exhibit a desired behavior. Even algorithms
such as artificial neural networks, which are trained via
global optimization algorithms such as gradient descent
[1], are carried out in digital hardware, incurring a sig-
nificant energy cost.

Another approach to learning uses computational
global optimization (e.g. by backpropagation [2]) to learn
or train but “computes,” or calculates outputs in re-
sponse to inputs (performs inference) in hardware by ap-
plying boundary conditions as inputs and using physics
to propagate information through the system to “com-
pute” an output response. Such a hybrid approach was
used to produce laboratory materials with a desired lo-
calized strain response to a localized strain applied else-
where [3, 4], following earlier ideas [5]. Pre-trained ar-
tificial neural networks have been implemented in phys-
ical systems [6] to perform more complex tasks. Most
recently, Lee et al. [7] used computation to train a net-
work of elastic components with tunable stiffnesses using
voice coils. However, hybrid approaches can fail when
the model used to compute updates does not approxi-
mate the real system well enough. Even for an excellent
model, training on the computer becomes more expensive
and less accurate as the system increases in size. As a re-
sult, there is a substantial advantage to using approaches
that avoid computation altogether during training.

Computational global optimization uses global infor-
mation about the state of the entire network to compute
gradients, in order to determine how the system should
evolve in the next training step. Biological learning sys-
tems, as well as physical learning systems that eschew
processors, do not have access to such global information
as they evolve, and so must instead rely on decentralized
learning schemes based on local update rules to achieve
desired behaviors [8]. In such systems, learning is bet-
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ter described as an emergent phenomenon in a complex
material. Decentralized local learning has multiple ad-
vantages over the computational global optimization ap-
proach [9], including power efficiency [10, 11], scalability
of processing speed with network size [12], and robust-
ness to damage [13, 14]. In this approach, training occurs
entirely in-situ on a local, element-wise level.
Specifically, consider physical networks of nodes con-

nected by edges, in which edges update in a distributed
manner based on their own responses and properties, so
that the time required to compute an update does not sig-
nificantly increase as the number of edges increases. The
poor scaling and computational expense of traditional
neural networks that use global rules is one of the major
bottlenecks to progress in the field of artificial learning,
and raises concerns about energy consumption [15]. Net-
works that learn “on-the-fly” via local training schemes
also benefit from robustness to damage: if part of the
network is lost, the distributed elements can learn a new
solution to the desired task [14].
Approaches such as directed aging [16–18], contrastive

learning [19, 20], and nudged contrastive learning such
as equilibrium propagation [21–23] and coupled learn-
ing [14, 24, 25], can be implemented in experiment alone,
relying on the each edge’s response to an applied bound-
ary condition to tune properties of individual edges.
Pashine, et al. used directed aging to produce laboratory
networks with negative Poisson’s ratios [16, 17], and Ar-
inze, et al. used local rules akin to directed aging to train
thin elastic sheets to fold in desired ways in response to
force patterns [26, 27]. Directed aging, however, is lim-
ited in its use cases because it does not minimize the
true cost function of the training task unless the desired
response is close to the untrained response.
Approaches based on contrastive learning [19, 20] com-

pare a network’s internal state in response to different
sets of boundary conditions. In particular, nudged con-
trastive local learning approaches either reduce to gra-
dient descent in the limit of infinitesimal nudges [21]
or have large enough projections onto the direction
of gradient descent [24] to solve complex tasks effec-
tively [22, 23, 25, 28]. A variety of approaches for
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implementing these ideas in hardware have been ad-
vanced [23, 29, 30]. Coupled learning has been demon-
strated in the lab [14, 31, 32] to learn various tasks, in-
cluding classification, but so far only Pashine [20] has
used contrastive learning to obtain systems with a de-
sired mechanical behavior (negative Poisson’s ratio).

A mechanical network with tunable mechanical edge
properties that implements nudged contrastive learning
poses several challenges for laboratory construction. The
physical degrees of freedom in a mechanical network,
namely the node positions, are vectorial in nature, rather
than scalar like the voltages at nodes of an electrical net-
work. This increases the dimensional complexity of the
system. A mechanical network is also spatially embed-
ded, so the architecture and connectivity of the network
must be carefully chosen for proper network coordination
and to avoid collision of neighboring edges as well as me-
chanical instabilities such as frustration or buckling. It is
also a nontrivial engineering problem to develop mechan-
ical elements with adjustable learning degrees of freedom.

A recent work introduces directed springs [33] whose
stiffness evolves in response to its physical behavior. Here
we introduce a different approach, in which we tune each
edge’s rest length, rather than its stiffness. In principle,
either set of learning degrees of freedom can be effective
in learning; Refs. [16–18] refer to models with tunable
stiffness as k-models and those with tunable rest lengths
as ℓ-models. Note that stiffness is directly analogous to
conductance in electrical networks, while rest length has
no direct analogy and is unique to mechanical systems,
so is interesting to study in its own right.

In our approach, a turnbuckle is connected to a
Hookean spring at its end. By adjusting the length of
the turnbuckle, the effective rest length of combination
spring-turnbuckle edge is altered. Since updates are not
automated but rather made manually in our prototype, it
is imperative to choose architectures that minimize the
number of tunable edges while still exhibiting a diver-
sity of tunable behaviors. Here we provide three labo-
ratory demonstrations of experimental mechanical net-
works that can be trained using coupled learning with
adjustable rest length components, and we compare with
simulation. We show that the three architectures effec-
tively span the range of possible states to achieve the
desired behavior quickly, smoothly, and effectively. Our
experiments demonstrate how real-world considerations
like friction and buckling cause deviations from simulated
learning behavior, and highlight unexpected difficulties
of applying coupled learning to mechanical systems. De-
spite these limitations, our initial successes show promise
for learning more complex functionalities in larger net-
works, and can serve as a guide for future implementa-
tions of elastic learning systems.

II. COUPLED LEARNING FOR
SPRING-TURNBUCKLE SYSTEMS

We construct a mechanical network such as the one
depicted in Fig. 1(a). Each edge of this network is an
extension spring with the same stiffness k and rest length
l connected to a rigid turnbuckle. The turnbuckle for
spring i allows it to have an adjustable length Li, as
drawn schematically in the inset of Fig. 1(a). The total
node-node separation of the edge, including the length of
the rigid part, is si, such that the spring’s extension past
its rest length is si − (l + Li). The mechanical energy
associated with this edge is given by Hooke’s law as

ui =
1

2
k [si − (l + Li)]

2
. (1)

The total mechanical energy in the network is the sum
of the elastic energies of all edges,

U =
∑
j

uj , (2)

and serves as the “physical cost function” which the sys-
tem automatically minimizes with respect to the node
positions, namely the “physical degrees of freedom,” sub-
ject to the imposed boundary conditions.
We wish to train this network to achieve some desired

behavior in the positions of its nodes. This is what is
referred to as a “motion task.” We select certain nodes
to be “inputs” and “outputs” for our task, depicted in
Fig. 1(a) as blue and red filled circles, respectively. When
the input node is at position xI , we want the output
node’s position xO to be at some desired value, xD.
We train for this behavior by iteratively adjusting the

turnbuckle lengths at each edge according to the cou-
pled learning algorithm [24]. Here, the node positions,
or physical degrees of freedom, equilibrate so that there
is no net force on each edge, while the rest lengths act
as “learning degrees of freedom” to be adjusted during
training. In the free state, Fig. 1(a), we apply the input
boundary condition to the network by fixing the position
of the input node, xI , and allowing all other physical
degrees of freedom to equilibrate. The output node’s po-
sition xO is measured, along with the extensions of each
edge in the network, sFi . In the clamped state, Fig. 1(b),
we once again apply the input boundary condition, but
now we also enforce a fixed value for the position of the
output node by “nudging” it towards the desired posi-
tion xD. The clamped output value xC generally takes
the form

xC = xF + η(xD − xF ), (3)

where the “nudge factor” 0 < η ≤ 1 is a hyperparameter
of the training scheme. In all experiments below, we take
a full nudge of η = 1 so the output node is clamped at
the desired position at each learning step. The lengths
sCi of each edge in this state are also recorded.
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FIG. 1. Schematic detailing the coupled learning algorithm for an arbitrary elastic network. A mechanical network is constructed
such that each ith edge consists of a spring with stiffness k connected to a turnbuckle with adjustable rest length Li. The springs
act as the edges of the network, and their connection points are nodes. Specific nodes are chosen as “inputs” and “outputs” for
the network to learn a desired task. Some nodes (gray) are fixed to prevent translation and rotation of the entire network, and
the remaining nodes move in response to imposed boundary conditions. (a) In the free state, the position of the input node xI

is enforced, and the position of the output node is measured xO. Each ith edge has length (i.e. node-node separation) sFi . (b)
In the clamped state, the input node’s position is still fixed at xI and the output node is “clamped” to position xC . Each ith

has length sCi . (c) By locally comparing the lengths of each edge, the update rule in Eq. (7) determines how Li evolves.

In coupled learning, the system evolves by comparing
the mechanical energy of the network in the free and
clamped states. Learning is achieved when the energy in
the clamped state UC is equal to the energy in the free
state UF . In the absence of nonlinear mechanical effects
like buckling, the difference between these energies, which
we refer to as the “learning contrast function”, is always
non-negative because the clamped state is more strongly
constrained than the free state, UC−UF ≥ 0. Analogous
to the machine-learning approach of minimizing a loss
function like mean-squared error (MSE), the rest lengths
evolve by descending along the gradient of the contrast
function:

dLi

dt
∝ − ∂

∂Li

[∑
uC
j − uF

j

]
(4)

= − ∂

∂Li
(uC

i − uF
i ) (5)

= k(sCi − sFi ) (6)

Since the learning contrast function was not squared, the
partial derivative in Eq. (4) picks out only the j = i
term, which is readily simplified to Eq. (6) using Eq. (1).
Thus, we arrive at the following general discrete learning
rule for each edge’s update over a learning step for any
network of identical spring-turnbuckle edges:

∆Li = α(sCi − sFi ) (7)

where α is a per-step learning rate that we shall set in
experiment, and (sCi − sFi ) is the difference in clamped
and free lengths of the edge being updated. This simple
rule is purely local: each edge is updates according only
to its behavior, irrespective of how other edges change

upon clamping. In the experiments presented below, we
train with different learning rate parameters in the range
0.1 < α ≤ 1. Iterative updates should drive the global
learning contrast function to zero in order to achieve the
desired motion function. Appendix D details the condi-
tions under which the local and global update rules align.

While our Eq. (7) update rule is spatially local, it is
not temporally local because the learning rule requires si-
multaneous information about the system in two states.
The experimental implementation in an electrical resistor
network [14] was able to circumvent this issue by build-
ing identical twin networks to run the free and clamped
states simultaneously. By contrast, the mechanical net-
work is embedded in space, posing difficulties for con-
structing twin 2-dimensional networks side-by-side, and
an impossibility entirely for 3-dimensional implementa-
tions. Therefore, our approach must rely on temporal
memory of the spring extensions between the free and
clamped states.

III. MOTION DIVIDER

Analogous to the voltage divider in the electrical net-
work case, our first demonstration is a “motion divider”
network, or two tunable-rest length springs connected in
series. A photograph of the network is shown in Fig. 2(a).
We construct the network so it is hanging vertically un-
der gravity from a fixed point, thereby restricting the
motion to be along the axis of gravity. We define the
one-dimensional position y = 0 to be at the fixed hang-
ing point, and y > 0 measures position downwards from
this origin. The first spring is connected to the y = 0
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fixed point via a turnbuckle of length L1, terminating at
position y1. The second turnbuckle of length L2 then
connects to the second spring, which terminates at posi-
tion y2. We choose y2 to be the input node of our system
and y1 to be the output node. Both springs have equal
stiffnesses k and natural rest lengths l, so that the Eq. (7)
learning rule applies. The forces acting on springs in se-
ries are equal, so k(y1 − l − L1) = k(y2 − y1 − l − L2)
holds and can be solved for the output node position as

y1 =
1

2
y2 + a (8)

where a = 1
2 (L1 − L2). Choosing some desired fixed

value for a defines a trainable task for our system. This
is equivalent to a machine-learning linear regression prob-
lem with one variable coefficient [34]. Note that there is
no unique solution for L1 and L2; only their difference
is trained for. Like typical machine learning algorithms,
our system is over-parameterized and thus has multiple
solutions.

A. Apparatus

Each unit cell of our network consists of an extension
spring coupled to a turnbuckle in series, as shown dia-
grammatically in Fig. 1 and photographically in Fig. 2(a).
The spring has a stiffness of k = 13N/cm and a rest
length of l = 5.5 cm (Grainger 5108N536), while the turn-
buckle has a range of lengths between Lmin = 12 cm and
Lmax = 16 cm (eoocvt M4 Stainless Steel 304). Up-
dates are made on the system via turns of the turn-
buckle, where each half-turn results in a change in length
of ∆L/turn = 0.079 cm. The total effective rest length
of the unit cell object is therefore l + Li. These unit
cells are connected together using keyrings, which serve
functionally as the nodes of our network. The system is
clamped at the nodes manually by inserting a small rod
through the keyrings and fixing its position up or down
using a clamp on a vertical pole. Measurements were
made manually by the experimenter using a ruler.

B. Results

Fig. 2(b) shows the evolution of the node couplings
over the course of training. The network is trained mul-
tiple times to achieve different values for the goal state,
a. The turnbuckle lengths were not reset after each train-
ing; instead, the network was able to re-learn a new task
without initialization. The evolution of the learning de-
grees of freedom, L1, L2 is shown in Fig. 2(c). Each time
we change the training task a, we also choose a different
learning rate to demonstrate that the network may be
trained at different time scales.

Training time required to reach the desired state is
determined both by the learning rate and the distance

FIG. 2. Training a mechanical motion divider to obtain de-
sired behavior in the form of an additive constant a. (a)
Photograph of the experimental apparatus. Two springs in
series are hung vertically from a fixed point. The positions
of the two nodes relative to the fixed point, y1 and y2, serve
as the target and source for the training task, respectively.
The learning degrees of freedom, L1, L2, determine the rela-
tionship between the node positions. (b) Results of training
the network four consecutive times. Different goal values for
a (dashed gray line) and learning rates α were used for each
consecutive training. (c) Evolution of the learning degrees
of freedom over the course of training. L1 (orange) evolves
inversely to L2 (green) as the network approaches the goal
state. Rest lengths were not reset to their initial values after
each successful training.

in parameter space between the network’s initial and fi-
nal states. The physical and learning degrees of freedom
are expected to evolve exponentially and asymptotically
approach their desired values over the course of train-
ing. For a full derivation of the learning dynamics, see
Appendix A. Fig. 3 presents each of the four trials of
training separately. Each of these is fit to the derived
time-evolution Eq. (A13), where νt has been replaced by
αn, with n being the number of training steps. The fits
are overlaid on the data in red. The table below com-
pares the true values for a and α with those obtained
from the exponential fit, and finds good agreement, with
an average error of 12%. By comparing fitted values for
a with the true values, we may also obtain an estimate
of the measurement error, where ϵ ∼ ⟨∆a⟩ = 0.1 cm.

IV. SYMMETRY NETWORK

We further demonstrate our system’s ability to learn
more complex tasks by constructing a two-dimensional
network within a frame. The network is shown schemat-
ically and photographically in Fig. 4(a-b). Four of the
edges are fixed to rigid a 45 cm×40 cm frame constructed
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Trial True a [cm] Fit a [cm] True α Fit α
(a) 2.00 2.25 0.16 0.13
(b) -1.00 -1.11 0.32 0.37
(c) 0.70 0.73 0.48 0.56
(d) -1.20 -1.23 0.40 0.49

FIG. 3. Comparison of motion divider learning dynamics with
theoretical prediction. The time-evolution of the physical be-
havior for each of the four trials from Fig. 2(b) are separately
fit to an exponential form and values for the goal state a and
the learning rate α are obtained. The table (bottom) com-
pares these fitted values with the true experimental values for
a and α for each of the four trials.

from 80/20, with the fifth central edge connecting the
two internal nodes of the system. Edges are typically
stretched past their rest length value by about 6 cm to
prevent buckling. Edges are labeled by number and
nodes are denoted as source (blue) and target (red).

The goal is to train this network to become left-right
symmetric, which occurs when L1 = L2 and L4 = L5.
This task may be encoded in the physical degrees of free-
dom (node positions) of the network with the condition:

xtarget = xsource = 0 for any ysource value,

where x = 0 is defined to be the midline between the fixed
nodes on either side. This choice of task is not unique:
other tasks can be “solved” by the desired symmetric
state, see Appendix C. We may then train the network
for this one-input, two-output task using a single data
point.

A. Experiment

The symmetry network was constructed using the same
unit cell design as in the motion divider in Section III.
The springs used here have a natural rest length of l =
5.5cm and a stiffness of 27.8N/cm (Grainger 1NAA2).

The external frame of the network was constructed from
80/20 parts and eyeholes screwed into the rail serve as
the fixed nodes.

Training this network requires only one input-output
pair. Both outputs, xsource and xtarget, have desired val-
ues that are directly central in the frame. Since training
can occur for any choice of the input value, ysource, we
choose the equilibrium position of this node in its initial
state for simplicity.

It is important to note that the physical degrees of
freedom of a single node are mixed: the “source” node
acts as an input in the y-direction and as an output in
the x-direction. The coupled learning algorithm allows
for this seemingly strange coupling, and the network is
still trainable under this scheme. The mixing of degrees
of freedom was achieved experimentally by aligning the
nodes along 80/20 tracks, as can be seen in the photos
in Fig. 4(a-b). In the free state, we fix the input value
for the training task, ysource, by attaching the node to
a slide-in nylon tool hanger which slots into a horizon-
tal 80/20 track so its vertical position is fixed. The node
may still move along the horizontal direction with a small
coefficient of static friction µ ≈ 0.1 for nylon on dry alu-
minum. The target node is left unconstrained so both its
degrees of freedom can freely equilibrate. In the clamped
state, we fix both degrees of freedom of the bottom node,
{ysource, xsource}, by placing stoppers along the horizon-
tal track described previously. The horizontal position
of the top node, xtarget is restricted by placing it on a
vertical track using the same tool hanger as above, while
its vertical position ytarget is allowed to equilibrate freely.

Since this network requires measurements in two di-
mensions, we automate the measurement process using
a digital camera. As can be seen in the photographs in
Fig. 4(a-b), we attach pink markers to all 6 nodes, as well
as to the 5 points of connection between the turnbuckles
and springs. The camera captures a three-channel color
image of the entire network, where we choose a beneficial
white balance (2500K) and tint (M6.0) to maximize the
contrast between the markers and the remainder of the
image. We then split the color channels and subtract the
green channel from the red, leaving us with a one-channel
image with high intensity values at the pixels associated
with markers and low intensity everywhere else. The im-
age is then binarized using a threshold intensity value
of 100, which is in between the well-separated high and
low intensity values. The pixel values that have been
identified after binarization are then clustered into 11
clusters using a k-means algorithm [35]. The centroid of
each cluster is determined to be the (x, y) position of the
associated marker. This allows us to track all node posi-
tions, spring extensions, and turnbuckle lengths at every
stage of the experiment. For a given photograph with
11 markers such as the ones in Fig. 4, the full process-
ing and tracking takes approximately 0.7 s on a standard
Macbook Pro.

The results of training the physical network are shown
in Fig. 4(c-d). The learning degrees of freedom evolve
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FIG. 4. Training a two-dimensional network for symmetry. (a-b) Schematics and photographs of the free and clamped states of
the network for a given initial configuration. Edges are labeled by number (a, top). Photographs of the experimental apparatus
show marker tracking system and clamping mechanism. (c-d) Experimental training results. Rest lengths (c) converge to the
symmetric state within experimental precision. The cost C = UC − UF (d) decreases by three orders of magnitude. (e-f)
Simulation training results. The rest lengths (e) evolve such that L1 = L2 and L4 = L5. Cost (f) decreases exponentially by
five orders of magnitude.

such that L1 comes to meet L2 and L4 meets L5 within
measurement error of 0.28cm in only 5 training steps.
The time evolution of these rest lengths follows a similar
trend as in the motion divider, where the largest adjust-
ments happen in the early training steps and updates
become asymptotically small as the network approaches
the learned state. See Appendix A for more information
about learning dynamics. The success of training may
also be measured by the cost function, C = UC − UF .
Fig. 4(d) shows that the cost decreases exponentially
from its initial value by about three orders of magnitude
overbthe course of training.

The middle edge L3 does not exhibit exponential time-
evolution behavior, but rather drifts upward over the
course of training by a total of 1.5 cm, or 37.5% of the
range of values. This linear evolution suggests some sys-
tematic experimental bias within the system, which may
be a result of friction or mechanical instability. Since
L3 has no bearing on the desired state, the network can
learn the task for any value of L3.

B. Simulation

There are many different ways to train for symmetry
in our two-dimensional network. Our goal for this task is
a specified internal state of the network, but the coupled
learning scheme requires that we specify a behavior in
the nodes that is satisfied by this internal state, of which
there are multiple options. We therefore use simulation

support to explore the different iterations of our task and
examine their behavioral dynamics. We may also use
simulation to modify the aspect ratio of the frame, as
the angles of the edges at the internal nodes contributes
to the coupling strength of the learning signal. Having
done this, we chose the training task and geometry that
allowed for the most efficient evolution to the learned
state for our experimental demonstration.
We simulated training on this network using the FIRE

optimization algorithm to determine the network’s node
positions when boundary conditions are applied [36].
Here, each edge was allowed to vary between 0.5 and
1.0 length units, and all edge stiffnesses were fixed at
the same value, 1. Initial edge lengths were selected at
random with validation that the network was sufficiently
detuned from its goal state.
The behavior that was used to train the network is a

one-input / two-output task, but we could have alterna-
tively defined a one-input, one-output task that is equally
satisfied by the symmetric state of the network. Training
on the one-input, one-output task was successful in sim-
ulation, but required very long training times that were
unfeasible for an experiment with manual operation. In
this case, L4 and L5 evolve quickly to their desired values
due to their strong coupling to the target node. L1 and
L2, however, are only connected directly to the source
node, which does not move in position very much be-
tween the free and clamped states, and therefore evolve
very slowly. For more information, see Appendix C. The
two-output task allows for a strong learning signal for all
of the edges in the network.
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Training was performed using a full nudge η = 1 and
Eq. (7) with a learning rate of α = 0.4. Successful
training is possible with a higher learning rate, but we
have artificially slowed the training to better examine the
learning dynamics. Fig. 4(e) shows the evolution of the
edges’ rest lengths during the course of training. The
outer edges evolve smoothly to meet their desired state,
L1 = L2 and L4 = L5, in approximately 10 training
steps.

The middle edge’s rest length L3 has no bearing on
the desired goal state, yet it still evolves during training,
particularly in the first few training steps. The desired
state is not dependent on L3, but the cost function is,
as this is the edge which directly connects the two rel-
evant nodes. While evolution of L3 is not required for
the network to learn, allowing it to vary during training
according to the coupled learning update rule helps the
network descend down the cost landscape more quickly.

In the experimental trial, Fig. 4(c), L3 systematically
drifts upward, rather than the asymptotic decrease that
is seen in Fig. 4(e). While this likely inhibited the speed
of training, the network was still able to converge on the
desired configuration of rest lengths. This lends credence
to the coupled learning algorithm’s robustness even in
non-ideal experimental conditions. In our contrastive lo-
cal scheme, training can fail to converge for individual
edges on a local level, but the network as a whole can
succeed in learning the desired behavior.

V. RANDOMIZED NONLINEAR NETWORK

As a final example that would be highly nontrivial to
model, we construct a third and much larger random net-
work, composed of a mix of adjustable spring-turnbuckle
edges and nonadjustable linear as well as nonlinear edges.
It consists of 59 edges and 39 nodes, depicted in Fig. 5(a).
This network is stretched inside of a frame with 13 nodes
fixed to the boundary. The network is arranged in the
plane perpendicular to the direction of gravity, but its
internal tension is strong enough to render effects from
gravity irrelevant to the experimental procedure. Only
8 of these edges are tunable, labeled with “L” in the
schematic. The majority of springs (tunable or not)
in this network are linear, with a variety of native rest
lengths and stiffnesses (Grainger 3HPU5). This network
also includes nonlinear springs, including torsion springs
(Grainger 3HPR8, 3HPD1) and compound springs whose
force-displacement relationship is cubic, such as the one
highlighted in Fig. 5(a). The inclusion of nonlinear edges
expands the class of potential behaviors a network can
learn, and serves as an analog to a reservoir computer, in
the sense that there are many non-adjustable unknown
elements influencing the physical behavior of our system
[37].

We train this network simultaneously for two different
node allostery tasks. The input nodes for each of the
two tasks are labeled in blue and orange in Fig. 5(a),

respectively. Both tasks share the same output node,
labeled in red. Training data for each task is a single
pair of two-dimensional input and output node positions,
and the nodes are clamped with η = 1 using the screw
holes in the optical table. For task 1, the input node
is stretched away from the output node, and for task 2,
the input is pushed towards the output. Because our
edges consist of extension springs that go slack under
compression, task 1 is inherently easier to train for than
task 2, as applying the input adds tension to the network,
rather than releasing it.

During training, we alternate between the two tasks at
each learning step. Updates are made using the learning
rule given in Eq. (7) with α = 0.84. Training is halted
when the error for each task falls below a measurement
threshold, or when rest length updates average to zero
over two learning steps. We perform training in three
separate trials, each time initializing the network’s tun-
able edge lengths to different random configurations.

The results of these trials are shown in Fig. 5(b). In
each case, mean output error between both tasks is re-
duced by a factor of about 5 over the course of training,
which takes between 10 and 20 training steps. The net-
work is able to learn task 1 more quickly and accurately
than task 2, finding lower-error solutions in fewer train-
ing steps. Among the three trials, training for task 1
achieved an average final output error of 0.13 cm, while
training for task 2 only reached 0.35 cm.

Fig. 5(c) depicts the evolution of the learning updates
for each tunable edge, separated by tasks. Here we can
see each edge’s role in learning the tasks. Edges that
make larger initial updates, such as edges L1 and L3,
have a stronger influence on the output node position,
and would therefore change more significantly when the
clamped boundary conditions are applied. An edge’s sig-
nificance loosely correlates with its proximity to the out-
put node. We can also see how the network “favors”
learning task 1 over task 2. While each task is trainable
to zero error individually, training for both simultane-
ously can result in updates with respect to each task
that cancel each other out, resulting in no net change in
the learning degree of freedom, as is the case with L3 in
trial 1.

In performing these trials, we note that training suc-
cess is somewhat sensitive to the initial configuration of
the network. Fig. 6 depicts a case where training of task 2
failed as a result of mechanical instability in the network.
If edge L7 is initialized to be too long, then it will buckle
when the free/clamped boundary conditions of task 2
are applied. When an edge is buckled, it no longer im-
parts force on the network, and therefore has no effect
on the position of the output node. The learning rule
will still update this edge, even though these updates are
no longer correlated with the energy at that edge. This
results in updates to L7 continuously increasing, rather
than converging to zero. This behavior was only observed
when training task 2.
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FIG. 5. Training of a nonlinear elastic network for node allostery tasks. (a) Schematic of the network. There are 39 nodes
and 59 edges, 8 of which have tunable rest length, labeled L1-L8. Nonlinear mechanical elements are included, such as the one
highlighted in yellow which has a cubic force-displacement relationship. The input nodes for task 1 and 2 are labeled in blue
and orange, and the shared output node is labeled in red. (b) Error in position of the output node over training. The network
is trained for both allostery tasks simultaneously in three separate trials. In each trial, the network is initalized to a different
configuration. Error in task 1 (blue) is reduced to a greater degree than task 2 (orange), indicating that the network can more
readily learn this task. (c) Learning rule updates over training for each tunable edge. Edges with larger initial updates are
more important for learning the task, and can be correlated with proximity to the output node.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated that laboratory realizations of
mechanical networks can be trained for desired behav-
iors using the contrastive coupled learning algorithm.
Through three different spring network architectures, we
have shown that learning is achievable despite clear dif-
ferences in the learning dynamics between simulation and
experiment, or when a simulation of the physical system
would be infeasible. While functionality is limited due to
their small size, these initial experiments are sufficient to
demonstrate the promise of contrastive local learning in
larger scale physical materials.

The choice of a spring-turnbuckle implementation has
limitations, however, and also highlights the pitfalls of
our implementation. These edges require manual tun-
ing, which limits the size of the network due to the labor
required by the supervisor. Further, the requirement of

a supervisor undercuts the local, decentralized nature of
the learning scheme, and lessens the benefits associated
with locality, such as scalability and compute time. An-
other key limitation to our approach is that each of our
elastic edges is only capable of tensile forces. As a result,
under certain boundary conditions on the network, some
edges can undergo mechanical instabilities such as buck-
ling when compressed, effectively decoupling from the
network, but still updating under the contrastive learning
rule. Each of our experiments were therefore performed
under tension, with most edges stretched noticeably be-
yond their rest length.

The choice of rest length as the learning degree of free-
dom also poses limitations, especially when coupled with
an apparatus that can only impart force under tension.
The presence of a nonzero rest length introduces nonlin-
earity in the force-displacement relation, a feature that
is not present in resistive or flow networks. However, this
nonlinearity is most prevalent when the spring is near its
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FIG. 6. Instance of a failed training as a result of mechanical
instability. (a) Photograph of tunable edge L7 in a buckled
state as a result of the free state boundary conditions in task 2.
This occurs if L7 is too long. (b) Learning rule updates for
edge L7 for each task. During training for task 2, the update
rule steadily increases the length of L7, further decoupling it
from the rest of the network.

equilibrium length. Our extension springs learn more ef-
fectively when far above their equilibrium length, so we
cannot take full advantage of this nonlinearity, or of the
potential for more complex tasks enabled by nonlinearity,
with this setup. See Appendix B for more information.

Future implementations of mechanical contrastive lo-
cal learning networks will include automated components
that could perform local sensing and actuation to self-
adjust. Further, a mechanical element that learns by up-
dating its stiffness rather than its rest length would allow
for force as well as motion tasks. A promising example

of such an element is an electronically-controlled tunable-
stiffness spring [38]. These springs are constructed of pre-
dominantly cheap or 3D-printed parts, operate by feeding
concentric coils into or out of an elastic ring to modify
the stiffness, and use flex and force sensors to locally
sense their elastic energies. The modularity and ease
of construction of these tunable springs should allow for
significant scalability to more complex architectures and
tasks.
Despite the engineering challenges, we see potential

for local contrastive learning in elastic systems. The in-
herent nonlinearity present as a result of a nonzero rest
length as well as mechanical instabilities pose opportu-
nities to train for complex nonlinear tasks. Mechanical
networks are capable of behaviors and material proper-
ties for which there is no analog in electrical contrastive
local learning networks, such as multistability and aux-
eticity [4, 39]. The proof of principle we have presented
here suggests that our decentralized approach could al-
low for learning networks to scale up. “Smart” mechan-
ical network materials that can learn mechanical tasks
and properties locally and in real time would have far-
reaching applications from soft robotics to material sci-
ence.
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Appendix A: Motion Divider Learning Dynamics

For the motion divider, we can explicitly write out and
solve for the learning dynamics. In this task, we choose
an input value, y2, for the position of the end node. The
system is stretched and y2 is held fixed for both the free
and clamped states during the entire course of training.
The position of the middle node, y1, serves as the output.
It will change over the course of training, both between
free and clamped states and between training steps as L1

and L2 evolve. In the free state, force balance gives the
position of the middle node as

yF1 =
1

2
y2 +

1

2
(L1 − L2). (A1)

Before training, this differs from the desired output value
given by

yD1 =
1

2
y2 + a. (A2)

for whatever value the user has chosen for a. During
training, the goal is to adjust the turnbuckle lengths so
that yF1 → yD1 , which happens when (L1 − L2)/2 → a.
The update rule to achieve this is based on comparing the
free state to the clamped state, where the output node
is clamped by nudge factor 0 < η ≤ 1 toward the desired
position

yC1 = ηyD1 + (1− η)yF1 . (A3)

The general discrete update rule, Eq. (7), may now be
evaluated by computing the node-node separations of
each edge in free and clamped states using the above
expressions. This gives

∆L1 = αη

(
a− L1 − L2

2

)
(A4)

∆L2 = −∆L1 (A5)

Note that these updates are equal and opposite, and van-
ish when learning is achieved. Also note that the nudge
factor η and update factor α equivalently affect the rate
of learning. Thus, in experiment, we take η = 1 and
vary α without loss of generality. It should be empha-
sized that in the lab we use only Eq. (7) to make the
updates based on measurement of node-node separations
in free and clamped states. In the lab, physics “com-
putes” yF1 automatically, whereas here in the appendix
we additionally bring force balance to bear in order to
predict learning dynamics.

To obtain differential equations from the predicted
discrete update rules, one might guess that the time-
derivatives of L1 and L2 should be proportional to the
right-hand sides of Eqs. (A4)-(A5). This turns out to
be true. To see, recall that the elastic energy in the
clamped state must be greater than that in the free state
and the difference serves as the coupled learning contrast

function. For the motion divider, it can be explicitly
computed using the above positions and simplifies to

C = UC − UF (A6)

= kη2
(
a− L1 − L2

2

)2

, (A7)

Not only is this intrinsically positive, it is proportional
to the loss function L = (yD1 −yF1 )

2. See Appendix D for
more details about when this proportionality is expected.
Therefore, gradient descent on C is perfectly aligned with
gradient descent on L. The resulting coupled learning
dynamical equations, dLi/dt = −γdC/dLi, simplify to

∂L1

∂t
= ν

(
a− L1 − L2

2

)
, (A8)

∂L2

∂t
= −∂L1

∂t
. (A9)

where ν = γkη2 is a rate constant with units of 1/time.
These are in agreement with intuition from the discrete
version above.
The time-evolution equations, Eqs. (A8)-(A9) may be

directly integrated to obtain

L1(t) = e−νt

(
L0
1

2
− L0

2

2
− a

)
+ a+

L0
1

2
+

L0
2

2
, (A10)

L2(t) = e−νt

(
a− L0

1

2
+

L0
2

2

)
− a+

L0
1

2
+

L0
2

2
, (A11)

where L0
1 and L0

2 are the initial rest lengths of the two
edges, respectively. The network stops evolving when∣∣∣∣L1 − L2

2
− a

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ, (A12)

where ϵ is the desired training accuracy. Note that the
analytic solutions imply that the training error

L1(t)− L2(t)

2
− a = e−νt

[
L0
1 − L0

2

2
− a

]
. (A13)

decreases exponentially in time. Thus, the required du-
ration is set by the training rate ν, as well as the initial
conditions and the desired accuracy.

Appendix B: Relative and Absolute Node Positions

In each demonstration presented in this work, we train
using inputs and outputs node positions in an external
reference frame, rather than relative to their own equi-
librium positions. This is a necessary choice for success-
ful training in an elastic system using rest length as the
learning degree of freedom. One way to see this is to note
that training in coupled learning generally only requires
reference to the network under two sets of boundary con-
ditions, the free state and the clamped state, while this
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training protocol would require reference to a third state,
the equilibrium state. This is only the case because we
are using rest length as the learning degree of freedom,
since the equilibrium state positions change with each
update step. When training on spring stiffnesses, the
equilibrium state remains constant over training, so rel-
ative position training is allowed in this case.

We will use the simple case of a motion divider for
an explicit demonstration of this constraint. In Sections
III and A, we defined this system’s equation of state as
y1 = 1

2y2 + 1
2 (L1 − L2) and training data was defined

with an input position y2 and desired output position
yD1 = 1

2y2 + α, with α as a chosen fixed value. Both
input and output positions are relative to a fixed origin,
which we define as the boundary node position, depicted
as the gray node in Fig. 2(a). We could have instead
defined each node’s equilibrium (unstretched) positions,

y01 = L1, (B1)

y02 = L1 + L2, (B2)

and used the motions relative to these equilibrium posi-
tions as our training data,

y2 = y02 +A, (B3)

yD1 = y01 +B, (B4)

with A and B as chosen fixed values. In the free state,
the target node is in position

yF1 =
1

2
(y02 +A+ L1 − L2) (B5)

= L1 +
A

2
, (B6)

and in the clamped state,

yC1 = ηyD1 + (1− η)yF1 (B7)

= η(L1 +B) + (1− η)(L1 +
A

2
) (B8)

= L1 +
A

2
+ η(B − A

2
). (B9)

Evaluating the learning rule for each edge according to
Eq. (7), we get

∆L1 = αη(B − A

2
), (B10)

∆L2 = αη(
A

2
−B). (B11)

The learning rule update for each edge is now a constant
value, and therefore will never converge regardless of the
values of L1 and L2. The training error,

yD1 − yF1 = B − A

2
, (B12)

is also a fixed value and does not depend on the learning
degrees of freedom.

Another key difference to note is that changing an
edge’s rest length does significantly change the force de-
livered across that edge, F = k(x − l), when the edge’s
extension is far from the equilibrium point, x ≫ l. Al-
tering an edge’s stiffness affects the proportionality of
force to motion, but the rest length only affects the po-
sition of zero force. Therefore, the greatest potential for
change in the network’s behavior by tuning rest length
is to alter which edges are under extension or compres-
sion. As we have previously stated, our turnbuckle-based
apparatus is constructed such that edges buckle when
x < l, so our experiments are typically performed such
that each edge is under extension and far from its equi-
librium point. Section V and Fig. 6 demonstrate how
training can fail when edges buckle. In simulation of
larger networks, training for relative motions using rest
length can sometimes succeed, but because the motions
do not change significantly, the network cannot be de-
tuned very far from the solution. Differences in node
positions between the free and clamped states are there-
fore well below the measurement and clamping precision
available to us in experiments.

Appendix C: One-Output Symmetry Training

As expressed in Sec. IV, there are multiple ways to
define a task in the physical degrees of freedom that is
satisfied by the desired state, L1 = L2 and L4 = L5.
Such a well-defined task of this nature could be

xtarget = 0 for any two ysource values.

Unlike the two-output training, which only required a
single data point to train, this training scheme requires
that we choose two values of ysource, which we alternate
between during training steps.
We train the network using this training scheme in

simulation, using the equilibrium node position yeqsource
and the bottom edge of the frame as the two input data
points. The outputs data points are both at x = 0, in
the center of the frame. Choosing two input data points
that are well separated increases the speed of learning
because the nodes move a greater distance between the
alternating training steps.
Two simulated trainings of this one-output task are

shown in Fig. 7. Both trainings use the full nudge, η = 1,
and the learning rate α is varied. Fig. 7(a) depicts the
standard training regime, where α = 2. Training takes an
excessively long 2000 steps to reach the minimum cost,
with training times increasing with decreasing learning
rate. L4 and L5 exhibit oscillatory dynamics over the
course of training, while L1 and L2 incrementally move
towards their goal values. Increasing the learning rate
to αs = 2.5 moves us into the “overtraining” regime,
Fig. 7(b), in which each learning degree of freedom can
evolve past its goal value in a single training step. Here,
training time is reduced significantly to only 200 steps,
but the cost function does not decrease monotonically
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FIG. 7. Simulated training of the one-output symmetry
training with varying hyperparameters. Learning degrees of
freedom oscillate over the course of training, and even the
cost function does not decrease monotonically. Training with
η = 1 and α = 2 (a) takes approximately 2000 steps to reach
the minimal cost value. Training with a high learning rate
α = 2.5 (b) reduces the training time to only 200 but displays
unstable learning dynamics.

over the course of training. The cost can increase by up
to an order of magnitude in only a few training steps, but
on average decreases by 10 orders of magnitude. The rest
lengths also exhibit strong oscillatory behavior, and can
even switch their symmetry states between training steps.
While this type of overtraining is in principle possible to
perform experimentally, the unstable learning dynamics
make for a non-ideal demonstration of coupled learning’s
capabilities.

Appendix D: Alignment of Coupled Learning with
Gradient Descent for Elastic Networks

In this work we showed how coupled learning [24] can
be used to train elastic networks for desired responses
in experimental conditions. Here we discuss the coupled
learning update of Eq. 6 for elastic networks in more
detail and discuss theoretical aspects of its experimental
implementation.

Consider the node positions of the free state of the net-
work xF , obtained by physical relaxation of the springs
subject to inputs. By definition, the free state is a local
energy minimum, so that the energy of a state in its close
proximity xF + δx is

U(xF + δx;Li) ≈ U(xF ;Li) +
1

2
δxTH(xF ;Li)δx =

= UF +
1

2
δxTHF δx

(D1)

where H(xF ;Li) ≡ HF = d2U
∂x∂x is the physical Hessian

of the network, i.e. the matrix of second derivatives of

the energy with respect to node positions, evaluated at
the free state.
In coupled learning, we define the clamped state with

Eq. 3, by clamping the output nodes closer to their de-
sired positions. The physics now minimize the network
energy associated with these clamping constraints, which
can be encoded using Lagrange multipliers

U = UF +
1

2
δxTHF δx+ λO[x

C − xF − η(xD − xF )]O

(D2)
The subscripts O indicate that the Lagrange multi-

pliers only associate with the physical degrees of free-
dom constrained in the output. Assuming a small nudge
(η ≪ 1), the clamped state minimizing Eq. D2 is very
close to the free state and belongs to the same energy
basin. In this regime, one can solve for the clamped state
given the free state positions xF and the clamping con-
straints.
To do that, we can recast Eq. D2 by defining an ex-

tended ‘position’ vector y ≡ [x, λO]
T , and a clamping

‘force’ vector fO ≡ [0, xD
O − xF

O]. Note that when no
clamping force is applied λO = 0 and the free state is
given by yF = [xF , 0O]

T . We further construct an output
matrix SO with N (physical degrees of freedom) columns
and a number of rows equal to the number of output
degrees of freedom NO. Each row in this matrix has a
single non-vanishing component of value 1, at the index
associated with the corresponding output physical degree
of freedom. With this, we can define a clamped physical
Hessian HC

HC =

(
HF ST

O
SO 0

)
. (D3)

Using these definitions, we can write the physical op-
timization problem of Eq. D2 and its solution (see [40])
as

U = UF +
1

2
δyTHCδy − ηδyT fO

yC = yF + η(HC)−1fO

UC = UF − 1

2
η2(xD − xF )TO(H

C)−1
OO(x

D − xF )O

(D4)

with (HC)−1 the inverse of the clamped physical Hes-
sian, and (HC)−1

OO is the negative definite bottom right
block of this inverse matrix.
Using the contrastive learning framework, the cou-

pled learning rule is given by the difference between the
clamped and free energies, differentiated with respect to
the learning degrees of freedom (rest lengths):

∆Li(CL) ∼ η−1 ∂(U
F − UC)

∂Li

≈

≈ (xD − xF )TO(H
C)−1

OO

d

dLi
xF
O

(D5)
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A more standard path to training the elastic networks
is to choose the learning rule according to gradient de-
scent, i.e., by computing the gradient of the learning cost
function C = 1

2 (x
D − xF )2O with respect to the learning

degrees of freedom. It is easy to verify that the gradient
descent modification is given by

∆Li(GD) ∼ − dC

dLi
=

= −(xD − xF )TO
d

dLi
xF
O

(D6)

One can see the similarity between the local learning
rule afforded by coupled learning and the global gradient
computation. The difference between them stems from
the insertion of the negative definite matrix (HC)−1

OO. In
the special case where there is just a single output de-
gree of freedom, this matrix is just a negative scalar,
and the coupled learning rule is proportional to that ob-
tained by gradient descent, as discussed for such a case
in Appendix A. However, this is no longer the case more
complicated tasks with multiple output degrees of free-
dom. In such cases the two rules of Eqs. D5-D6 are no
longer proportional, as the matrix (HC)−1

OO is in general
not proportional to identity matrix. The modifications
vector would then be misaligned, and in extreme cases
one might even have a negative projection on the other
(in which cases coupled learning would actually locally
increase the error). However, we found numerically that
in high likelihood, the two learning rules are correlated
and point in similar directions in the space of learning
degrees of freedom [24]. Even if the alignment between
them is locally poor, a few steps of the learning pro-
cess in the wrong direction produce a brief “unlearning
spike”, during which the error grows, but then the two
rules align again and effective learning resumes. We have
never numerically observed coupled learning fail by being

consistently misaligned with the cost gradient, though we
cannot rule out the existence of such cases.
Another important qualification to the above consid-

erations is that they are only strictly valid in the lin-
ear regime around the free state configuration. The con-
trastive learning (and coupled learning theory) assumes
that the clamped state is infinitesimally close to the free
state, i.e. that small nudges (η ≪ 1) are applied in the
clamping. In that limit one can treat the difference be-
tween the free and clamped energies as a derivative, and
a connection can be drawn between the contrast and the
cost function one wishes to minimize. In this η ≪ 1 limit,
the free and clamped states are obviously very similar,
as the difference between them scale with η (Eq. D4). In
systems with thermal noise or uncertain measurements,
one cannot use arbitrarily small nudges, as any noise in
the measurement would be much larger than the con-
trast between the two states. In our experiments we thus
use large nudges η ≈ 1, which introduces various theo-
retical complications. For one, the theoretical relation-
ships drawn between the local learning rule and the cost
gradient are only valid to first order in η so that large
nudges worsen the approximation of the cost gradient af-
forded by our local learning rule. Even worse, as elastic
networks are non-linear, clamping with large nudges can
move the configuration into a different basin in the en-
ergy landscape (compared to the free state). When the
clamped state can no longer be treated as a perturbation
around the free state, the formal justification for con-
trastive learning is lost, and we can no longer guarantee
learning convergence. Such cases often also lead to the
aforementioned “unlearning spikes” and growing error.
In practice, though, we find that learning in our system is
successful in numerical and experimental settings even in
these conditions; the network eventually discovers a con-
figuration of the learning degrees of freedom for which
the free and clamped states occur in the same energy
basin, and coupled learning is successful from there.
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