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Abstract

The Forward-Forward (FF) algorithm trains networks layer-by-layer using a local
“goodness function,” yet the choice of activity statistic remains an important design
question. We systematically study how selectivity and activity shape affect FF
learning, introducing selective goodness functions based on top-k and entmax-
weighted energy alongside shape-sensitive objectives based on normalized higher-
order moments. In particular, we propose burstiness goodness, a parameter-free,
scale-invariant excess-kurtosis objective that rewards heavy-tailed activity patterns.
Our study examines goodness functions together with activation and label-injection
choices across six small-image datasets, and uses controlled experiments to isolate
their effects. In validation-tuned, five-seed Fashion-MNIST experiments with
matched ReLU activation, standard label injection, and per-layer scoring, burstiness
improves accuracy from 73.2 + 0.9% to 88.6 + 0.4% over sum-of-squares. On
CIFAR-10, burstiness improves block-local ResNet-18 accuracy from 28.9 & 0.5%
to 46.8 & 2.5% under the same separate per-block label pathway. These results
show that activity-shape statistics can provide effective local learning signals across
the tested settings. Code is available at https://github.com/suayptalha/
ff-selectivity-shape.

1 Introduction

The Forward-Forward (FF) algorithm [Hinton, 2022] replaces backpropagation’s global backward
pass with a local, layer-wise learning rule: each layer maximizes a scalar “goodness” for positive
(correctly labeled) data and minimizes it for negative data. Hinton [2022] defined goodness as the
sum of squared activities (SoS), and this energy-based choice has been widely used [Giampaolo et al.,
2023, Lorberbom et al., 2023, Lee and Song, 2023]. A recent benchmark [Shah and Tripathi, 2025]
evaluated 21 goodness functions but within a fixed architecture; no prior work has jointly studied
goodness functions, activation functions, label-injection strategies, and the underlying principle
governing what makes a good goodness function.

We argue this gap is significant: the goodness function defines each layer’s objective landscape,
determining what representations are rewarded and what features emerge. Sum-of-squares aggregates
all neurons and measures total activity magnitude. In contrast, we show that shape-sensitive metrics
can better capture the nuanced, non-Gaussian signatures of discriminative features. We conduct
a systematic study of the following design hypothesis: sensitivity to the shape of neural activity
can improve FF goodness objectives within the tested settings. Selective functions (top-k, entmax-
weighted energy) retain magnitude information while focusing on peak activity; burstiness and
normalized higher moments instead measure scale-invariant distributional shape. In matched standard-
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FF experiments, burstiness improves Fashion-MNIST accuracy by 15.4 percentage points over
validation-tuned SoS with ReLLU held fixed. Our contribution is the formulation and controlled
study of these established statistics as local FF objectives, rather than the invention of the statistics
themselves.

Contributions.

1. We formulate selective top-k and entmax-weighted energy objectives and scale-invariant burstiness
goodness (§4).

2. We isolate objective effects through validation-tuned, five-seed comparisons with matched activa-
tion, label pathway, and standard inference scoring (§5.2).

3. We study activation and label-pathway interactions and three parameter sweeps, and test transfer
to convolutional and residual local blocks (§5.4-5.6).

2 Related Work

Forward-Forward learning. Hinton [2022] introduced FF; subsequent work studied layer sizes
and negative data [Giampaolo et al., 2023], layer collaboration [Lorberbom et al., 2023], symmetric
contrastive variants [Lee and Song, 2023], predictive coding [Ororbia and Mali, 2023], and per-layer
label injection (FFCL; Karkehabadi et al. 2024). Shah and Tripathi [2025] benchmarked 21 goodness
functions within a fixed architecture with peer normalization and downstream classifiers. Our work
differs by jointly studying the goodness function, activation function, label pathway, and the scoped
shape-sensitivity hypothesis.

Complete methods versus objective controls. SCFF [Chen et al., 2025] changes positive/negative
construction and representation learning; Mono-Forward [Gong et al., 2026a] uses local classification
losses. SymBa and FFCL likewise modify more than the activity statistic. Our loss substitutions do
not benchmark these complete pipelines. Convolutional and scalable FF work [Scodellaro et al., 2025,
Krutsylo, 2025, Gong et al., 2026b] addresses broader architecture and scaling questions; our spatial
tests establish relative objective gains in matched local blocks, not superiority to those methods.

Sparse transformations. The a-entmax family [Martins and Astudillo, 2016, Correia et al., 2019,
Peters et al., 2019] produces sparse probability distributions and has been applied to attention
mechanisms. We apply entmax in a novel context: as a sparse weighting mechanism within a
goodness function, creating an adaptive alternative to hard top-k selection.

Sparse coding and ICA. Sparse coding [Olshausen and Field, 1996], k-WTA networks [Ahmad and
Scheinkman, 2019, Maass, 2000], and ICA [Hyvirinen and Oja, 2000] motivate our approach. Top-k
encourages kWTA-like sparsity; entmax provides a differentiable relaxation. Burstiness borrows a
non-Gaussianity statistic from ICA without claiming to recover independent components. The heavy-
tailed distributions of deep network activations [Martin and Mahoney, 2019] further motivate kurtosis
as a natural training signal. Local learning rules (Hebbian [Hebb, 1949], contrastive Hebbian [Xie
and Seung, 2003], equilibrium propagation [Scellier and Bengio, 2017]) are orthogonal—we improve
the objective within the FF framework.

3 Background: The Forward-Forward Algorithm

Training. Given input x and label y, FF creates positive/negative inputs by embedding the cor-

rect/incorrect label:
x* = norm([x; s - onehot(y)]), x~ =norm([x; s-onehot(7)]), ¥ #v. (1

Each layer ¢ computes hy = f;(h,_1;6,) and is trained via:
Ly = ]E[log(l + eng(h;))] + E[log(l + eg(hz)fT)] , 2)

where g(-) is the goodness function and 7 a threshold. Here 7 is a randomly sampled incorrect class
label. Layers are trained independently; outputs are L.2-normalized before propagation.



Inference. For each candidate label ¢, we embed and forward through all layers, predicting § =
argmax »_, g(hgc)).

The goodness function. Hinton [2022] defined gsos(h) = Zle h2, the energy statistic used in
the original algorithm. We challenge the implicit assumption that total squared activity sufficiently
summarizes a layer’s representation.

4 Goodness Design: Questions and Objectives

We organize the design space around three experimental questions: does selecting peak activity help
(8§4.1-4.2), can scale-invariant shape statistics improve on energy (§4.3), and do these effects survive
matched activations, label pathways, and architectures (§5)? The matched ReLLU comparison isolates
a 15.4-point gain; the spatial tests examine whether that relative objective advantage transfers beyond
flattened MLPs. FFCL and activation choices below are existing components used for interaction
ablations.

4.1 Top-k Goodness

Top-k goodness measures only the & most active neurons:

Gopk ) =2 3 hi Sell) = artopk(h) G
1€Sk (h)

with & = max(5, [0.02d]) (2% of layer width). Unlike SoS, top-k ignores the (d—k) least active
neurons, creating a focused learning signal that encourages sparse, discriminative representations.
This design is motivated by k-winners-take-all (k-WTA) mechanisms observed in biological circuits,
where competitive inhibition ensures that only the most relevant neurons respond to a given stimu-
lus [Maass, 2000]. By optimizing for peak activity, the layer learns to allocate its capacity to only the
most informative features (§6).

4.2 Entmax-Weighted Energy Goodness

Whereas top-k applies hard selection, entmax-weighted energy uses a-entmax [Correia et al., 2019,
Peters et al., 2019] for adaptive sparse weighting:

d
genlmax(h§ a) = Z TG h37 ™ = entmaxa(h). @)
=1

The parameter « controls sparsity («=1: softmax/dense; a=2: sparsemax [Martins and Astudillo,
2016]/hard sparse), and entmax learns how many neurons are relevant per input.

4.3 Burstiness (Excess Kurtosis) Goodness

Orthogonally to selective measurement, burstiness goodness measures a scale-invariant statistic of
the full activation distribution—the excess kurtosis:

1 \d 4

LS~ (p, —
gburst(h) = ¢ Zdz—l( /1’) 2
% Zi=1(hi — )2

where 1 = % >, hi, for nonzero variance. Applying LayerNorm before this statistic is mathematically
redundant (up to numerical stabilization); we do not treat LN-burstiness as a separate objective. The
key property is scale invariance: gousi(ah) = gourse(h) for any o > 0, making the ideal statistic
invariant to uniform magnitude changes; numerical stabilization can break exact invariance. It rewards
heavy-tailed (“bursty”) activity patterns analogous to cortical burst firing [Lisman, 1997], connecting
directly to ICA where kurtosis maximization extracts independent features [Hyvirinen and Oja, 2000].
We generalize to the p-th central moment:

-3, &)

1Lsd hi — p)P
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Gmoment-p (h) =



where (8, = (p—1)!! for even p and 0 for odd p. At p = 4 this recovers burstiness; higher p amplifies
extreme activations.

4.4 Additional Goodness Functions

We also evaluate: contrast top-k (g = %Zs: h; — %Zsl; hi), LayerNorm-top-k (g =

Giop-k (LN(h))), variance and negative entropy, and two external baselines from Shah and Tripathi
[2025]: softmax-energy-margin and game-theoretic.

4.5 Separate Label-Feature Forwarding (FFCL)

In standard FF, labels are concatenated at the input only. FFCL [Karkehabadi et al., 2024] injects
class hypotheses at every layer via a separate projection:

hy = (Wi hy_y), hy = hy + W™ yon, )

where W}l ¢ R Goodness is computed on hy; only the label-free hy (L2-normalized)
propagates to the next layer.

4.6 Activation Functions

We study five activations: ReLU (sparse, many zeros), GELU [Hendrycks and Gimpel, 2023]
and Swish [Ramachandran et al., 2017] (smooth, dense activity), and LN-GELU / LN-Swish (pre-
activation LayerNorm + smooth nonlinearity). Smooth activations help shape-sensitive goodness
functions by providing richer distributions, while pre-activation normalization stabilizes inputs across
layers. Algorithm 1 summarizes training.

S Experiments

5.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. Primary evaluation: MNIST [Lecun et al., 1998] and Fashion-MNIST [Xiao et al., 2017]
(both 10-class, 28 x 28 grayscale; full combinatorial ablation). Cross-dataset generalization: CIFAR-
10 [Krizhevsky, 2012] (3072-dim color), USPS [Hull, 1994] (256-dim grayscale), SVHN [Netzer
et al., 2011] (3072-dim color), EMINIST-Letters [Cohen et al., 2017] (784-dim, 26 classes). Pixel
values are normalized to zero mean and unit variance.

Algorithm 1 Forward-Forward Training with Shape-Sensitive Goodness

Require: Dataset D, goodness function g, threshold 7, label pathway (Std/FFCL)
1: foreachlayer/ =1,..., L do

2:  for each mini-batch (x,y) ~ D do

3: Sample wrong label § # y

4 if Standard pathway then

5: hf < oc(W,h; |), h, +oc(W¢h, ) // h: input with label y /
6: else if FFCL pathway then

7 hy U(Wefe‘“ he_1) // label-free features
8: h < hy + W onehot(y), h, <+ h¢ -+ W onehot()

9: end if

_g(hT -y

10: Lo+ log(14 €™ 9®)) 4 log(1 + e9®e)T) /I g: top-k, entmax, etc.
11: Update 6, via Adam on L,

12:  end for

13:  hy < L2-normalize(hy) // propagate to next layer
14: end for

Architecture & training. 4-layer, 2000-unit FC network (4 x 2000, ~14M params). Adam [Kingma
and Ba, 2017] (Ir=10"3), batch 500, 7=2.0, 60 epochs. Negative examples use random wrong labels.
Activations are L2-normalized between layers. The combinatorial ablation uses seed 42; matched
comparisons use five seeds (§5.2 and §5.6). For numerical stability, SoS is scaled by 1/d (mean
squared activation).



Evaluation and protocol distinction. The primary controlled comparisons use only the standard
sum of per-layer goodness (§3). Candidate-label inference requires one forward pass per class. The
exploratory grid uses the sum of per-layer goodness and goodness of concatenated layer activations;
its results are labeled accordingly. The fixed hyperparameters above describe that grid; the matched
comparisons below use validation-selected settings. Std denotes input-only label concatenation;
FFCL denotes the separate per-layer label pathway in Eq. 7.

Experimental grid. We evaluate 13 goodness functions crossed with 2 activations (GELU, Swish),
2 norm-gate settings?, and 2 label pathways (standard, FFCL), plus a ReLU+So0S baseline. Addition-
ally, we conduct three continuous sweeps: top-k cardinality k, entmax parameter o, and moment
order p (§5.4).

5.2 Main Results

Does burstiness help when other design choices are held fixed? We use a held-out 55k/5k/10k
train/validation/test split on Fashion-MNIST. Each objective/activation/pathway combination receives
the same 3 x 3 validation search over label scale and threshold, followed by five test seeds. Table 1
holds architecture, activation, label pathway, and scoring fixed within each row. Standard-FF ReLU
isolates a 15.4-point improvement; the per-layer-label GELU comparison isolates 5.8 points. Thus
the gain survives stronger SoS tuning and does not require FFCL or concatenated-activation scoring.

Table 1: Matched Fashion-MNIST accuracy (%, mean + standard deviation, five seeds; 4x2000;
standard per-layer scoring). Each objective receives the same validation-search budget. Gains use
unrounded means.

Pathway  Activation Tuned SoS  Burstiness  Gain (pp)

Std ReLU 73.2+0.9 88.6+04 +15.4
Std GELU 61.5+£04 87.9+04 +26.3
FFCL GELU 82.1+£0.1 87.9+0.2 +5.8

Scoring ablation. For burstiness, standard versus concatenated-ensemble scoring gives 88.6 £ 0.4
versus 88.2 £ 0.4 (Std/ReL.U), 87.9 £ 0.4 versus 87.6 £ 0.4 (Std/GELU), and 87.9 =+ 0.2 versus
87.8 £ 0.3 (FFCL/GELU). The extra score is therefore unnecessary for the central comparison.

5.3 Goodness Function Comparison

How do the candidate statistics compare in the exploratory grid? Table 2 summarizes the single-
seed grid, selecting activation and norm-gate settings per entry. This is descriptive evidence, with
untuned SoS and concatenated scoring, rather than a matched objective comparison. Burstiness and
selective objectives perform well, while the FFCL interaction varies by goodness. LN-burstiness is
consolidated with burstiness in the main comparison; raw numerical variants are retained only in the
appendix for traceability.

2Norm-gating scales activations by o(||h]|) - h. Across all experiments, the max accuracy difference between on/off is
<0.4pp; we report the best of each pair.
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Figure 1: Three sweep axes on Fashion-MNIST (4 x2000). The k£ sweep has a broad FFCL plateau;
« and p have intermediate optima. (a) k-sweep: FFCL robust (<2pp). (b) a-sweep: peaks at a1.5.
(c) Moment-p: peaks at p~5-6 (89.04% FFCL).

Table 2: Exploratory best test accuracy (%) per goodness function on Fashion-MNIST (4 x2000).
tFrom Shah and Tripathi [2025]. *GELU, a=1.5. $Parameter-free. Best activation/norm-gate per
entry; seed 42; ensemble scoring. Std: input-only labels. Burstiness includes the equivalent LN
implementation.

Goodness function Standard FFCL
SoS [Hinton, 2022] 614 82.4
Variance 61.5 81.7
Game-theoretic' 61.4 82.4
Neg. entropy 67.4 80.4
Softmax-energy-margin' 69.8 81.9
Contrast top-k 70.5 83.6
Top-k 79.0 82.9
LayerNorm-top-k 83.3 82.8
Entmax-1.5 energy* 85.1 87.1
Burstiness (excess kurtosis)§ 88.1 88.4

5.4 Sweep Analysis: Selectivity, Sparsity, and Moment Order

How much selectivity or moment sensitivity is useful? We sweep three axes on Fashion-MNIST
(Figure 1): k (contrast top-k), o (entmax), and moment order p. The k sweep has a broad FFCL
plateau and weak non-monotonicity under standard FF; the o and p sweeps have intermediate optima.
These are sensitivity studies, not independent proof of the design hypothesis.

The k-sweep (Figure 1a) shows FFCL is remarkably robust: accuracy varies by only 1.7pp (81.9—
83.6%) across a 40x range. Standard FF is more sensitive, peaking broadly around k=2-5%. The
a-sweep (Figure 1b) shows a clear inverted-U peaking at a~1.5 (85.1% Std, 87.1% FFCL); at
a=1 (softmax), FFCL diverges entirely (23.6%), showing failure of this particular dense-weighting
configuration. The moment-p sweep (Figure 1c) is the most striking: at p=2 (normalized variance),
both pathways achieve only ~10% (chance), as expected: the normalized second central moment is
constant by construction. This is a sanity check, not evidence that second-order information generally
fails. Performance peaks at p=5-6 (FFCL: 89.0% at p=6) and degrades at p=8; gradient instability
is a possible explanation; FFCL tolerates higher p (84.5% vs. 73.9% Std), consistent with its general
robustification effect.

Shah and Tripathi [2025] reported 82.8% on Fashion-MNIST under a different pipeline with label
forwarding. The held-out selection in Table 1 chose scale 10 and 7 = 1 for ReLU SoS. We distinguish
published pipeline results from our controlled objective comparisons.



5.5 Goodness x Activation Interaction

Does the activation change the objective ranking? Table 3 reports the single-seed interaction grid.
The rankings vary across activation functions. The matched ReLU and GELU comparisons in Table 1
independently evaluate the objective effect under equal validation budgets. The mechanisms behind
these interactions remain to be studied.

Table 3: Exploratory goodness xactivation interaction (Fashion-MNIST, 4 %2000, standard FF, seed
42, ensemble scoring). Bold: best goodness per row.

SoS  Top-k Entmax-1.5 Burstiness

GELU 614 777 85.1 87.2
Swish 56.0 79.0 — 88.1
LN-GELU 61.5 84.0 85.4 87.7
LN-Swish ~ 65.1 843 85.4 88.0

5.6 Controlled Loss Comparisons and Spatial Transfer

Does the advantage survive alternative losses and spatial blocks? In a separate controlled five-seed
standard-FF protocol, replacing the loss with SymBa [Lee and Song, 2023] or SCFF [Chen et al.,
2025] formulations yields Table 4. These are loss substitutions in our shared setup, not reproductions
of the complete methods, their negative sampling, or their published accuracies. This protocol is
reported separately from the activation/pathway decomposition in Table 1; its burstiness result is not
interchangeable with that table.

Table 4: Controlled loss/statistic comparison (%, mean * standard deviation, five seeds; standard
per-layer scoring). Method names denote loss substitutions.

Loss/statistic Fashion-MNIST MNIST

FF / tuned SoS 73.24+0.8 87.7+0.5
SymBa loss / energy 73.6 +0.2 90.7£0.1
SCFF loss / energy 73.6 £0.2 90.7 £ 0.1
FF / burstiness 87.3+£0.3 97.5£0.1

For CIFAR-10, both objectives receive the same 18-configuration validation search on Conv8 with
standard labels for 10 epochs. The selected hyperparameters transfer unchanged to five-seed, 30-epoch
Conv8 and block-local ResNet-18 evaluations (Table 5). GELU and raw per-block goodness-sum
scoring are matched; outputs are detached at local block boundaries. The double-digit improvements
test architectural transfer, not the convolutional FF accuracy frontier.

Table 5: CIFAR-10 spatial transfer (%, mean + standard deviation, five seeds). Std: input-only labels;
separate: per-block label pathway.

Architecture  Labels SoS Burstiness ~ Gain (pp)
Conv8 Std 277+0.6 40.6+1.8 +12.9
Conv8 Separate  25.0 £0.7 46.2+0.7 +21.2

ResNet-18 Separate  28.9+ 0.5 46.8+£2.5 +17.8

5.7 Label-Pathway Interaction

How does label forwarding interact with goodness? In the matched GELU comparisons in
Table 1, burstiness outperforms SoS under both standard input-only labels and separate per-layer
label forwarding. The size of the gap depends on the pathway, so the effect of label injection and the
goodness function should be assessed together.



5.8 Cross-Dataset Generalization

How do the objectives behave across datasets? Table 6 reports single-seed results across six datasets
under the exploratory ensemble-scoring protocol. The listed configurations differ in activation and
label pathway, and therefore do not isolate goodness effects. Burstiness configurations achieve strong
accuracy across the tested datasets; matched comparisons in Tables 1 and 5 provide the controlled
tests of objective effects.

Table 6: Exploratory test accuracy (%) across six datasets (4x2000, seed 42, ensemble scoring).
Rows use different activations and label pathways.

MNIST F-MNIST CIFAR-10 USPS SVHN EMNIST

FFCL + SoS (GELU) 93.5 82.4 46.5 76.8 71.7 77.8
Std + Top-k (Swish) 90.2 78.6 37.4 82.9 57.7 66.3
FFCL + Ctrst. top-k 93.3 83.6 47.1 90.0 66.0 79.7
Std + Burstiness (Swish) 96.5 88.1 53.6 93.1 78.8 86.2
FFCL + Burstiness (GELU) 98.1 88.4 54.4 93.3 82.8 91.6
Std + Burstiness (LN-GELU) 96.9 87.7 53.3 93.9 81.7 89.0
FFCL + Burstiness (LN-GELU) 98.2 88.7 54.8 93.4 84.0 91.2
Std + Burstiness (LN-Swish) 97.2 88.0 54.3 92.7 82.1 89.1
FFCL + Burstiness (LN-Swish) 98.1 88.7 55.6 92.6 83.7 91.1

6 Analysis

Our matched results support a scoped design hypothesis: activity-shape statistics can provide useful
local learning signals beyond energy in the tested FF settings. This is an existence result, not a
necessary or sufficient condition for effective goodness, nor a universal law across architectures and
datasets. Selective statistics still retain magnitude information, whereas kurtosis removes uniform
scale.

The ICA connection is motivational: kurtosis is a classical non-Gaussianity criterion in ICA [Hyviri-
nen and Oja, 2000], but maximizing coordinate-wise kurtosis in supervised FF does not establish
independent components or perform a full ICA algorithm. Likewise, intermediate sweep optima can
arise from ordinary hyperparameter sensitivity. The constant p = 2 statistic is only a sanity check.
A falsifiable future diagnostic is an orthogonal rotation of the activation coordinates: it preserves
SoS energy while generally changing coordinate-wise kurtosis. We have not run that diagnostic or a
dedicated shape-sensitive negative control.

Activation interaction. The exploratory grid shows that the preferred activation depends on the
goodness statistic; the tuned comparison also finds a weaker SoS result with GELU than ReLU.
ReLU sparsity and smooth-activation density offer a possible interpretation, but we do not directly
measure the proposed signal-dilution mechanism. In particular, shape-sensitive objectives are not
guaranteed to eliminate background noise.

7 Discussion and Limitations

Accuracy and scope. Matched goodness-only comparisons provide the primary evidence. Pub-
lished backpropagation and FF accuracies use different pipelines and cannot be directly compared
without matching their training and evaluation protocols. The six-dataset grid remains exploratory and
mostly single-seed; only subsets receive repeated evaluation. Spatial transfer is limited to CIFAR-10
local Conv8 and ResNet-18; larger-scale generalization remains open.

Reproducibility and cost. The matched MLP and spatial tests use five seeds; the broad combina-
torial grid uses seed 42 and concatenated-ensemble scoring. Standard per-layer scoring is primary.
Candidate-label inference still requires a forward pass for each class, limiting scalability as class count
grows. In the spatial experiments burstiness increases inference time by approximately 16-21% and
training time by 24-29% over SoS under the same candidate-label protocol; these are setting-specific
costs. The statistic has no shape hyperparameter, but the training protocol still requires tuning.



Hyperparameters. Top-k and entmax each introduce one hyperparameter, but our sweeps show
FFCL configurations are remarkably robust (<2pp variation for k, <3pp for «v). Burstiness is entirely
parameter-free. The moment-p family has p€[4, 6] as a broad, stable optimum.

8 Conclusion

The choice of goodness function substantially affects Forward-Forward learning. We studied selective
objectives that focus on peak activities and shape-sensitive objectives based on normalized moments,
including burstiness, a parameter-free and scale-invariant excess-kurtosis statistic. Our experiments
show that these choices interact with activation functions and label pathways, motivating comparisons
that hold these components fixed when assessing an objective.

In validation-tuned, five-seed Fashion-MNIST experiments, burstiness improves accuracy from
73.2 +0.9% to 88.6 & 0.4% over SoS with matched ReLU activations, standard label injection, and
per-layer scoring. The advantage also persists in controlled comparisons with separate per-layer
labels and in local convolutional and residual blocks on CIFAR-10. Together, these findings show
that activity-shape statistics can provide effective local learning signals across the tested settings and
architectures.

The broader goodness-function grid and parameter sweeps reveal useful variation across objectives,
while also highlighting sensitivity to experimental choices. Future work can test shape-sensitive
objectives on larger datasets and architectures, examine their behavior under changes of activation
coordinates, and study their interaction with alternative local learning procedures and inference
strategies.
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A Experimental Details

Label embedding. Following Hinton [2022], input images are flattened to a 784-dimensional
vector and concatenated with a one-hot label vector scaled by s = 5.0, yielding a 794-dimensional
input that is L2-normalized. For FFCL, the input to the first layer uses only the 784-dimensional
image (no label concatenation), and labels are injected at every layer via the per-layer label projection
(Eq. 7).

Top-k parameter. For the 4x2000 architecture, ¥ = max(5, |0.02 x 2000|) = 40 neurons (2%
of layer width). For contrast top-k, k = max(5, [0.01 x 2000]) = 20 neurons (1%). The sparsity
sweep in §5.4 varies k from 0.25% to 20% (5 to 400 neurons).

Norm-gating. Norm-gating applies o(]/h]|) - h after activation, where o is the sigmoid function.
This rescales the activation vector based on its norm before passing to the next layer. In all experiments,
the maximum accuracy difference between norm-gate on/off (same goodness/activation) was 0.39pp;
we report the best of each pair in the main text.

Entmax computation. We use the entmax package [Correia et al., 2019] which implements a-
entmax via the bisection algorithm. For the sparsity sweep, « ranges from 1.0 (softmax) to 2.0
(sparsemax) in steps of 0.25. Entmax-weighted energy (§4.2) first applies a-entmax to the activation
vector to obtain sparse weights, then computes the weighted sum of squared activations.

External baseline implementations. Softmax-energy-margin [Shah and Tripathi, 2025]: We
implement this as g = gsos + 0.5 Gsos - (—1og Y . exp(h;/T")) with temperature 7" = 1.0 and margin
A = 0.5, where gsos is a running mean of goodness values. Game-theoretic: We implement this
as a weighted SoS where each neuron’s squared activation is weighted by its relative magnitude

wi = il /(325 1hi| +€).

Compute resources. Experiments were run on NVIDIA A100 GPUs. Each standard FF experiment
takes 30-60 seconds. Each FFCL experiment takes 35—70 seconds (the label projection adds minimal
overhead). Each entmax experiment takes 200—400 seconds due to the bisection-based entmax
computation. The exploratory suite (including all goodness functions, both label pathways, the
sparsity sweep, and both datasets) completes in approximately 4 GPU-hours.
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B MNIST Results

Table 7 presents the complete MNIST results (4x2000). On this task, the best configurations exceed
88% accuracy, and the differences between goodness functions are smaller than on Fashion-MNIST.
FFCL provides a consistent ~3—5pp lift.

Table 7: Test accuracy (%) on MNIST (4x2000), ranked by accuracy. Best of norm-gate on/off
reported for each configuration. Highlighted : burstiness variants.

#  Label Act Goodness Acc%

1 FFCL  GELU  burstiness 98.09

2 FFCL GELU  LN-burstiness 98.09

3 FFCL Swish burstiness 98.00

4 FFCL  Swish LN-burstiness 98.00

5 St Swish burstiness 96.54

6 Std Swish LN-burstiness 96.45

7 Std GELU LN-burstiness 93.64

8 FFCL GELU  SoS 93.45

9 FFCL GELU  game-theoretic 93.45
10 FFCL GELU contrast top-k 93.34
11 FFCL  GELU variance 93.22
12 FFCL  Swish game-theoretic 93.22
13 FFCL  Swish SoS 93.21
14  FFCL  Swish contrast top-k 93.14
15 FFCL GELU top-k 92.99
16 FFCL  Swish top-k 92.93
17 Std GELU burstiness 92.49
18 FFCL Swish variance 92.23
19 S GELU  LN-top-k 92.06
20 FFCL  GELU softmax-e-m 91.61
21 Std Swish LN-top-k 90.80
22 FFCL Swish softmax-e-m 90.40
23 Std GELU  top-k 90.37
24 Std Swish top-k 90.23
25 FFCL GELU  LN-top-k 89.34
26 FFCL  Swish LN-top-k 89.08
27 Std ReLU SoS (baseline) 88.76
28 FFCL  Swish entropy 88.50
29 FFCL GELU entropy 88.17
30 Std GELU  contrast top-k 86.90
31 Std Swish contrast top-k 86.45
32 Std Swish SoS 82.54
33 Std Swish game-theoretic 82.51
34 Std GELU  game-theoretic 78.06
35 Sud GELU  SoS 77.93

In this single-seed exploratory grid, FFCL + GELU + burstiness achieves 98.09% on MNIST. The
validation-tuned, five-seed MNIST comparison is reported in Table 4.
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C Complete Fashion-MNIST Results

Table 8 presents the complete ranked results for all configurations on Fashion-MNIST (4 x2000),
including both standard and FFCL label pathways.

Table 8: Complete ranked results on Fashion-MNIST (4 x2000). Best of norm-gate on/off reported.
Highlighted : burstiness variants.

#  Label Act Goodness Acc%
1 FFCL GELU burstiness 88.41
2 FFCL GELU  LN-burstiness 88.41
3 FFCL Swish burstiness 88.21
4 FFCL Swish LN-burstiness 88.21
5 Std Swish LN-burstiness 88.11
6 Std Swish burstiness 88.07
7 Std GELU  burstiness 87.15
8 Std GELU LN-burstiness 87.14
9 FFCL GELU contrast top-k 83.59

10 FFCL  Swish contrast top-k 83.55

11 Std GELU  LN-top-k 83.28
12 FFCL  Swish top-k 82.93
13 FFCL  Swish LN-top-k 82.75
14 Std Swish LN-top-k 82.71
15 FFCL GELU top-k 82.65
16 FFCL GELU  game-theoretic 82.38
17  FFCL  GELU  SoS 82.38
18 FFCL GELU  LN-top-k 82.25
19 FFCL  Swish game-theoretic 82.18
20 FFCL  Swish SoS 82.17
21 FFCL GELU  softmax-e-m 81.89
22 FFCL  GELU  variance 81.74
23 FFCL  Swish variance 81.29
24 FFCL  Swish softmax-e-m 80.98
25 FFCL  Swish entropy 80.43
26 FFCL  GELU entropy 79.93
27  Std Swish top-k 79.03
28  Std GELU  top-k 77.65
29  Std GELU  contrast top-k 70.49
30 Std Swish softmax-e-m 69.85
31 Std GELU  softmax-e-m 68.72
32 Std Swish contrast top-k 67.99
33 Std Swish entropy 67.39
34 Std GELU  entropy 66.07
35  Std GELU  variance 61.55
36 Std GELU  SoS 61.43
37 Std GELU  game-theoretic 61.37
38 Std Swish variance 60.72
40  Std Swish SoS 55.99
41 Std Swish game-theoretic 55.99

Burstiness and LN-burstiness occupy all top-8 positions. This table does not include entmax or
moment-p results, which are presented in the sweep (Table 9). When sweep results are included,
FFCL + moment-p=©6 (89.04%) takes the overall top position, with FFCL + moment-p=>5 (88.55%)
and FFCL + burstiness (88.41%) closely following.
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D Sparsity Sweep: Full Results
Table 9 presents the complete numerical results from the sparsity sweep (Figure 1).

Table 9: Complete sweep results on Fashion-MNIST (4 x 2000, GELU, no norm-gate).

(a) k-sweep (b) a-sweep (c) Moment-p sweep
Ek (%) Std  FFCL « Std  FFCL P Std  FFCL
025 7097  83.13 1.00 7444  23.60* 2 10.57*  10.00*
05 6540  83.42 125  84.87 86.77 3 86.29 85.15
1 7049 8359 1.50  85.08 87.12 4 86.98 88.41
2 7171 83.63 175 8221 85.36 5 87.96 88.55
5 7177 8342 200 7836 84.41 6 86.74 89.04
10  68.08 83.10 8 73.89 84.54
20 69.18  81.89 Range! 6.72 271
Range 14.07 4.50
Range 6.37 1.74 *Diverged. TExcl. a=1.

* Constant-statistic sanity check. T Excl. p=2.

Key observations. (1) FFCL is dramatically more robust than standard FF across all three sweep
axes: FFCL ranges are 1.74pp (k), 2.71pp (), and 4.50pp (p, excl. p = 2), compared to 6.37pp,
6.72pp, and 14.07pp for standard. (2) The k£ sweep has a broad FFCL plateau; o and p have
intermediate optima. (3) The moment-p sweep reveals the highest absolute accuracies (89.04% at
p = 6 for FFCL), showing the strongest result within this exploratory sweep. (4) At p = 2 the
normalized statistic is constant by construction, so chance accuracy is a sanity check.
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E Burstiness: Detailed Results

Table 10 presents a detailed breakdown of burstiness results across all activation and label-pathway
combinations on Fashion-MNIST (4 x2000).

Table 10: Burstiness variants on Fashion-MNIST (4 <2000, best of norm-gate on/off). LN-burstiness
is an equivalent numerical implementation, not a distinct objective. Raw runs are retained here for
traceability. LN-GELU and LN-Swish activations improve over GELU/Swish with FFCL.

Label Act. Goodness Acc%
FFCL LN-GELU LN-burstiness 88.71
FFCL LN-GELU burstiness 88.69
FFCL  LN-Swish  burstiness 88.68
FFCL LN-Swish  LN-burstiness 88.66
FFCL GELU burstiness 88.41
FFCL GELU LN-burstiness 88.41
FFCL  Swish burstiness 88.21
FFCL  Swish LN-burstiness 88.21
Std Swish LN-burstiness 88.11
Std Swish burstiness 88.07
Std LN-Swish  burstiness 87.98

Std LN-Swish  LN-burstiness 87.98
Std LN-GELU LN-burstiness 87.67

Std LN-GELU burstiness 87.66
Std GELU burstiness 87.15
Std GELU LN-burstiness 87.14

Key observations. (1) LayerNorm before kurtosis is mathematically redundant for nonzero vari-
ance; small numerical differences in these runs are not evidence for a separate method. (2) Pre-
activation normalization (LN-GELU, LN-Swish) consistently outperforms plain GELU/Swish with
FFCL: LN-GELU reaches 88.71% and LN-Swish 88.68%, vs. 88.41% for GELU and 88.21% for
Swish. For standard FF, LN-Swish (87.98%) slightly trails Swish (88.07%) but beats LN-GELU
(87.66%) and GELU (87.15%). (3) The label-pathway interaction varies by activation in this single-
seed grid.
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