arXiv:2310.14395v2 [cond-mat.stat-mech] 30 Nov 2023

Universal representation by Boltzmann machines with Regularised Axons

Przemysław R. Grzybowski,^{1, 2, ∗} Antoni Jankiewicz,^2 Eloy Piñol,^1 David Cirauqui,^{1, 3} Dorota H. Grzybowska, Paweł M. Petrykowski, Miguel Ángel García-March,^4 Maciej Lewenstein,^{1, 5} Gorka Muñoz-Gil,^6 and Alejandro Pozas-Kerstjens^{7, 8, 9} 1ICFO - Institut de Ciències Fotòniques, The Barcelona Institute of Science and Technology, 08860 Castelldefels (Barcelona), Spain 2Institute of Spintronics and Quantum Information, Faculty of Physics, Adam Mickiewicz University, Umultowska 85, 61-614 Poznań, Poland 3Quside Technologies SL, Mediterranean Technology Park, 08860 Castelldefels (Barcelona), Spain 4Instituto Universitario de Matemática Pura y Aplicada, Universitat Politècnica de València, 46022 València, Spain 5ICREA - Institució Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avançats, E-08010 Barcelona, Spain 6Institute for Theoretical Physics, University of Innsbruck, Technikerstr. 21a, A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria 7Group of Applied Physics, University of Geneva, 1211 Geneva 4, Switzerland 8Constructor University, Geneva, Switzerland 9Instituto de Ciencias Matemáticas (CSIC-UAM-UC3M-UCM), 28049 Madrid, Spain

It is widely known that Boltzmann machines are capable of representing arbitrary probability distributions over the values of their visible neurons, given enough hidden ones. However, sampling –and thus training– these models can be numerically hard. Recently we proposed a regularisation of the connections of Boltzmann machines, in order to control the energy landscape of the model, paving a way for efficient sampling and training. Here we formally prove that such regularised Boltzmann machines preserve the ability to represent arbitrary distributions. This is in conjunction with controlling the number of energy local minima, thus enabling easy guided sampling and training. Furthermore, we explicitly show that regularised Boltzmann machines can store exponentially many arbitrarily correlated visible patterns with perfect retrieval, and we connect them to the Dense Associative Memory networks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Energy-based models are an attractive option for generative unsupervised [1, 2] and supervised learning [3]. Among them, two closely related models, classical Hopfield networks [4] and Boltzmann machines (BMs) [5], have played a paradigmatic role in the development of the field. The first serve as associative memory models, allowing for the storage and dynamical retrieval of system configurations, also known as patterns. However their storage capacity is proportional to the number of neurons N [6], and therefore cannot represent arbitrary probability distributions over all the 2^N configurations of neurons. The addition of latent (or hidden) neurons led to BMs, which can be universal approximators of any probability distribution for the configurations of visible binary neurons [7]. Furthermore the shallow version of these models, called restricted BMs (RBM) [8, 9], was proven to be easily trainable, and thus became standard elements of many larger networks such as deep belief networks [10]. Unfortunately, training deep BMs [11] requires substantial numerical effort because sampling these models is hard. Although some advanced Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have been adopted for that end, such as Coupled Adaptive Simulated Tempering [12], deep BMs are less widely used than RBMs

∗ Correspondence should be addressed to grzyb@amu.edu.pl

despite their potential advantage in learning data features.

Recently, Ref. [13] proposed to regularise the weights (axons) of BMs in order to control the energy landscape of the model, and ultimately to ease its sampling and training. This is achieved by building the model’s weights from combinations of a set of patterns, similar to the Hebbian weights in Hopfield networks. Then, it is these patterns, instead of the weights, who constitute the trainable parameters of the model. The inspiration for this regularisation stems from controlling the “spin frustration” of the model, as well as making the weight matrix similar to that of successfully trained BMs [14, 15]. The successful regularisation of weights should result in a controlled number of energy local minima, such that the patterns are (or are close to) low-energy states of the model. Therefore, the information about patterns should allow for an effective guided sampling of the model at low temperatures. This hypothesis was empirically verified in Ref. [13] for several benchmark data sets. Yet, the values that weights can take in a regularised BM (RA-BM, using the terminology of [13]) is a strict subset of the values that weights of unregularized BMs can take. This motivates the question of the real representation power of regularised BMs.

In this work, we present a formal proof that regularised BMs can represent arbitrary probability distributions over the values of their visible binary neurons. In addition to this, and importantly, we formally prove the intuitions verified in [13] regarding sampling: RA-

BMs can always have easy pattern-guided (or PID, in the terminology of [13]) sampling. These results allow us to prove that the construction of weights from patterns in BMs can work very differently from the Hebbian weights of the Hopfield networks. In the standard Hopfield model (cf. [16]), patterns are uncorrelated and are recovered faithfully only if their number is smaller than 0.14N [17, 18]. Furthermore, in Hopfield networks, additional minima corresponding to “spurious states” arise from mixed patterns.

A simple “signal-to-noise” estimation [16], or an estimate based on Random Matrix Theory [19] shows that storage capacity in the Hopfield model with Hebbian rule is also non-zero and proportional to N. In fact, various kinds of correlated patterns have been considered in the literature: “spatially” [19–23], “semantically” [19, 21], and “symmetry invariant” [24] correlated patterns. These papers, with the exception of [19], mostly focused on optimal storage capacity using Gardner’s approach [6], but the techniques used clearly indicate that similar calculation is feasible for the problem of storage capacity of the Hopfield model with the Hebbian rule with correlated patterns, at least for weak correlations [25]. We stress, however, that here, we show that for BMs at low temperatures, patterns can be perfectly stored even if they are arbitrarily strongly correlated in their visible part. For structured data, one can consider two-layered network as in the Bidirectional Associative Memories (BAM), introduced by Kurchan et al. in the 1990s [26] which exhibit increased storage capacity than analogous Hopfield network with Hebbian rule, in case of data asymmetry. These results has been generalized recently to finite temperature [27]. Seemingly the mathematical form of BAM networks is similar to RA-RBMs. Yet storage capacity of uncorrelated patterns for BAM and Hopfield models alike is bound by 2N [6] (i.e. is linear). The use of latent (hidden) units in BMs allows to overcome this limitation. Here we prove that RA-RBMs can store the number of patterns as large as 2^V , where V is the number of visible neurons. We also prove the absence of spurious states at low temperatures irrespective of patterns correlations. Interestingly, these properties resemble Dense Associative Memory networks or modern Hopfield networks [2, 28–30]. Indeed, should one marginalize a BM over its hidden neurons, the result would be a network consisting only of V visible neurons with multi-spin interactions, in the spirit of Refs. [28, 31]. Should one marginalize an RA-BM over hidden neurons, the resulting network, at low temperatures, can have the exponential capacity for storage and perfect retrieval of arbitrarily correlated patterns. In this sense, BMs with regularized weights are related to the embeddings of Dense Associative Memory networks in a set of two-body interaction models [29].

The work is organized as follows: in Section II we discuss related literature; in Section III we set the notation and definitions for the rest of the manuscript; Section IV contains the main body of the work, presenting the model construction and proving the relevant theorems, which are discussed in detail in Section V; finally, Section VI contains a summary of the results and an outlook of their impact.

II. RELATED WORK

In general, the representational power of BMs depends on its construction, i.e. the number of hidden neurons and the topology of their connections, as well as on the correlations in the data set that should be learnt. For restricted BMs it is known that: (i) each hidden unit can model the probability of one visible configuration (called also “elementary event”) [32]; (ii) each hidden unit can model the probability of two visible configurations of Hamming distance one [33]; (iii) each hidden unit can model a block of correlated visible configurations with weighted probability distribution [34]. The representational power of restricted BMs was also considered from the perspective of its representation efficiency [35]. In the most challenging scenario, i.e. when visible configurations are assigned random probabilities, the information about the dataset’s probability distribution cannot be compressed and the BM needs, in order to properly represent the data, about 2^V (where V is the number of visible binary neurons) parameters. This entails the need of a number of hidden neurons exponential in V , H ∼ 2^V , if one aims to represent any probability distribution. Additionally, in such worst-case scenario, deep BMs do not show any representational advantage over restricted machines, as there are no features which can be abstracted nor any underlying structure can be learned.

The RAPID approach developed in Ref. [13], primarily consisting in a regularisation of weights (RA), aims at controlling the energy landscape of the model and with it the associated sampling difficulty. Since the phase space is exponentially large with respect to the total number of neurons N, sampling is usually performed by some version of MCMC simulation. In the case of random independent weights (which is a standard way to initialise the BM models [36]), BMs and classical Hopfield models are equivalent to the non-planar Ising spin-glass model [37]. Such systems, at low temperatures, exist in a spin-glass phase where sampling is an NP-complete problem [38]. This complexity can be traced back to the existence of an exponential number of energy local minima (with respect to N), with comparable low energies and separated by high-energy barriers.

The regularisation in RAPID controls the number of low-energy minima by building the weights form patterns, such that: i) patterns should be proxies for configurations corresponding to low-energy minima; and ii) the total number of minima should be proportional to the number of patterns. Yet, the mathematical form of the Hebbian weights alone does not suffice to guarantee any of these claims. This is evident in case of classical Hopfield networks, where the system enters a spin-glass phase with exponentially many minima if the number of patterns is greater that 0.14N [17, 18]. Therefore, first we present Theorem 1 stating that the RAPID regularisation of BMs can perfectly memorise an arbitrary number of patterns with arbitrarily correlated visible parts. To this end we present an explicit mathematical construction for a weight-regularised restricted BM whose only energy minima are the aforementioned patterns (in other words, allowing for perfect pattern retrieval). Importantly, these properties also assure that pattern-guided sampling relevant for regularised BMs can be fast, efficient and precise. We prove in Theorem 2 that in such construction one can assign arbitrary probabilities to configurations associated with patterns, using only as many hidden variables as patterns. This statement draws similarities to those used in the proofs of universal representability of RBMs [32], which showed that each hidden unit can model the probability of one visible configuration.

III. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATION

Let us begin by recalling standard restricted BMs, consisting of a bipartite structure with V visible neurons–of which a given configuration is denoted by v = {v_j }^V_{j=1} ∈ {−1, 1}^V –and H hidden neurons–for which a configuration is denoted by h = {h_α}^H_{α=1} ∈ {−1, 1}^H –, with every neuron in each layer connected to all the neurons in the other, and no neuron connected to any other in the same layer. From now onward we use the convention that roman subindices always enumerate from 1 to V while greek subindices always enumerate from 1 to H. Each configuration is assigned an energy via

E(v, h) = − V∑ j=1 H∑ α=1 v_j W_{j,α}h_α − V∑ j=1 b_j v_j − H∑ α=1 c_αh_α, (1)

where θ = (W , b, c) are the parameters of the model. The weight matrix W describes couplings between neurons and the vectors b and c describe biases (or, in the context of statistical physics, external fields) acting on, respectively, visible and hidden neurons. The energy function enables to assign probabilities to system configurations according to the Boltzmann distribution: P_θ(v, h) = e^{−Eθ(v,h)} ∑ v,h e^{−Eθ (v,h)} , (2)

which upon marginalisation over hidden variables gives the probability of the model producing a given visible configuration:

P_θ(v) = ∑ h e^{−Eθ (v,h)} ∑ v,h e^{−Eθ (v,h)} . (3)

The general task of learning with restricted BMs is defined as finding appropriate parameters θ such that P_θ captures the probability distribution underlying some dataset.

For a more detailed study of the representative power of regularised RBMs, in our construction we define as Ω the subset of visible configurations for which the probability distribution will be modeled, i.e. the training dataset. We refer to v ∈ Ω as represented configurations and, for reasons that will become evident later on, we will choose the number of hidden neurons to satisfy H = |Ω|. Also it will prove convenient to label represented configurations with greek superindices as v^α, i.e. Ω = {v^α}^H_{α=1}. For every visible configuration v there is exactly one configuration which is its inversion, −v. We will use the notation α and −α to refer to a pair of mutually inverted configurations in Ω, v^α and −v^α. For the dot product between two visible represented configurations indexed α and β we use the shorthand: S_{α,β} = v^α· v^β = ∑ j v^α_j v^β_j . (4)

We will use the fact that values of S_{α,β} form a set of integers between −V and V (included) with increment of 2. Finally, by v^′ we will denote an arbitrary visible configuration that is not represented i.e. v^′ ∉ Ω.

Since the number of local minima of the energy function will play an important role in our considerations, let us introduce a bound:

Lemma 1. For any restricted BM the number of local minima of the energy function is bounded from above by min(2^V , 2^H ).

Proof. Consider system configurations of the form (x, h) where the visible configuration is fixed to some v = x while h is arbitrary. The energy of configuration (x, h) reads: E(x, h) = − H∑ α=1 ( V∑ j=1 x_j W_{j,α} + c_α)h_α + C_0, (5)

where C_0 = − ∑_V j=1 b_j x_j does not depend on h. The energy depends on h through a sum over the values of the hidden neurons multiplied by effective fields of strength ( ∑_V j=1 x_j W_{j,α} + c_α). The lowest-energy configuration of the form (x, h) is thus attained by having the hidden neurons align with their respective effective fields. The corresponding configuration belongs to a possible local minimum of the energy: if some effective fields are zero, there are several configurations with the same energy, all pertaining to one possible local minimum. Whenever a given possible local minimum is indeed a minimum, there can be no other local energy minima among system configurations of the form (x, h). This is because any configuration of the form (x, h) with hidden spins not aligned to their respective effective local fields can have energy lowered by single spin-flips of those hidden spins. In other words, there is at most one local minimum per visible configuration. Since there are 2^V visible configurations and any configuration has to have a visible part, we get a bound of 2^V on the number of local minima of the energy function. Due to the bipartite structure of RBMs, the same analysis can be performed for system configurations when the hidden neurons are fixed and the visible neurons are free, obtaining in that case the bound of 2^H .

As commented in Section I, Ref. [13] introduced a method to control the number of energy minima of restricted BMs by regularizing the weight matrix W . This was achieved by constructing W from a set of system configurations, called patterns, {ξ^η ∈ {−1, 1}^{V +H} }^K_{η=1}:

W_{j,α} = A K∑ η=1 ξ^η_j ξ^η_α, (6)

where ξ^η_j and ξ^η_α are the values of visible and hidden neurons in pattern ξ^η, pertaining to sites j and α respectively. The total number of patterns is denoted as K. The amplitude A adjusts the typical size of the weights, therefore it also controls the “temperature”. Values A > 1 correspond to low effective temperatures, while values A < 1 denote high effective temperatures. While the visible parts of the patterns can be related to the data, the hidden parts are not (in contrast, in Hopfield models all patterns are related to the data being modeled), and their only role is to structure the energy landscape. In practice, when training restricted BMs where Eq. (6) applies the trainable parameters are not the weights W but the patterns ξ^η. However, in the construction that we present here we will match the visible parts of the patterns to the represented visible configurations, and then choose the hidden parts accordingly.

IV. CONSTRUCTION AND PROOFS

This section contains the core of the work, namely (i) the proofs that the restricted machines proposed in Ref. [13] have the ability of universal approximation, and (ii) its connection to Dense Associative Memories.

In order to begin, we impose a reflection symmetry constraint on the set of represented visible configurations Ω: v ∈ Ω ⇔ −v ∈ Ω. This is, we consider the case where visible configurations are represented in pairs, labeled α, −α. Although this may initially seem to be a restriction in the families of models that we consider, the probabilities that are assigned, P_θ(v^α) and P_θ(−v^α), can be different and arbitrary. Therefore, this choice merely simplifies calculations at the cost of a possible (linear) overhead in terms of hidden neurons. This overhead may arise if, for some pair of configurations, P_{data}(v^α) ≫ P_{data}(−v^α) because data configurations with very low probability are usually not modeled. Still, our construction requires the additional hidden unit for −v^α. Note, nonetheless, that the overhead vanishes when we consider the worst-case scenario for data, where all configurations in {−1, +1}^V have non-zero probability.

We now proceed to give a construction that allows to assign, to any dataset Ω = {v^η}^H_{η=1} such that v ∈ Ω ⇔ −v ∈ Ω and with associated probabilities given by P_{data}(v^η ), an expression of such distribution in the form of Eq. (3) with the weight matrix satisfying Eq. (6). Without loss of generality, we set amplitude A > 0, visible biases to zero, b = 0, and choose the number of hidden neurons and patterns K = H = |Ω|. We also choose the patterns to have the values:

ξ^η_j = v^η_j , ξ^η_α = 2δ_{αη} − 1, (7)

where δ_{ab} is the Kronecker delta. The visible part of pattern ξ^η is set to the represented data configuration v^η whose probability we aim to model. The hidden part of the pattern ξ^η, to which we will refer as h^η , has uniform values −1 except for the site η, making the hidden parts of the patterns strongly correlated. We choose this form of hidden parts of patterns for convenience in the proofs, but they can be chosen in many ways, depending on the particular construction.

Using this condition and substituting Eq. (7) into weight W_{j,α} given by Eq. (6) we find that, for every pair of represented configurations, β and −β, that is not the pair {α, −α}, the corresponding contributions to W_{j,α} have opposite signs on visible site j (i.e. ξ^β_j = −ξ^{−β}_j ) but the same sign on hidden site α (this is, ξ^β_α = ξ^{−β}_α = −1). In result, the sum of the contributions to W_{j,α} from such pair is zero. Only the pair {α, −α} has a non-zero contribution to W_{j,α}, resulting in

W_{j,α} = A(v^α_j − v^{−α}_j ) = 2Av^α_j . (8)

This is, all weights take values ±2A. Next, we re-scale hidden biases by the same factor 2A and express them as: c_α = 2A(λ_α − V ), (9)

imposing the additional constraint^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 . The consequences and the reasons for this constraint will become clear later on.

In the following we prove five important properties related to the construction we propose. Properties 1, 2 and 3 assert that its regularisation is effective in controlling the local minima structure of the model. Additionally, as we formally state in Theorem 1, this can be seen as a proof of the storage power of general regularised BMs. Then, properties 4 and 5 allow us to give a proof of universal representability of general regularised RBMs, formulated in Theorem 2. In this section, we focus mostly on the technical aspects of these properties and theorems, while general discussion is deferred to Section V.

Property 1. The patterns given by Eq. (7) of the regularised RBM model given by Eqs. (5)-(6) are local minima of the associated energy function.

Proof. The proof will rely on showing that any single spin flip from any given pattern, ξ^η = (v^η , h^η ), increases its energy. First consider the energy of any configuration (v^η , h) where h is arbitrary. Using Eqs. (8) and (9) we get E(v^η , h) = − ∑ j,α W_{j,α}v^η_j h_α − ∑ α c_αh_α = − ∑ j,α 2Av^α_j v^η_j h_α − ∑ α c_αh_α = − ∑ α 2A ( S_{α,η} − V + λ_α ) h_α. (10)

Note that this is a sum of the values of the hidden neurons multiplied by local effective fields given by 2A(S_{α,η} −V + λ_α). For α ≠ η we have S_{α,η} − V ≤ −2 and since^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 , the local field is negative. In contrast, for α = η the local field reduces to λ_η , which is positive. Therefore, there is only one hidden configuration, (h|v^η )_{min}, that minimizes E(v^η , h) by aligning to local fields, namely

(h_α|v^η )_{min} = 2δ_{αβ} − 1 ≡ ξ^η_α, (11)

that is, the hidden neuron configuration contained in the pattern η. Furthermore, flipping the hidden spin h_α in the pattern η results in a configuration with energy increased by twice the magnitude of the local effective field acting at site α: ΔE = 4A | S_{α,η} − V + λ_α |> 3A. (12) This inequality follows from^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 and holds regardless of α ≠ η or α = η.

Consider now the energy of any configuration (v, h^η ) where v is arbitrary. Using Eqs. (7), (8) and (9) we find: E(v, h^η ) = − ∑ j,α W_{j,α}v_j (2δ_{αη} − 1) − ∑ α c_α(2δ_{αη} − 1) = − ∑ j 4Av^η_j v_j + ∑ j,α 2Av^α_j v_j − ∑ α c_α(2δ_{αη} − 1). (13)

The second term is zero since every pair of mutually inverted, represented, visible configurations, α and −α, have opposite signs on the visible site j. Note also that the third term does not depend on the configuration v. The first term is a sum over the values of the visible neurons, v_j , multiplied by local effective fields given by 4Av^η_j . Therefore, there is only one visible configuration (v|h^η )_{min} that minimizes E(v, h^η ), namely the one obtained by aligning to the local fields:

(v_j |h^η)_{min} = v^η_j . (14)

This is the configuration of the visible neurons contained in the pattern η. Flipping the visible spin v_j in pattern η results in configuration with energy increased by twice the magnitude of the local effective field acting at site j, namely

ΔE = 8A | v^η_j |= 8A. (15)

Property 2. For a given visible, not-represented configuration v^′ /∈ Ω, the lowest energy attainable by configurations of the form (v^′, h), where h is arbitrary, is equal to E_0 = −2A ∑ α(V − λ_α). Proof. Using Eqs. (8) and (9) we get: E(v^′, h) = − ∑ j,α W_{j,α}v^′_j h_α − ∑ α c_αh_α = − ∑ j,α 2Av^α_j v^′_j h_α − ∑ α c_αh_α = − ∑ α 2A ( v^′ · v^α − V + λ_α ) h_α. (16)

Again, we find a sum over values of hidden neurons multiplied by local effective fields given by 2A(v^′ ·v^α −V +λ_α). Since v^α ≠ v^′ for any α we have v^′ · v^α − V ≤ −2. In combination with^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 , we see that all local fields are negative. Therefore, there is only one hidden configuration (h|v^′)_{min} that minimizes E(v^′, h) by aligning to local fields, which has elements (h_α|v^′)_{min} = −1 for all α. We denote such hidden configuration as −e.

Let us now consider the energy of configuration (v, −e) where v is arbitrary. Using Eqs. (8) and (9) we get: E(v, −e) = − ∑ j,α W_{j,α}v_j (−1) − ∑ α c_α(−1) = ∑ j,α 2Av^α_j v_j + ∑ α 2A ( λ_α − V )

= 2A ∑ α v^α · v + E_0 = E_0, (17)

where E_0 = −2A ∑ α(V − λ_α). With the condition 3 4 < λ_α <^5_4 we see that E_0 < 0 if V ≥ 2. The first term in the last line of Eq. (17) is zero due to cancellations between every pair of mutually inverted, represented, visible configurations. Note that the energy of configuration (v, −e) does not depend on v. This implies that E_0 is the smallest energy attainable by the configurations of the form (v^′, h).

Property 3. There are no other local minima of the energy function in the regularised RBM model of Eqs. (5)- (6) than the patterns given by Eq. (7).

Proof. For this proof we will use properties 1 and 2 to consider two complementary cases: the case of the form (v^η , h) for any η and where h is arbitrary, and the case of the form (v^′, h) for any v^′ and where h is again arbitrary.

In the first case, using Eqs. (10)-(11), we conclude that pattern ξ^η is the only configuration whose energy is a local minimum among all configurations of the form (v^η , h).

In the second case, from Eq. (16) we conclude that among all the configurations of the form (v^′, h), only the configuration (v^′, −e) can be a candidate for a local minimum of the energy. However, this configuration is not a local minimum because we can lower the energy of the system by a sequence of single spin flips, starting from configuration (v^′, −e), without ever increasing energy during that process. As shown by Property 2 and Eq. (17), the energy of the configuration (v^′, −e) is equal to E_0, and so is the energy of any other configuration of the form (v, −e). Therefore, using single visible-spin flips we can transition, with no energy cost, to configuration (v^η , −e) for some η. The latter differs from pattern ξ^η = (v^η , h^η) only in the hidden spin at position η. Since pattern ξ^η is a local minimum by Property 1, any configuration differing by a single spin flip must have higher energy. Thus, flipping the hidden spin at position η in configuration (v^η , −e) must lower its energy.

From the properties above, we introduce now our first main result:

Theorem 1. A Boltzmann machine with regularised weights as in Eq. (6) can perfectly memorise any set of visible configurations Ω that satisfies v ∈ Ω ⇔ −v ∈ Ω. For that it suffices to use |Ω| hidden neurons, i.e. one hidden unit per memorised visible configuration.

Proof. Here perfect memorisation of the set is understood as the storage and the perfect retrieval of any of it elements. Since Ω contains only visible configurations, we use these as the visible parts of system configurations. More concretely, the configurations we choose are the set of all patterns given by Eq. (7) whose visible parts match the elements of Ω. Furthermore we set all λ_α =^6_5 .

Without loss of generality it is sufficient to consider regularised RBMs since every general BM can be reduced to an RBM. The construction proposed here enables perfect memorisation of the set Ω. This is, under zerotemperature Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) dynamics: (i) if the visible part of a configuration is stored in the model, it will not change, (ii) if the visible part of a configuration is not stored in the model, it will change randomly under MCMC dynamics until a stored configuration is reached, (iii) for a configuration η whose visible part is stored except for a single undetermined spin (i.e., v_j = 0 for one single j), the dynamics can be used to retrieve the stored visible configuration. For this point we explicitly assume that there is no other stored configuration η^′ that differs from η only at site j, since this information already determines the value of v_j for η.

For showing (i), we note that if the current configuration is equal to one of the patterns, Property 1 ensures that its energy is a local minimum of Eq. (5), and hence it is also a fixed point of the zero-temperature MCMC dynamics. Further, consider starting in a configuration where the visible part matches a memorised configuration η, (v^η , h), but the hidden part is arbitrary. Using

Gibbs sampling, after the first sampling of hidden variables these align with the local fields (recall Eq. (10)) and the hidden configuration changes into the hidden part of pattern η (Eq. (11)). Thus, the configuration is now pattern η, and we reached a fixed point of the dynamics. Note that only the hidden part of the original configuration has changed.

For demonstrating (ii), consider any configuration whose visible part is not a memorised state, (v^′, h), and the hidden part is arbitrary. After sampling the hidden neurons for the first time, they align with local fields (recall Eq. (16)), so the hidden configuration becomes −e. Since the energy of any system configuration of the form (v, −e) with arbitrary v is always E_0 per Property 2, there is no energy gradient for the subsequent sampling of visible neurons, leading to a random visible configuration. If such random visible configuration happens to match a stored visible configuration we arrive at point (i). Otherwise, we obtain a new state of the form (v^′, h), where now h = −e but v^′ is still not memorised. Repeating the Gibbs sampling procedure eventually leads to a stored configuration.

For proving (iii), consider a visible input v_{in} that is equal to v^η for some η except for a single undetermined visible spin at position j. This is, the value of this spin is 0. Note that this is not a valid configuration (recall that v_j ∈ {−1, 1}), but can be set as starting point for MCMC dynamics. Consider now the energy of the input configuration (v_{in}, h) whose hidden part is arbitrary:

E(v_{in}, h) = − ∑ α 2A ( v_{in} · v^α − V + λ_α ) h_α. (18)

This has the form of a sum over the value s of hidden neurons multiplied by local effective fields given by v_{in} · v^α − V + λ_α. The value of v_{in} · v^α − V is equal to −1 for α = η (the j-th site contributes 0 to the scalar product) and is no greater than −3 for any α ≠ η. After the first sampling of hidden neurons, these align with local fields that are negative for all α ≠ η except for α = η. In this case, as we constrained λ_α =^6_5 , the local fields are positive. Therefore, the configuration of the hidden neurons changes into h^η , the hidden part of pattern η. Then, the subsequent sampling of the visible neurons will restore the visible configuration v^η according to Eq. (13), and the whole system will have reached a fixed point of the dynamics.

Next, we introduce two new properties which will help us to show that one can assign arbitrary probabilities to the memorised patterns. We introduce also the symbol E to denote the energy of a pattern, i.e., E_η ≡ E(v^η , (h|v^η )_{min}).

Property 4. The difference in energy between patterns, and their probability ratios, depends only on differences of parameters λ multiplied by 4A and read:

E_α − E_β = 4A(λ_β − λ_α),

P (ξ^α) P (ξ^β ) = e^{−Eα} e^{−Eβ} = e^{−4A(λβ −λα)}. (19) Proof. Let us explicitly write the energy of a pattern η using last line of Eq. (10):

E_η ≡ E(v^η , (h|v^η )_{min}) = − ∑ α 2A ( S_{α,η} − V + λ_α ) (2δ_{αη} − 1)

= −4Aλ_η + ∑ α 2A ( S_{α,η} − V + λ_α )

= −4Aλ_η + E_0, (20)

where we used the fact that ∑ α S_{α,η} = 0 due to cancellations occurring in pairs of mutually inverted, represented, visible configurations. Then, Equation (19) follows directly from Eq. (20) and Eq. (2).

Property 5. The energy of any pattern is lower than the energy of any non-pattern configuration by a magnitude of, at least, A.

Proof. Following Eq. (20) and using the constraint^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 for any α, we conclude that the energies of all patterns are located in an energy band between E_0 − 5A and E_0 − 3A.

As in the proof of Property 3, we consider separately the case where the configuration has the form (v^η, h) for any η and h is arbitrary, and case where the configuration is of the form (v^′, h) for any v^′ and h is arbitrary.

In the first case we can use the results of the proof of Property 1, namely that (i) pattern η has the lowest energy among states (v^η , h), and (ii) the energies of hiddenspin excitations above pattern η are given by Eq. (12). Taking into account that the energy band of patterns has width 2A, all the energies of hidden-spin excitations above pattern η lay at least A above the energy band of patterns.

In the second case, Property 2 states that the lowest energy among configurations (v^′, h) is equal to E_0. This is 3A above the energy band of patterns.

With these two properties, we can now formulate and proof a theorem of universal representability.

Theorem 2. Consider an arbitrary probability distribution, P_{data}(v), whose domain Ω is an arbitrary set of configurations v ∈ {−1, 1}^V of V binary neurons, satisfying v ∈ Ω ⇔ −v ∈ Ω. A Boltzmann machine with V visible neurons, H = |Ω| hidden neurons, and weights built from patterns as in Eq. (6) can model arbitrarily close such probability distribution using K = |Ω| patterns, while having exactly H energy local minima given by the corresponding patterns.

Proof. The set of all patterns given by Eq. (7) whose visible parts match elements of Ω suffices to represent all required visible configurations in our regularised RBM model. Therefore one can make probabilities of all other system configurations negligible, which we achieve by taking the limint A ≫ 1. Indeed, Property 5 states that patterns are energetically separate from all other configurations of the regularised RBM by an energy gap no smaller than A. Therefore, by making A large enough (which means having a temperature low enough), we can make the probabilities of all neuron configurations other than patterns to be arbitrarily close to zero. Also, from Property 4 we can conclude that for large enough A, any finite ratio of pattern probabilities can be modelled by appropriately choosing the λ_α within the allowed range^3_4 < λ_α <^5_4 . One can assign the values of the λ_α by proceeding in a recursive manner, similar to the approach in Ref. [32]. Namely, one chooses a value of λ_1, then adjusts λ_2 so that the ratio P_θ(v^1)/P_θ(v^2) matches P (v^1)/P (v^2), etcetera. Therefore, for large enough A, our regularised RBM construction can be arbitrarily close to any probability distribution for visible configurations.

V. DISCUSSION

From the theorems proved in the preceding section follow a number of important features. We discuss these and their connection to other topics in the field below.

The regularisation of weights through formula Eq. (6) using patterns is the central feature of RAPID BMs. Superficially, the patterns used resemble the patterns in classical Hopfield networks. However, they work in a markedly different way. In our construction, Properties 1-3 show that patterns given by Eq. (7) are the only local minima of the energy function of the resulting BM, irrespective of the number of patterns (except for the condition for the set Ω) and of the correlations of their visible parts. Furthermore, from Theorem 1 it follows that regularised BMs, at low temperature, have exponential capacity for memorisation of visible configurations. This results seem unusual from the point of using patterns in classical Hopfield networks, but are similar to modern Hopfield networks [2]. Therefore we first discuss the different way patterns work in all these models.

A. Patterns in Boltzmann machines vs. patterns in Hopfield networks

As mentioned in Section I, the Hebbian formula (6) used for weight regularisation does not guarantee by itself an effective control over the number of local minima of the energy function (1). In the case of classical Hopfield networks, weights made from random patterns lead to two distinct phases at low temperatures (i.e., large weights). These are the “retrieval” phase and the spinglass phase, depending on whether the number of patterns is smaller or greater than a critical value, around 0.14N [17, 18]. In the retrieval phase the patterns that build the weights are “memorised”. This means that configurations of the fixed points of the MCMC dynamics of the system are sufficiently close to the patterns, and so a reasonably faithful retrieval of patterns configurations is possible.

Perfect memorisation is realised only for a very small number of patterns. This can be understood by looking at Eq. (6): If one has just a single pattern, the weights are correlated such the product of weights for any closed path in a graph describing the network is positive (there is no “spin frustration”). This means that one can easily find the ground state of the model by starting from any site and aligning the remaining spins such that every pairwise interaction is energetically minimised. Such ground state is the chosen pattern or its perfect inversion.

As the number of patterns grows, the minima belonging to “spurious states” (composed by pattern hybridisation) appear and proliferate. Still, the number of minima in the retrieval phase is at most polynomial in N. When the number of patterns exceeds the critical value, the system enters the spin-glass phase, which has a number of energy minima that scales as e^N . Moreover, configurations belonging to these minima are not related to patterns. This can be understood from the perspective of the central limit theorem: weights composed from random patterns via Eq. (6) become random, independent and Gaussian distributed variables as the number of patterns increases. In this limit, the correlation between weights decreases drastically and so does the information about particular patterns, while the spin frustration, responsible for occurrence of the spin-glass phase, grows. This results in the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick spinglass model [37].

At intermediate temperatures the spin-glass phase may extend to a much smaller number of patterns [17, 18] and, at some temperature, even replace the retrieval phase completely. This is because the proper thermodynamic potential for describing MCMC dynamics is the free energy, which reduces to the energy only at low temperatures. Therefore, even the control of the number of energy local minima (i.e. having a very small number of patterns) does not guarantee the absence of minima of the free energy function associated to spurious states. Eventually, at high temperatures, the paramagnetic phase dominated by thermal noise takes over the phase diagram.

It should be noted that in the thermodynamic limit (N → ∞), the transition from the retrieval phase into the spin-glass phase is not gradual. The defining feature of the spin-glass phase is the non-zero value of a particular spin-glass order parameter. Therefore, the difference between the spin-glass and other phases does not simply reduce to the number of low-energy minima. This means that there is a genuine phase transition, with its singularities in thermodynamic limit, that separates the spin-glass phase from other phases.

The major difference between BMs and classical Hopfield networks is the use of latent neurons in the former, resulting in the universal representing power of the former, scalable with the number of hidden neurons. Similarly the patterns introduced in Ref. [13] for regularising BMs have hidden parts, in contrast to the patterns in the classical Hopfield networks. While visible parts of the patterns are related to the data being modelled, the choice for hidden parts is under-determined by data to a large degree. The only role of the hidden parts of patterns is to regularise weights and control the roughness of the energy landscape. In Ref. [13], random hidden parts were used for simplicity, and matched the number of patterns to the complexity of the data to be modeled. This required to scale the number of hidden neurons such that it was much larger than number of patterns (H ≫ K) to avoid surpassing the critical value K_c ∼ 0.14N. In this work we have instead chosen hidden parts that are strongly correlated (recall Eq. (7)) such that any pair of hidden parts of patterns differs only at two spins. Furthermore, their form does not depend on the corresponding visible parts. Therefore the resulting weights do not become random and independent variables even in the case of large number of patterns (see Eq. (8)). On the contrary, the weights are correlated through the hidden part of the patterns such that even if the number of patterns building them is exponential in V , they still are the only local minima of the energy function. In other words, our current construction does not feature spurious states at low temperatures. Also, arbitrary correlations of the visible parts of patterns do not lead to additional energy minima forming from hybridisation of patterns, in contrast to classical Hopfield networks.

In Section I we mentioned that these properties make the proposed model closer to modern Hopfield networks, known also as Dense Associative Memory models [2]. The similarity extends further if one considers the marginalisation of the regularised BM over hidden variables. This results in multi-spin interactions of very high order between visible spins, a constituting feature of the energy functions of modern Hopfield networks. After marginalisation, the resulting model retains only the visible parts of patterns. The hidden parts, importantly, shape the form of the new effective energy function (formally the free energy, if at an arbitrary temperature). In the proposed construction, the choice of hidden parts lead to an effective energy function E(v) = − ∑ η ln [2 cosh (2A(v^η · v − V + λ_η ))] , (21)

which closely resembles the function for modern Hopfield networks, E(v) = − ∑ η F (v^η ·v), where F contains highorder powers of its argument [2]. Thus, one can identify the visible parts of the patterns in regularised BMs with patterns in the general formulation of modern Hopfield networks. Note that the Hebbian form of the weights (recall, Eq. (6)), as well as spin-pair interactions, are not present in this formulation, strengthening the notion that the similarity of our regularisation to patterns in classical Hopfield networks is just superficial.

B. Perfect memorisation of represented configurations

The aforementioned relation between the visible parts of patterns in regularised BMs and the patterns in modern Hopfield networks suggests that such BMs can perfectly memorise visible configurations as done by the latter. Indeed, Theorem 1 constitutes a positive answer to it. Namely, it states that regularised BMs can perfectly memorise visible configurations even in the case of strong correlation between them. Additionally, Theorem 1 also implies that regularised BMs have an exponential memorisation capacity. The cost of this capacity is the one hidden neuron per memorised visible configuration. In fact, this cost is an upper bound, since our construction shows that memorisation is possible with no assumptions about correlations existent in the data and using shallow RBM models. Furthermore, the attraction basins for fixed points of zero-temperature MCMC dynamics are very small in our construction (they are of size V ).

The simple form of the energy function in regularised BMs potentially offers advantage over modern Hopfield networks. Indeed, although modern Hopfield networks offer exponential capacity for storage of strongly correlated patterns, the computation of their energy function, E(v) = − ∑ η F (v^η · v), requires a number of operations that scales with the number of used patterns. When the training data contains millions of configurations, calculating the energy function every time the network configuration v changes would make MCMC dynamics very slow. Even worse, in the case of exponential capacity the energy function would take an exponential number of operations. The interesting feature of patterns in regularised BMs is that the resultant weights (recall, given by Eq. (6)) do not carry information about individual patterns, but about their sum. Evaluating the corresponding energy function, Eq. (1) (or Eq. (5)), also simple, and involves only interactions between pairs of spins. One could argue that the large number of operations needed for computing the energy function for modern Hopfield networks is replaced in our regularised BMs by a large number of latent neurons. However, let us stress that the need of one hidden unit per stored pattern is only an upper bound, obtained for the worst-case scenario of learning a completely random distribution. In realistic cases data is usually non-random and there are underlying features which can be extracted. Furthermore, deep networks are particularity effective for such extraction. Therefore, using our construction for building regularised deep BMs should allow these to cope with realistic data using far less hidden neurons than datapoints to learn. In such case, operating regularised deep BMs should be much cheaper, in numerical terms, than modern Hopfield networks. The example of our construction and following Theorem 1 lay a basic but strong formal foundation for the memorisation abilities of regularised BMs.

C. Effective regularisation and absence of the spin-glass phase at low temperatures

Let us now discuss results related to Theorem 2, that is, an effective regularisation of BMs while keeping their universal representing power. In the discussion about patterns in classical Hopfield networks we noted that the Hebbian form of the weights does not guarantee control over the number of minima of the energy function. Even worse, when one has a very large amount of random patterns the resultant weights are random, independent, and gaussianly distributed. In this limit, the set of weights can take any form, so using them for regularisation would be meaningless. Therefore it is crucial that our construction allows for control of the number of minima of the energy function in conjunction with the representing power. Indeed, Properties 1-3 show that our regularisation is effective: pattern configurations are local minima of the energy function, there are no energy minima other than the patterns, and we use a reasonable number of hidden neurons to achieve this (equal to the size of dataset Ω). Here we discuss that our construction, at low temperatures, is also effective in preventing the occurrence of a spin-glass phase.

The low-temperature limit allows us to focus on local minima of the energy function, instead of local minima of the free energy. Our first argument that regularised BMs cannot be in the spin-glass phase is based on comparing the number of local minima of the corresponding energy function with the number expected in a spin-glass phase. The latter is expected to grow exponentially with the system size, or in other words, proportionally to the size of the phase space of the system, 2^N . The phase space of an RBM is of size 2^{V +H} , although its bipartite topology leads to an upper bound of min(2^V , 2^H ), as we showed in Lemma 1. Therefore, for large RBMs in the spin-glass phase the number of minima should be proportional to the smallest quantity of 2^V or 2^H . Let us therefore consider two cases of dataset size: |Ω| = H < V and |Ω| = H > V . In the first case the phase space of RBMs has at most 2^H minima, and a finite fraction of that number (i.e. ∝ 2^H ) is expected to be the number of minima in the spin-glass phase. In contrast, in regularised BMs there are only H minima in total. For a large system (i.e., a system with large V and ratio H/V constant), the discrepancy between H and ∝ 2^H means that the system is not in a spin-glass phase. In the second case the phase space of the RBM has at most 2^V minima, a finite fraction of which (i.e. ∝ 2^V ) is expected to be the number of minima in the spin-glass phase. If the size of dataset |Ω| is proportional to some polynomial of V , for large systems the discrepancy between Ω and ∝ 2^V means that the system is not in a spin-glass phase.

Nevertheless, for very large Ω ∝ 2^V the minima-counting argument fails.

In the case of the maximal Ω dataset containing all 2^V visible configurations, one needs H = 2^V hidden neurons to represent it, which means H = 2^V patterns and associated energy local minima in our construction –a value which saturates the bound min(2^V , 2^H ). We therefore now give a different argument, that also applies to the case of 2^V minima. It is based on the fact that in the thermodynamic limit N → ∞ the defining feature of the spin-glass phase is the non-zero value of a particular spinglass order parameter, and thus there has to be a sharp transition (non-zero, to zero) from the spin-glass phase to any other phase. Note that our construction allows us to consider arbitrarily large systems, so the thermodynamic limit is accessible. For a small to intermediate size of the dataset |Ω| the system is not in the spin-glass phase. Pattern retrieval properties and zero-temperature MCMC dynamics (recall the proof of Theorem 1) suggest that the system is, in fact, in the retrieval phase. As we increase |Ω| there are no changes in the zero-temperature MCMC dynamics or retrieval properties. This contradicts a possible phase transition, where MCMC dynamics are expected to change.

In conclusion, our construction is a clear example of effective regularisation of Boltzmann machines resulting in the absence of the spin-glass phase at low temperatures.

D. Universal representing power and sampling hardness

The novelty of Theorem 2 lies in proving that universal representability for BMs with weight regularisation is possible while, at the same time, controlling the number of local minima of the energy function. The ultimate aim of weight regularisation is to ease sampling of BMs, since this is necessary for estimating the gradients during training [36, 39, 40].

There are two types of sampling relevant for regularised BMs. The first type is the standard MCMC sampling, common to any BM, and which can be carried without additional information about the energy landscape of the model. The second one, specific only to regularised BMs, uses patterns as proxies for low-temperature sampling. For the standard MCMC sampling, the control over number of minima is useful in reducing the numerical cost since sampling over an exponential number of minima is hard. Yet, this alone does not guarantee easy sampling. In the proof of Theorem 2 we considered the limit A ≫ 1, in which the probability of any configuration other than patterns was suppressed arbitrarily close to zero. In such case the energy minima associated with patterns become very deep, while the temperature (given by A^{−1}) approaches zero. In this limit, the system is not easy to sample using standard MCMC dynamics. This is because the MCMC dynamics is trapped whenever it reaches any pattern configuration, and the transition times between minima corresponding to different patterns grow exponentially. Fundamentally, the ability of the BM to represent any data probability distribution cannot always be accompanied by requirement of easy sampling using standard MCMC dynamics. The uniform probability distribution for all but one configuration for which there is high probability is the classical example. However our construction shows that BM’s universal representability can be, instead, accompanied by requirement of controlled number of minima. We note that the proof for controlled number of minima (Properties 1-3) does not require A ≫ 1. In this sense Theorem 2, which is our main result, proves as much as it can be formally proven regarding universal representing power and sampling hardness of standard MCMC.

However, the practical problem of sampling BMs mostly concerns sampling during training. First, because training is more difficult and computationally costly than generating, and second, because models successfully trained are usually easy to sample. We note that RAPID [13] contains two key elements: (i) regularisation of weights using patterns (called RA), and (ii) using those patterns as proxies for low-temperature sampling (PID). The use of patterns for regularising weights not only allows us to avoid the spin-glass phase and hence train in lower temperatures avoiding thermal noise, but the very patterns are additional information we have about the structure of the energy minima in the phase space of the model. Low-temperature sampling, used for estimation of training parameters, should at least visit the most representative low-energy states. As shown in Ref. [13], using the set of patterns either directly as minima proxies or as the seed in MCMC Contrastive Divergence methods allows for efficient pattern-guided sampling of the model averages necessary for training.

The construction presented in this work is the example that regularised BMs have universal representing power in conjunction with easy guided sampling for training at low temperatures. Indeed, at very low temperatures (A ≫ 1) the patterns are the only relevant configurations for estimating any averages needed in the training phase. Hence, using the set of patterns for calculating averages is exact. Note that having information about patterns eliminates the problems in standard MCMC associated to exponential transition times. For low temperatures the relevant configurations involve also few-spin excitations from patterns. Using the set of patterns as a seed for MCMC, Contrastive Divergence methods allow for precise and fast estimation of any relevant averages.

Therefore one can conclude that Theorem 2 lays the formal foundation for RAPID. Regularisation of weights (RA) can be efficient (full control over number of minima, using reasonable number of hidden neurons) while allowing for universal representing power. At the same time, pattern-guided sampling (PID) can be exact at very low temperatures or precise and fast at low temperatures.

VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

Recently, Ref. [13] introduced the concept of weight regularisation in BMs, with the goal of controlling the number of local minima of the energy function and ultimately provide an easier sampling and training for this kind of models. In this work, we have presented a proof that such models can be universal approximators. To this end, we have presented a mathematical construction for restricted BMs where their weights are built from patterns, Eq. (6), ensuring that these patterns are the only local minima of the energy function. This is irrespective of the correlations between the visible parts of patterns as well as of its number, which may be even exponential in the number of visible neurons of the model. Our construction allows to assign arbitrary probabilities to such patterns, while reducing the probabilities of all other states arbitrarily close to zero. The universal representability of the construction is the proved by the fact that the visible parts of the patterns can cover any set of visible configurations. Moreover, the model exhibits fast and precise pattern-guided sampling at low temperatures. These two results, universal representative power and fast sampling, lay the formal foundations of the RAPID method presented in Ref. [13].

Furthermore, the construction proposed allows also to go beyond the practical application of RAPID showcased in Ref. [13]. We have shown that correlations between the hidden parts of the patterns may radically decrease the number of hidden neurons needed to avoid pattern hybridisation. Indeed, with a number of hidden neurons just equaling the number of patterns in the model, our construction avoids hybridisation and the spin-glass phase even in case of an exponential number of patterns. The exploration of the practical use of correlated hidden components within patterns in RAPID models in real-world experiments is a prospect reserved for future research.

Additionally, our construction allows to connect regularised BMs with modern Hopfield networks. In Theorem 1 we proved that RA-BM can be used for memorisation of the visible configurations with exponential capacity. While marginalisation over the hidden neurons makes RA-BMs similar to modern Hopfield networks, the form of unmarginalised RA-BMs presents a much simpler and less numerically costly energy function. Therefore we believe that the deep regularised BMs may be an interesting complement to modern Hopfield networks. Experiments with such machines are underway.

The main drawback of our construction as an example of memorising RA-BM is the very small attraction basin for fixed points in zero-temperature MCMC dynamics. However we have found yet another mathematical construction of patterns that has the universal representative power in one limit and arbitrarily large attraction basins in another. Furthermore such construction better reflects spectral form of BMs trained with real data, however it is more difficult for mathematical analysis. We leave description and analysis of this construction for another work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

ICFO group acknowledges support from: ERC AdG NOQIA; Ministerio de Ciencia y Innovation Agencia Estatal de Investigaciones (PGC2018-097027- B-I00/10.13039/501100011033, CEX2019-000910- S/10.13039/501100011033, Plan National FIDEUA PID2019-106901GB-I00, FPI, QUANTERA MAQS PCI2019-111828-2, QUANTERA DYNAMITE PCI2022- 132919, Proyectos de I+D+I “Retos Colaboración” QUSPIN RTC2019-007196-7); MICIIN with funding from European Union NextGenerationEU (PRTR- C17.I1) and by Generalitat de Catalunya; Fundació Cellex; Fundació Mir-Puig; Generalitat de Catalunya (European Social Fund FEDER and CERCA program, AGAUR Grant No. 2021 SGR 01452, Quantum- CAT U16-011424, co-funded by ERDF Operational Program of Catalonia 2014-2020); Barcelona Supercomputing Center MareNostrum (FI-2023-1-0013); EU (PASQuanS2.1, 101113690); EU Horizon 2020 FET- OPEN OPTOlogic (Grant No 899794); EU Horizon Europe Program (Grant Agreement 101080086 — NeQST), National Science Centre, Poland (Symfonia Grant No. 2016/20/W/ST4/00314); ICFO Internal “QuantumGaudi” project; European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under the Marie-Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement No 101029393 (STREDCH) and No 847648 (“La Caixa” Junior Leaders fellowships ID100010434: LCF/BQ/PI19/11690013, LCF/BQ/PI20/11760031, LCF/BQ/PR20/11770012, LCF/BQ/PR21/11840013). E.P. is supported by “Ayuda (PRE2021-098926) financiada por MCIN/AEI/ 10.13039/501100011033 y por el FSE+”. A.P.-K. acknowledges support from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 (CEX2019-000904-S and PID2020-113523GB-I00), the Spanish Ministry of Economic Affairs and Digital Transformation (project QUANTUM ENIA, as part of the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan, funded by EU program NextGenerationEU), Comunidad de Madrid (QUITEMAD-CM P2018/TCS-4342), Universidad Complutense de Madrid (FEI-EU-22-06), the CSIC Quantum Technologies Platform PTI-001, and the NCCR SwissMAP. G.M-G. acknowledges funding from the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are, however, those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union, European Commission, European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA), nor any other granting authority. Neither the European Union nor any granting authority can be held responsible for them. M.Á.G.-M. acknowledges funding from the Spanish Ministry of Education and Professional Training (MEFP) through the Beatriz Galindo program

2018 (BEAGAL18/00203), QuantERA II Cofund 2021 PCI2022-133004, Projects of MCIN with funding from European Union NextGenerationEU (PRTR-C17.I1) and by Generalitat Valenciana, with Ref. 20220883 (PerovsQuTe) and COMCUANTICA/007 (QuanTwin), and Red Temática RED2022-134391-T.

[1] Y. Du and I. Mordatch, in

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Vol. 32, edited by H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett (Curran Associates, Inc., 2019) arXiv:1903.08689.

[2] H. Ramsauer, B. Schafl, J. Lehner, P. Seidl, M. Widrich,

L. Gruber, M. Holzleitner, M. Pavlovi’c, G. K. F. Sandve, V. Greiff, D. P. Kreil, M. Kopp, G. Klambauer, J. Brandstetter, and S. Hochreiter, “Hopfield networks is all you need,” arXiv:2008.02217.

[3] A. Kehoe, P. Wittek, Y. Xue, and A. Pozas-

Kerstjens, Mach. Learn.: Sci. Technol. 2, 045006 (2021), arXiv:2012.11619.

[4] J. Hopfield, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 79, 2554 (1982). [5] D. H. Ackley, G. E. Hinton, and T. J. Sejnowski,

Cogn. Sci. 9, 147 (1985).

[6] E. Gardner, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 21, 257 (1988). [7] L. Younes, Appl. Math. Lett. 9, 109 (1996).

[8] P. Smolensky, in Parallel Distributed Processing, Volume 1: Explorations in the Microstructure of Cognition: Foundations (The MIT Press, 1986) https://direct.mit.edu/book/chapter-pdf/2163042/9780262291408 caf.pdf.

[9] Y. Freund and D. Haussler, in

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Vol. 4, edited by J. Moody, S. Hanson, and R. Lippmann (Morgan-Kaufmann, 1991).

[10] Y. Bengio, Learning deep architectures for AI (Now

Foundations and Trends, 2009).

[11] R. Salakhutdinov and G. Hinton, in

Proceedings of the Twelveth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, Vol. 5, edited by D. van Dyk and M. Welling (PMLR, Hilton Clearwater Beach Resort, Clearwater Beach, Florida USA, 2009) pp. 448–455.

[12] R. Salakhutdinov, in Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML’10 (Omnipress, Madison, WI, USA, 2010) p. 943–950.

[13] A. Pozas-Kerstjens, G. Muñoz-Gil, E. Piñol, M. Á.

García-March, A. Acín, M. Lewenstein, and P. R. Grzybowski, Mach. Learn.: Sci. Technol. 2, 025026 (2021), arXiv:1910.01592.

[14] A. Decelle, G. Fissore, and C. Furtlehner,

Europhys. Lett. 119, 60001 (2017), arXiv:1708.02917. [15] Y. Ichikawa and K. Hukushima,

J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 91, 114001 (2022), arXiv:2205.01272. [16] D. J. Amit, “Frontmatter,” in Modeling Brain Function:

The World of Attractor Neural Networks (Cambridge University Press, 1989) pp. i–iv.

[17] D. J. Amit, H. Gutfreund, and H. Sompolinsky,

Phys. Rev. A 32, 1007 (1985).

[18] D. J. Amit, H. Gutfreund, and H. Sompolinsky,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 1530 (1985).

[19] W. Tarkowski, M. Komarnicki, and M. Lewenstein,

J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 25, 6251 (1992).

[20] W. Tarkowski and M. Lewenstein,

Phys. Rev. A 46, 2139 (1992).

[21] W. Tarkowski and M. Lewenstein,

J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 26, 2453 (1993).

[22] R. Monasson, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 25, 3701 (1992). [23] R. Monasson, J. Phys. I France 3, 1141 (1993). [24] W. Tarkowski, M. Komarnicki, and M. Lewenstein,

J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 24, 4197 (1991). [25] P. R. Grzybowski et al., in preparation.

[26] J. Kurchan, L. Peliti, and M. Saber,

J. Phys. I France 4, 1627 (1994).

[27] A. Barra, G. Catania, A. Decelle, and

B. Seoane, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 56, 205005 (2023), arXiv:2211.09694.

[28] D. Krotov and J. J. Hopfield, in

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Vol. 29, edited by D. Lee, M. Sugiyama, U. Luxburg, I. Guyon, and R. Garnett (Curran Associates, Inc., 2016) arXiv:1606.01164.

[29] D. Krotov and J. J. Hopfield, in

International Conference on Learning Representations (2021) arXiv:2008.06996.

[30] C. Lucibello and M. Mézard, “The exponential capacity of dense associative memories,” (2023), arXiv:2304.14964.

[31] M. Demircigil, J. Heusel, M. Löwe, S. Upgang,

and F. Vermet, J. Stat. Phys. 168, 288 (2017), arXiv:1702.01929.

[32] N. Le Roux and Y. Bengio,

Neural Comput. 20, 1631 (2008).

[33] G. F. Montúfar and N. Ay,

Neural Comput. 23, 1306 (2011), arXiv:1005.1593. [34] G. F. Montúfar, J. Rauh, and N. Ay, in Proceedings of

the 24th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’11 (Curran Associates Inc., Red Hook, NY, USA, 2011) p. 415–423, arXiv:1406.3140.

[35] J. Martens, A. Chattopadhya, T. Pitassi, and R. Zemel,

in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Vol. 26, edited by C. J. Burges, L. Bottou, M. Welling, Z. Ghahramani, and K. Q. Weinberger (Curran Associates, Inc., 2013).

[36] G. E. Hinton, in Neural Networks: Tricks of the Trade,

edited by G. Montavon, G. B. Orr, and K. R. Müller (Springer Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012) Chap. 24, pp. 599– 619.

[37] K. Binder and A. P. Young,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 58, 801 (1986).

[38] F. Barahona, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 15, 3241 (1982). [39] G. E. Hinton and T. J. Sejnowski, in

Proceedings of the IEEE conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (Washington DC, US, 1983) pp. 448–453.

[40] T. Tieleman, in Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML ’08 (ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2008) pp. 1064– 1071.