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ABSTRACT: We consider the Hopfield neural network as a model of associative memory and we define
its neuronal interaction matrix J as a function of a set of K x M binary vectors {5“‘4};‘:11%
representing a sample of the reality that we want to retrieve. In particular, any item £“’A is meant as
a corrupted version of an unknown ground pattern ¢*, that is the target of our retrieval process. We
consider and compare two definitions for J, referred to as supervised and unsupervised, according
to whether the class u, each example belongs to, is unveiled or not, also, these definitions recover the
paradigmatic Hebb’s rule under suitable limits. The spectral properties of the resulting matrices
are studied and used to inspect the retrieval capabilities of the related models as a function of their

control parameters.
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1 Introduction

Since its introduction, in the eighties, the Hopfield neural network has attracted a big deal of atten-
tion from a broad community of scientists at the interface of physics, mathematics and computer

science [1, 2]. In fact, the Hopfield network is recognized as a paradigmatic model for associative
f:lv
with &€* € {—1,+1}". More precisely, the model consists of a set of N binary neuron, whose con-

figuration is denoted as o € {—1,+1}¥, interacting pairwise and symmetrically by an interaction
RNXN

memory: if properly designed, it can store and retrieve a set of K information patterns & = {£€"}

strength encoded by the coupling matrix J € , and evolving in time in such a way that any
neuron o; gets progressively aligned with the local field (JoT); acting on it and stemming from
the neighbouring neurons. The key point for the functioning of the model as an associative mem-
ory is therefore to design J in such a way that stored patterns are associated to attractors in the
configuration space. The standard choice is inspired by Hebb’s principle [3] and reads as J = STE,
which, in the case of Rademacher patterns and in the large-size limit, ensures a storage capacity of
approximately 0.14N patterns, see e.g. [4].

In this context, determining the structure of the attraction basins is a paramount goal in order
to understand the information processing principles lying behind the associative memory function-
alities and possibly to highlight qualitatively-different working regimes of the model corresponding
to different parameter settings. Such analysis can be naturally framed by means of the statisti-
cal mechanics of spin glasses, as pioneered by Amit, Gutfreund and Sompolinsky [5, 6]. On the
mathematical side, several results have been derived for the Hopfield model, by exploiting different
techniques — ranging from large deviation analysis [7, 8] to Guerra’s interpolation [9-11] — and
leading to bounds on the storage capacity [12-20]. The analytical investigations underlying these



results have significantly benefited from the simple expression of the Hebbian interaction matrix.
On the other hand, the cost for this simplicity is a limited capacity of the network: in the limit
of large size N, a symmetric neural network can store up to N patterns [21], that is much higher
than the aforementioned 0.14N. In fact, when the number of stored patterns gets larger, the re-
lated attraction basins tend to overlap, giving rise to frustration and, consequently, to a plethora
of spurious attractors, whose retrieval is interpreted as an error of the network. Thus, several algo-
rithms have been developed to optimize the model coupling matrix, enhancing the attractive power
of stored patterns and increasing the critical storage capacity [22-31]; in general, the core idea of
these algorithms is to modify the structure of the matrix J, in order to disentangle the attraction
basins of the patterns and then downsizing the harmful effect associated to the presence of spurious
attractors. Among these algorithms, we recall the so-called dreaming kernel [32-34], which shall
constitute the starting point for our work.

Beyond these variations on Hebb’s theme, more recently, much attention has been devoted to
a scenario in which the information supplied and used to build the interaction matrix does not
correspond to ground-truth patterns, but rather to examples of theirs, namely to examples of the
reality that we want to retrieve and hereafter referred to as {&" A};‘;lg[ [35-37]. This modified
setting allows us to develop models in which the attractiveness of the ground patterns, that are not
directly accessible and therefore are not stored in the coupling matrix, emerges as a consequence
of the coalescence of attraction basins associated to examples related to the same ground pattern.
This kind of phenomenon is responsible for the generalization capabilities of the model. The ways
examples can be combined into the coupling matrix mimic the two training protocols: i. in the
supervised setting, we a priori know the organization in classes of the examples, so that — assuming
noise in the examples is uncorrelated — the empirical mean, say € for the p-th class, is a good
approximation of the reality; in this way, we can promote this mean as a representative of the
given p-th class, and store this, namely use the set {E“ }u=1,...,p to build J; 4. in the unsupervised
setting, in which there is no a priori distinction between examples belonging to different classes,
and the only possible way to store information in J is to treat all of them as distinct information
patterns.

As a matter of fact, crucial properties of these Hopfield-like models are entirely encoded in the
structure of the (random) coupling matrix, and, in particular, in its spectral properties, see for
example [38-40] for recent investigations. Also, the strong relation between random-matrix the-
ory tools and spin-glass models constitutes a long-standing research topic, see for instance [41-44],
and also [45? —54] for applications in machine learning and information theory. In this paper, we
consider a set of Rademacher ground patterns and we obtain a sample of examples by randomly
flipping a certain fraction of their entries. With this sample, we build the dreaming kernel, dis-
tinguishing between a supervised and an unsupervised version and for both we derive the exact
eigenvalue distribution in the limit of a large size N. By relying on such a knowledge, we inspect
the generalization capabilities of the model, as a function of its parameters.

The path that we pursue is the following: first, we present the model and the related definitions
(Sec. 2), next, we state the main analytical results (Sec. 3), and we apply them to investigate the
information-processing capabilities of the model (Sec. 4); finally, we summarize and discuss our
findings (Sec. 5). The proofs and the technical details are collected in the Appendices.



2 The framework: models, methods and quantities

Given a set of patterns & € {—1,+1}", with u = 1,..., K, the reference coupling matrix for the
following analysis is given by

Z gu(11++zslt6'>w'€;' (2.1)

u v=1
where t € RT and C is the pattern correlation matrix (vide infra). This matrix was introduced in
[32] and can be derived from Hebb’s one by implementing consolidation and remotion mechanisms
inspired by those occurring in mammal’s brain during sleep. Thus, the resulting model is referred
to as “dreaming Hopfield model” and ¢, which tunes the extent of such mechanisms, as “dreaming
time”, see also the recent related works [38, 55-58]. The reason why we are focusing on JE is
that it includes paradigmatic cases: by setting ¢ = 0 we recover the Hebbian coupling and, in the
limit ¢ — oo, we recover Kohonen’s projection matrix [59]; the latter is known to reach the storage-
capacity upper-bound, that is, a number K = N of patterns can be successfully stored and retrieved.
Moreover, the coupling matrix (2.1) turns out to emerge as the solution of the minimization of a
Lo-regularized loss-function where a cost is shaped whenever the configuration corresponding to
one of the stored patterns is not stable and where the regularization parameter mapped into the
dreaming time [39]. In fact, the dreaming time controls the overlap between different attraction
basins: the higher ¢, the lower the attractive power of spurious configurations [32, 33, 60].

Before proceeding, it is worth introducing the following notation 2 ~ Rad(p), with p € [-1, +1],
that, in the following, shall be exploited to define a binary random variable x, drawn from the dis-
tribution P(z) = 1%”5%_1 + 1#5%“, in such a way that, when p = 0, x is a standard Rademacher
variable, while, when p # 0, x is a biased binary random variable with expectation p. We are now
ready to describe the three settings that we are inspecting in the next sections:

a) In the basic storing setting, we have K = P patterns® {¢"}Z u—1, €ach made of N Rademacher
entries: & ~ Rad(0) for any p = 1,...,P and ¢ = 1,...,N. The sum over pu,v (2.1) is
performed over p, v =1,...,P and Cp,, = Y, '€V,

b) In the supervised-storing setting, we have P patterns {C”}ﬁzl, each made of N entries, that
are meant as ground patterns. From these, we generate K = P x M examples, denoted as
{&" A} — 1 P , by flipping randomly the entries of the related ground pattern, also referred
to as archetype. Specifically, we choose Rademacher ground patterns, that is ¢! ~ Rad(0) for
any u=1,...,Pand ¢ =1,..., N, and uncorrelated noise for examples, that is,

s A
gt = Ak

7

with XZ“’A ~ Rad(r), forany u=1,...,P,i=1,...,N,and A=1,..., M. In this supervised
setting, since the class of each example is unveiled, we can calculate the empirical mean of
examples in each class, i.e.

M
&= MZf“A MZ =: il

Then, the coupling matrix is defined as

1+t —UV ,U
0= 30 5 mar () e

1,7=1p,v=1

n the basic storing settings, we use P to denote the number of orthogonal patterns for homogeneity with
other scenarios, in which P in the number of classes, since the relevant parameter will always be & = P/N in the
thermodynamic limit.



where
cs, = NZC“xzxz ;

is the correlation matrix of the empirical means of the examples.

¢) In the unsupervised setting, the examples {5“’A}A 1- 1’;4 are generated precisely as in the

previous setting b), but, in this case, there is no prea581gned label distinguishing between
classes. As a consequence, we store all the examples as information patterns, i.e. in (2.1) we
replace &!" with & “ and the sum over w is replaced with the sum over the category and the
example in each class (y, A). The coupling matrix is

J?#(t):L XP: i gﬂ»A(i) ¢nB
? NM <= 5 b C ) By

where
1 A
u _ s v,
Clunrwn = 5 2 &€
i1

is the dataset correlation matrix.

Remark 1. The parameter r represents the fraction of pizels that are expected to be flipped in any
ezample, say €4
average over the entry-flipping probability, orthogonal to the related archetype, while, when r = 1,
each example is a perfect replica of the related archetype. Thus, v and M can be interpreted as,
respectively, a measure of the quality and of the quantity of the available dataset.

, with respect to the ground ¢". In particular, when r = 0, each example is, in the

3 Algebraic properties of the coupling matrices

The retrieval capabilities of the models described in the previous section can be addressed by relying
on the eigenvalue distributions of the related coupling matrices?. Also, by comparing their spectra
we can assess to what extent the models encoded by J® and J“ differ from the model built on
ground patterns and therefore the effectiveness of the definitions for J* and J*. This motivates the
aim of this section, that is, determining the spectral properties for the models under consideration.

Definition 1 (Thermodynamic limit). The termodynamic limit (TDL) is defined as N, P — oo
with P = P(N) and limy_oo P/N = «, with 0 < o < 1. This coincides with the so-called high-
storage regime of the Hopfield model.

In the following, unless it is explicitly specified, we will denote the coupling matrix as J(¢),
regardless of the setting under consideration. In fact, by denoting with X the matrix made of the
information vectors (patterns or examples) on the rows — in the random pattern and supervised
cases, it is a P x N matrix with entries resp. X,; = &' and X,; = 1 YA X A # while in the
unsupervised case it is a M P x N matrix with entries X(, 1y, = x}""¢!" where the double index
(1, A) labels each example in the dataset — any of the coupling matrices introduced above can be

written as ] L+t
_ L T
J(t) = DNX (1 —|—tC>X’ (3:1)

with C = D—lNX X7 and D ~ 1s a normalization factor that reads as Dy = N for the basic storing
and the supervised case, while Dy = NM for the unsupervised case.

2A derivation of these coupling matrices from statistical inference can be found in [61] for the standard Hebbian
model and in [62] for the dreaming Hopfield model



Lemma 1. The following results hold:

1. The coupling matriz J(t) satisfies the differential equation

J(t) = ——[J(t) = J()]. (3.2)

2. Given A\ the eigenvalues of the coupling matriz J° = J(0), then the eigenvalues Ao (t) of J(t)
are in bijective correspondence with O through the relation

].“Ft 0

Aa(t) = . 3.3
3. The eigenspaces of J(0) are stable under dreaming flow, that is, if {vl,..., v} are the eigen-
vectors of J° associated to an m-degenerate eigenvalue O, then Span({vl,...,v"}) is the

eigenspace of J(t) associated to the eigenvalue Ay (t).
The proof of this lemma is detailed in App. A.

Remark 2. Lemma 1 establishes that the dreaming interaction matriz J(t) defined in (2.1) results
from the evolution (3.2), regardless of the underlying setting. In other words, whether J(t) stems
from a basic storing or by the combination of corrupted examples (either labelled or not), that is,
whether J(t) is meant for storing or for generalization, it still results from the process represented
by (3.2) which encodes for a consolidation and a remotion mechanism.

Having established these basic properties of the coupling matrices in all the three settings under
consideration at finite N, P and M, we are now able to study their relevant spectral properties in
the thermodynamic limit. In that limit, for the supervised and unsupervised settings, we also pose
M — oo, regardless of IV; this condition is also referred to as the big-data regime. The main results
of the Section are summarized in the following

Theorem 1. In the thermodynamic limit N — oo and, for the supervised and unsupervised settings,
in the infinite sample-size limit M — oo, the following results hold:

1. The empirical spectral distribution pl (\) = % Yoo noa of JO converges in weak topology
% — pl, where
dp® () = (1 = a)s(A = X2 )d\ + adpnp(N), (3.4)

peak

with the measure dupp(N\) being a shifted Marchenko-Pastur distribution MP(a, 0?), i.e.
1 /O ==X

dpmp(N) = 9702 a(h—9) dA, (3.5)

and \Y. = o?(1 & \/a)? + 5. The parameters §, o and )\g
consideration;

ok depend on the setting under

2. The empirical spectral distribution ph(\) = % Y 0 Oxa(t),x Of the coupling matriz J(t) con-
verges in weak topology u'y — pt, where

A
t _ 0
i.€. a ))\0
+t
t\) = (1 — _ N /7 peak t
dpt(\) = (1 — a)d {A U ]d)\ + adid,,, (3.7)



where the bulk distribution is

1+t \/(1+t>\9)(1+t)\3) VOO

t _
W N) = 5 T AT ald o — A0 (3:8)
with
(1+1)A%

and 8, o2 and )\geak are the parameters of previous point depending on the setting under
consideration.

The proof of this theorem is provided in App. B.

Remark 3. Att =0 and r =1, all the three cases reduces to the usual Marchenko-Pastur theorem
[65]. At t — oo, the basic storing setting and supervised/unsupervised cases at r = 1 reproduce the
spectrum of the projector model [64], consisting in two d-peaks at X =0 and A = 1, with mass resp.
1—a and a.

Thm. 1 fully characterizes the spectral properties of the coupling matrix in all the three
settings. These results are used to unveil the role of the dreaming parameter t, especially in
understanding how empirical scenarios (i.e., supervised and unsupervised settings) deviate from
their ideal counterpart, that is, the coupling matrix J¢ realized with the hidden ground-truths
¢H. Also, spectral tools will be used to derive results about retrieval properties of these models as
associative memories. This will be the subject of the rest of the paper. Before going further, we
want to stress that unsupervised setting is a rather peculiar scenario (if compared to basic storing
and supervised cases), as it is characterized by two different regimes. If M P > N, the coupling
matrix is full-rank, and eigenvalues are all strictly positive (this is the regime in which Thm. 1 is
derived, as we are interested in the large dataset limit). At finite M, the spectrum consists in two
separate bulks (as can be checked numerically) and for M — oo the lowest component converges
to a 0-peak located at Apeqr = (1 — 7?) with mass 1 — a. The remaining fraction « of eigenvalues
collapses to A = 1 in the ¢ — oo limit (as can be checked by inspecting Eq. (3.9)), which becomes
P-degenerate and the corresponding eigenspace coinciding with the linear space spanned by the
ground-truth ¢* (see Proof of Thm. 1). In the MP < N case, the coupling matrix is low-rank,
with a fraction 1 — M P/N of vanishing eigenvalues. In this regime, the positive component of the
spectrum exhibits a different distribution, with K large top eigenvalues, well-separated from the
continuous bulk at low ¢, which ultimately collapse to A = 1 in the ¢ — oo limit. The emerging
phenomenology is totally different in that case and it is beyond the scope of this paper, so we refer
to [39] for a deeper discussion. A visual representation of the spectral distributions in the three
settings is provided in Fig. 1.

When dealing with examples of unavailable, ground patterns, either in a supervised or un-
supervised setting, it is natural to question whether our empirical models accounts for a good
representation of the reality, namely whether J* and J* are close to J¢ where we directly store the
ground-truths as information patterns. In order to assess the validity of our models, we consider the
squared error between the empirical coupling matrices and the one built with the ground-truths,
as the parameter «, r and t are tuned.

Definition 2. The Squared Error (SE) between empirical and ground-truth coupling matrices is
defined as

ERT 1 S,u
oy t) = T (1) = T ()7 (3.10)



a=01 a=02 a=0.3
200 — 70 2.0/ 2.0}
1.5 =0t 1.5 1.5}
= = t=1 \ . .
& 1.0 q 1.0 N 1.0t
0.5 / \\ 0.5} [ \\ 0.5! ( \\
0.0 0.01 o EIRNNE T e
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0 00 05 1.0 15 20 25
A Y A
=0 t=1 t=10
3.5¢ ‘ 3.5 3.5
3.0 —r=1 3.0} 3.0
2.5 r=09 | 2.5} 2.5/
= 20 r—o6 | 20 2.0
& 15 , 1.5 o 15
1.0 = 1.0} 1.0}
0.5 / \ 0.5/ 0.5/
0.0 0.0 e 0.0L T
00 05 1.0 15 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 00 02 04 06 08 1.0
A A A
t=0 t=1 t=10
3.5 3.5 35
3.0 —r=1 3.0 3.0
2.5 r=09{ 25 2.5
= 20 c_o6 | 20 2.0
& 1.5, 1.5, v 1.5},
1.0 = 1.0 1.0
0.5 / \ 0.5 0.5
0.0 0.0 0.0
00 05 10 15 0.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 00 02 04 06 08 1.0
A A A

Figure 1. Limiting spectral distributions of the couplings matrix. The figure shows the probability
distribution P(\) = Z—; (3.7) in the three settings under consideration: basic storing (first row), supervised
(second row) and unsupervised (third row) cases. In the first row, we plotted the spectral distribution for
various values of a and ¢, while in the supervised and unsupervised setting we fixed & = 0.1 and vary ¢ and
r. The vertical arrows (whose heights are arbitrary) refer to the location of the J-peak: in the basic storing
and supervised cases, the location is at A = 0 (as Apear = 0), while in the unsupervised setting it depends
on «, t and r, as foreseen by Thm. 1.

where the superscripts s,u label the supervised or unsupervised setting, Jc(t) is the coupling ma-

triz built with the ground-truths, and ||-||F is the Frobenius norm between matrices.
85U (e, ryt) = limpr—yo0 037" (0, 7, 8).

We denote

Proposition 1. In the thermodynamic limit, and for M — oo, the SE can be expressed as

5% (a7 ) = / A — £ )] 2dpt

where ,utc is the limiting spectral distribution of J¢, and

1.

in the supervised setting:

fs
T)

t()‘) = )\(

Ar?(t+1)

P2 t+t+1

),

(3.11)
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Figure 2. Squared error for supervised and unsupervised settings. The figure shows the com-
parison between numerical results for the SE (3.10) at finite M and the theoretical prediction for M — oo
in the thermodynamic limit as a function of r for various values of o and t. The first row refers to the
supervised setting, while the second line shows the results for the unsupervised case. For fixed ¢, each plot
exhibits the results for a = 0.1 (solid black curve), a = 0.2 (dashed black curve) and a = 0.3 (dotted black
curve), while the markers refer to M = 50,100, 200. The network size is fixed to N = 1000 in all cases.

2. in the unsupervised setting:

t+1){M2+a(r?=1)[(A-1t—1]}
(r2—=1Dtlat+1)—Ja(r> -1 (E+ ]+t +1"

Again, we refer to the Appendices and, specifically to App. C, for the complete proof.

The exact SE §°%(«, r,t), obtained by evaluating (3.11), is plotted versus r in Fig. 2 and several
values of o and ¢ are considered. Also, these theoretical results, valid in the limit M — oo, are
compared with the numerical evaluation of 3" (e, 7, ), as reported in (3.10), at finite sample size
M. Asis clear, there is a perfect agreement of the numerical results with the theoretical predictions,
and the accuracy of theoretical results gets better by increasing the dataset size M. Trivially, the
empirical versions of the coupling matrix do converge to the basic storing setting if r is high enough.
However, the interesting point is to analyze the role of the dreaming parameter ¢. In the supervised
setting, increasing the dreaming time results in a faster convergence of the coupling matrix towards
the basic storing setting (see e.g. the case t = 10 in the first row of Fig. 2). The reason lies in the fact
that dreaming mechanism ensures that stored configurations are dynamically stable. This can be
easily understood in the basic storing setting at ¢ — co. In that case, the coupling matrix reduces to
the projector model [64], for which J - &" = £": thus, patterns becomes fixed point under the usual
neuronal dynamics (vide infra). Equivalently, one can interpret the projector model %ﬁTC_lﬁ as
a Hebbian prescription for the rotated vectors (C_l/ 25) u¢ in this case, the stored configurations
are forced to be orthogonal, and spurious correlation between patterns (which, in the usual setting
of the Hopfield model, are responsible for the breakdown of retrieval capabilities above the critical
storage capacity [4]) is filtered out. In the unsupervised setting, the dreaming mechanism works
in the same way but this time the patterns that are stored are the single examples rather than



their empirical mean. In this setup, correlation between examples within the same class is crucial
and should be preserved, as it allows for generalization purposes, see [39]. Thus, as t gets larger,
provided that the overall number of examples is not too large, each single example can be a fixed
point. This way, increasing ¢ too much would prevent the convergence of J* to J¢, unless the
examples are perfect realizations of the ground-truths, i.e. r = 1.

4 Spectral tools at work: an application to retrieval

The Hopfield model and its variations are nothing but spin-glasses with a Hebbian-like prescription
for the interactions, and the structure of the quenched disorder encoded in the coupling matrix is
known to govern the thermodynamic behavior of the statistical-mechanical model, see for instance
[65-69]. Thus, it is reasonable to expect that crucial properties of Hopfield-like models strongly
depend on the spectral details of the interaction matrix J. In this Section, we aim to provide details
about the functioning of these models by simply applying the results derived so far. Let us start
from the (deterministic) parallel dynamics, which reads as

o™ —sign [J(t) - ™). (4.1)

We stress that, here, the evolution time is represented by the integer n, while ¢ is the dreaming time
that is retained fixed: synaptic weights are quenched during the neural dynamics. We are primarily
interested in the stability of specific configurations, that is, in the probability that the system in a
configuration o(®) at time n will be in the same configuration at time n+ 1. In order to analyze the
stability of a given initial configuration o(®), we consider the 1-step update of the neural network:

N
051) = sign [Z Jij(t)ﬂ';»o)}. (4.2)
j=1

We say that the configuration o(?) is stable at the neuron-index 7 if 0§1) = 01(0). Although consid-
ering the neural configuration after 1-step evolution could appear a rather limited problem, as we
will see, it is enough to understand important properties about the evolution of the model under
consideration. Also, we incidentally notice that this is a standard time span in machine-learning
training algorithms like CD-1 [70] and that checking the stability in the 1-step dynamics can be

recast in checking the stability by signal-to-noise-techniques [37].

(0) )

By multiplying both sides of eq. (4.2) by o, ’ and by exploiting the binary nature of UZ(O , we get
N
051)01(0) = sign [Z Jij(t)aj(-o)afo)} ,
j=1

which is a key quantity for studying the stability of 0'1(0)2 if the argument of the sign function is
positive (negative), the spin i is stable (unstable). In fact, $[1 — &>, Uz(l)oi(o)] represents the
fraction of neurons that change their state in the first step of the dynamics, namely the Hamming
distance between o(®) and o). Thus, we introduce the following

Definition 3. Given a configuration o, the stability of its i-th neuron is

Ai(o) = Z Jij(t)o;04. (4.3)

This nomenclature is adopted to get close to the dictionary used in [38]. More generally, one
could be also interested in measuring the overlap between a specific state & and the configuration



of the network after a single update step starting from a reference configuration o(°). This quantity
would be related to the capability of the configuration x to “attract” the dynamics when preparing
the system in o), since we are measuring the overlap with & after the update. Thus, we are also
interested in the computation of the following quantity:

Definition 4. Given two configurations o and x, the attractiveness of x w.r.t. o is

Ai(w,0) = Z Jij(t)oji. (4.4)

More generally, the attractiveness of x w.r.t. a set Q € X is

Ai(x, Q) = inf Aj(z,0). (4.5)
oeN

Trivially, A;(o,0) = Ai(o).
Remark 4. If A;(o,0) = A;(o) > 0 for alli, then o is a fized point for the dynamics. Analogously,
if Aij(x,0) > 0, then the network evolves from o towards x. In other words, the stability and the

attractiveness measure the correlation of the network configuration after a single update — starting
from o — w.r.t. o itself and w.r.t. the configuration x.

Introducing the configuration overlaps

N
mO() = = > w0l (4.6)
i=1
N
1 1
m(@) = LD ol = =5 senlAi(z, o)), (4.7)
i i=1

the vector @ is attracting (@ if m™) > m(9. When the configuration @« coincides with a pattern,
the overlaps above are also known as Mattis magnetizations (related to that pattern) evaluated at
time steps n = 0, 1.

The stability and the attractiveness (which we denote in general as A;, as the considered
quantity would be clear from the context) defined above are simple tools, but quite natural to
understand the retrieval capabilities of attractor neural networks, and are general enough to be
handled in any scenario we are interested in. In order to simplify the computations and derive clear
expressions of the one-step Mattis magnetization in terms of integrals w.r.t. the Marchenko-Pastur
distributions, we will make our computations under the following

Working assumption (Gaussian approximation). Within the Gaussian approzimation (GA), we
assume that the quantities A; are

e i.i.d. random variables;
e Gaussian distributed.

Clearly, this is not valid in general, however, as we shall see, this assumption — in all the settings
under examination — leads to a good approximation of the numerical results (see also App. D). Thus,
within the GA and in the TDL, the 1-step Mattis magnetization w.r.t. the reference configuration
x is given by

1 I
m'Y(x) = N % signA;  —  2P(A>0)—-1= erf{ s %)}, (4.8)
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where 1 and pg are the first and (non-centered) second moments for A, that is, following the GA,
A; ~ N (1, po—p?); as we will show in the following pq 2 can be expressed in terms of integrals over
the Marchenko-Pastur law. Within the basic storing setting, the reference configuration will always
be a pattern £ (either for the stability or the attractiveness), in the supervised /unsupervised cases
it will a be a ground-truth ¢#. To avoid confusions, from now on we will denote with uz()\) the
limiting spectral distribution of the coupling matrix J ¢, while with pt(X) and pf (X\) resp. those in
the supervised and unsupervised setting J° and J*.

Remark 5. The explicit expression of the attractiveness given by Eq. (4.5) is, in general, out
of reach, even within the GA. However, in practice, one is not interested in estimating the at-
tractiveness of a given configuration & w.r.t. an arbitrary set 2, rather, one is interested in the
attractiveness exerted by specific configurations (patterns in the basic storing setting or ground-
truths in the supervised/unsupervised ones), that is by x = &€" or x = ", on states within a certain
distance from x itself, as this provides information on the width of their attraction basin. Thus, a
natural choice of the sets ) is given by the balls Br(x) centered in x of radius R, the topology of
the balls in X = {—1,+1}V being defined according to the Hamming distance

N
Z(Ui - U;)Qa
=1

being o and o’ two configurations in X. With this choice, we have that the attractiveness is a
function of x and R only, and

du(o, 0/) =

A~

Ai(x,R) = Aj(z,Br(x)) = inf Ai(xz,0)x~ min Az, 0),
ocCBr(x) ocIBRr(x)

where the last relation is due to the fact that the least x-attracted points are expected to lie on
the boundary OBgr(x). In the large N limit, these boundaries can be realized by perturbing x as
x; — x, = mixy, with n; ~ Rad(p), in such a way that in the large N limit we have R(p) =
dy(@', @) = $3,(1 —n) ~ 5(1 —p). This motivates why we define the attractiveness of the
configuration x as

Ai(x, R) = Jij(t)a;n;i. (4.9)

J

Clearly, at large N we have m(®) (x) = p.

Let us first focus on the basic storing case. In this setting, we are both interested in the stability
and attractiveness of the patterns (clearly, at p = 1, attractiveness and stability coincide). Then,
the following proposition holds:

Proposition 2. In the basic storing setting, within the GA and in the thermodynamic limit:

1. The empirical first and second moments of the pattern stability are resp.

1 A2 ;
p1 = a/mdﬂ (A), (4.10)
3
H2 = ;/Hzti\l—)\)dut()\)' (4.11)

2. The empirical first and second moments of the pattern attractiveness are resp.

p1 = Z/th\l_/\)dut(ﬂ, (4.12)
2 3
pe = (1 —pQ)/)\zdlit()\) + ];/Ht?l)\)dut()\)' (4.13)
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The proof of this proposition is provided in App. D along with details on the validity of the

GA.
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Figure 3. Stability and attractiveness of patterns in the basic storing setting. The figure shows
a comparison between the theoretical predictions of stability (upper left plot) and attractiveness (other
plots). In the former case, the 1-step magnetization m starting from one of the patterns (p = 1) is given
as a function of a, while for the attractiveness we fixed a = 0.1,0.2,0.3 and ¢ = 0, 10 (resp. Hebbian and
large dreaming time limit) and consider mi as a function of the noise level p of the starting configuration,
as explained in Rem. 5. In these plots, the dashed lines is the identity function mq(p) = mo(p) = p. In
the numerical simulations, we averaged over 100 different realizations of the patterns for systems with fixed
size N = 5000. In these plots, m stands for m®.

Once that first two moments are estimated, we can predict the one-step Mattis magnetization
according to Eq. (4.8). In particular, at ¢ = 0, the results reported in Prop. 2 lead to u3 = 1+ «

and pp = o + 3a + 1, so that
my =erf| — |,

V2a

which recovers the well-known expression for the expected magnetization in the Hopfield model
[4].3 At ¢t > 1, we get

(67

,ul = 1 — m + O(t_3), (414)
e =1 (afﬁ + o). (4.15)

3The factor 14+ at the numerator in the error function is due to the fact that we are also including self-interactions.
If J;; = 0, instead, we would have erf(1/v/2a) [71].
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It follows that

1—ay2
1 — f<7vlm + @(tO)) ~1— EM.
t>1 V20 t rl=a

20
Similar results can also be carried out for the pattern attractiveness. The theoretical predictions
for the pattern stability and attractiveness, and the relative comparison with numerical results can
be respectively found in Fig. 3 for different values of the tuneable parameters «, p, t.

As expected, the stability of a pattern is impaired by «, but dreaming can mitigate this effect
(see the upper left panel in Fig. 3). Dreaming can also enhance the attractiveness of a pattern,
yielding a large overlap m; =~ 1 for a relatively large range of noise values (see the upper right and
lower panels in Fig. 3).

In the supervised and unsupervised settings, the computation of stability and attractiveness of
stored vectors follows an analogous route. However, in these cases, rather than in the attracting
power of stored (training) examples, we are mainly interested in the generalization capabilities of
the model, that is — given a starting initial condition with the same statistics of the stored examples
— the attractiveness of ground-truths underlying the training dataset. Thus, in these settings we
consider a starting testing configuration & = x ®¢* for some p = 1,..., P and x ~ Rad(r) for any
i, u.* Then, we are interested in the probability that — after 1-step update — the neural configuration
is aligned with the ground-truth ¢* generating the testing example. Thus, our major concern in
settings a) and b) is the attractiveness of ¢* w.r.t. testing examples, i.e.

A;(¢H, R(r)) = Z Jij(t) (o = Z Jij (x5 ¢ ¢ (4.16)
J J
with such configuration with a distance R(r) = N(1—7)/2 from ¢". Then, the following Proposition
holds.

Proposition 3. Under the GA and in the thermodynamic limit, the empirical first and second
moments of the attractiveness (4.16) read

1. in the supervised setting:

2
o= ﬁdm&m (4.17)
3
pa = (=) [ a3+ 5 [ Tyt (4.18)

2. in the unsupervised setting:

1 A2 ‘ 1—72 .

M1 = J/mdﬂu()\) - f/)‘dﬂu()\)a (4.19)
1 A3 ¢

B2 = a/l—i—t(l—)\)du"()\)’ (4.20)

The proof of this proposition can be found in App. E.

In Fig. 4 we show a comparison between the theoretical predictions, as given by Prop. 3, and
numerical simulations. In this case, we used as initial conditions examples with the same satistics
as the training points, i.e. with the same quality  w.r.t. the hidden ground patterns. In particular,
in the supervised scenario we highlight a positive role of dreaming for any load «, while in the

4We stress that validation configurations follows the same statistics as the training examples, but these two sets
are independent.
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Figure 4. Attractiveness of ground-truths in the supervised and unsupervised settings. The
plot shows a comparison between the theoretical predictions (given by Prop. 3) of the attractiveness of
the ground truths and the numerical results for the supervised (first row) and unsupervised (second row)
settings. Numerical results are averaged over 100 different realization of M = 1000 examples by varying
a and r, and 100 different realization of the initial conditions. In this case, initial conditions are testing
examples, i.e. examples with the same satistics as the the training points, but which are not stored as fixed
points. The system size is fixed to N = 1000. In the plots, m; stands for m®.

unsupervised scenario the effects of dreaming do not have an obvious outcome. In fact, at relatively
low load, a large t is detrimental for the retrieval of ground patterns; on the other hand, when «
is relatively large, increasing ¢ can be slightly beneficial, at least as long as the dataset is not too
corrupted.

5 Discussion of the results

To conclude this work, we comment the application of our results to the estimation of (1-step)
retrieval capabilities of the Hebbian-like models in the settings under examination.

First, let us consider the attractiveness of patterns in the basic storing setting, so we refer to
Fig. 3. Looking at the upper right plot (o« = 0.1, just below the critical storage capacity of the
Hopfield model a, ~ 0.14), we see that in both cases t = 0 (Hopfield model) and ¢t = 10 (essentially
the projector case), stored patterns exhibit a strong attractiveness w.r.t. noisy initial conditions.
In particular, for all values of p, the 1-step magnetization m!) is always higher than the overlap
of the initial condition w.r.t. the considered pattern (the dashed black curve, corresponding to
m® (p) = m® = p). The only difference between the two extreme values of the dreaming time
consists in the range of p where the one-step update leads to m(*) ~ 1: indeed, the dreaming kernel
with ¢ > 1 is by far more robust w.r.t. noise in the initial condition. However, as « is increased
(above the Hopfield model critical storage capacity, see e.g. o = 0.2 and a = 0.3), the situation
is different. Indeed, in the ¢ = 0 case, a non-trivial solution of the equation m(*) = p does appear
(this is more evident in the o = 0.3 case), corresponding to a specific value of the noise in the
initial condition, say p*, for which the network update does not lead to a higher magnetization: the
network is stacked on the ball Br(€") centered in the pattern £ with radius R(p*) = §(1 — p*).
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Further, for p > p*, after the network update, the final Mattis magnetization is lower than p,
meaning that the system is getting farther from the pattern, while for p < p*, the magnetization
my increases. Even if this is a one-step result, this strongly suggests that, in the Hopfield model at
high load, the patterns are no longer stable configurations under neural dynamics, while the fixed
points are on the boundary of balls with a non-zero radius (R(p*) in the one-step case), see the left
picture in Fig. 5 for a schematic representation. This is in agreement with the results reported in
[72]. Increasing the dreaming time ¢ would heal this behavior: indeed, even at large o the dreaming
model will always have m(") (p) > p, and a relatively wide range of p for which m(®) ~ 1. Thus,
the dreaming model in the basic storing setting always exhibits a better retrieval capabilities w.r.t.
the Hopfield model, and — even for finite ¢ — the patterns are always attractive, see the image on
the right in Fig. 5. We stress that the deviation of the numerical results w.r.t. the theoretical
predictions has to be ascribed to the gradual break-down of GA.

.. single network update

s pattern

Figure 5. Schematic representation of attractors in the basic storing setting. The figure shows
a pictorial representation of fixed points in the Hopfield model (left) and dreaming model (right) at large
dreaming time t > 1. For large a (above the critical storace capacity a. = 0.14 for the Hopfield model),
fixed points are the balls centered in the pattern with Hamming radius R(p*) = 5 (1 — p*), while in the
dreaming model (for large but low enough t) patterns are fixed points. At ¢ — oo, in the dreaming model
at o < 1 patterns are always stable configurations for the neural dynamics.

The supervised setting shares the same features of the basic storing case, as the empirical mean
within classes is — for dataset with multiplicative noise — a good prototype of the corresponding
ground-truths. In this case, dreaming mechanism would lead in the suppression of fluctuations of
this prototype w.r.t. the feature vector ¢*, as we already noticed in Fig. 2. Then, the considerations
about attractiveness of patterns in the basic storing setting do hold also in this case, as can be
checked by the first row in Fig. 4.

In the unsupervised setting, however, the situation is quite different. First of all, as can be checked
in the second row of Fig. 4, the theoretical predictions exhibit large deviation w.r.t. the numerical
results; in particular, the results derived with spectral tools always overestimated the numerical
results. This signals a break-down in the statistical independence of terms in the attractiveness,
so the GA gets weaker. Despite this deviation, the spectral tools capture the qualitative behavior
of the setting. First, we see that, for a high enough noise level in the initial condition (i.e. for
relatively small p), Hopfield model performs better w.r.t. the large dreaming time limit (¢ = 10):
this can be seen both from the theoretical predictions and the numerical results. The origin of
this opposite behavior can be identified with the fact that, in the unsupervised setting, intra-class
correlation is crucial for inferring the ground-truths (i.e. realizing them as mixed linear combinations
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of stored examples). At low ¢, the attraction basins associated to training points are wide enough
to merge an form a single well leading the system to generalize the ground-truths as these mixed
configurations are strongly attractive, as clearly explained in [39]. Increasing ¢ would result in a
shrinkage of attraction basins associated to the training points, especially if r is low, so that they
are perfectly separated: the system no longer generalize, and we only retrieve training examples
(as can be seen from the fact that, at low r, the magnetization m; settles on the identity line
mi(p) = p). As a result, in this case training points are stable, i.e. they have large overlap with
the eigenvectors of the coupling matrix: this clearly breaks statistical independence needed for GA.
Increasing «, the Hopfield model undergoes the same behavior of the basic storing and supervised
settings (i.e. patterns are no longer fixed points), even in the » = 1 case (when training points
are perfect realizations of the ground-truths), since stored vectors are no longer fixed points, while
the dreaming time lead to appreciable results only if the quality of the samples is very high (e.g.
r ~ 1), otherwise we would only retrieve training examples.

In conclusion, the spectral results derived in this paper have been applied to investigate the
retrieval properties of Hopfield-like models, and, even in the worse scenario (where our working
assumptions break down), we were able to give a qualitative picture of the processes taking place
in associative neural networks while relaxing to fixed points for the neural dynamics.
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A  Proof of Lemma 1

1. Differentiating (3.1) w.r.t. the dreaming time, we have

.1 ody 14t 1 1 1 1
= —XxXT— X=—X — (14t xT =
7= b~ dt<1+tC) Dn (1—|—tC (1+ )1+thl+tC)

1 1 1 1 1 xxT 1
:7(7X +1 XT—i +t 4+t T):
14+t\Dy~ 1+tC Dy 1+tC Dy 1+tC
1
=——(J@) = J®)?.
1+1t( (t) (t)%)

2. Let us start from the eigenvalue problem Jv, = A,v,, and differentiate w.r.t. the dreaming
time:

. . 1
(Jvg) = Jvg + Jog = ——(J — JT)vg + J0, =

— (Ao — A, Doy
141 T a)Va + JP

On the other hand, we have )
(J'Ua) = AaVa + AaPa-

Combining the previous equations, we have

AaVa + Aol = Ao — A2)vg + Jig,.

1+t
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Moving the terms proportional to v, in the L.h.s. and moving those involving v,, in the r.h.s.,

we have
1

1, .
et T Vo = (J = Xa)a-

(A 1+t @

Multiplying on the left by vX, which is a left eigenvector of J, the r.h.s. is zero, and — due to
the fact that v, # 0, we have

: 1 1
Aa— ——Aa+——A2 =0. Al
[ (A1)

The solution of the differential equation is

1+t
LA

Aa(t)

where A0 is the generic eigenvalue of the Hebbian coupling matrix J 0 — ﬁX Tx.

. Let us first consider the random pattern case. In this setting, the Hebbian coupling matrix
Jo — + 25:1 §;'&) is a positive semidefinite random matrix with rank P < N, so it has P
positive eigenvalues. From the theory of Wishart matrices [73, 74], it is known that positive
eigenvalues are distinct with probability 1, so A} > -+ > A} and the eigenvalue \° = 0
has degeneracy N — P. Since the application \) — A\, (¢) given by Eq. (3.3) is injective,
the algebraic multiplicity of eigenvalues in the spectrum is preserved for all ¢ > 0 finite (at
t — oo, all positive eigenvalues concentrate around A = 1). Let us now consider eigenvectors
of J(t) with positive eigenvalue. Starting from

AaVa + AaBa = (Ao — A2)vg + J0g.

1+t

given in the previous point, and using the differential equation (A.1), we get
(J = Aa)0a =0,

so that v, is also eigenvector of J with the same eigenvalue of v,. Since for positive eigenval-
ues, the associated eigenspace is one-dimensional, it follows that v, = ¢(t)v,, whose solution
is

V4 (t) = v4(0) ~exp/ dt'c(t). (A.2)

Then, the only effect of dreaming time is the rescaling of the eigenvectors norm. If we take
v, (t) to be the normalized eigenvectors with positive eigenvalues, it follows that v, (t) =
v,(0), i.e. they do not depend on ¢. For the eigenvalue A = 0, its eigenspace is N — P-

D)o

dimensional. Denoting vy’ (t),...,v at finite dreaming time ¢ > 0 the associate

eigenvectors, we can write

N—P
05" (1) = 3 Unm()v§™(0), n=1,...,N P,
m=1

which is nothing but a change of basis in the A = 0 eigenspace. Since we are free to map
eigenspaces in themselves without altering the structure of coupling matrix, we can choose
U(t)=1for all t > 0.

For the supervised setting the situation is analogous, the only difference being the different
structure of the information vectors, whose relevant details are directly encoded in the ¢t = 0
limit of the coupling matrix J°. For the unsupervised setting, the situation is different. First
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of all, it is clear that the rank of the matrix will be min(N, PM) = Nmin(1, aM). However,
we are mostly interested in the case where the number of examples per class is sufficiently
high, i.e. M > 1 regardless of the value of a: in this case, the rank of the coupling matrix
J? would be N, then the matrix is full-rank, and all of the eigenvalues would be positive
and distinct (for the same reasons of the random pattern case). Thus, positivity and non-
degeneracy of the eigenvalues, relation (3.3) and stability of eigenvectors w.r.t. dreaming
mechanism trivially follows also in this case.

O

Proof of Theorem 1

. Let us start again with the basic storing case, where X = £. As we already said, in this
setting the eigenvalue A = 0 has degeneracy N — P, thus the limiting spectral distribution
would have a delta around 0 with mass 1 — a. We now focus on positive eigenvalues and start
again with the eigenvalue problem J Op, = ﬁST&;a = Aw,. Multiplying on the left by &,
we have

Loore _ 0
N&& 5”(1 - Cg'va - Aagvow

Thus, positive eigenvalues of the coupling matrix J 0 are exactly the eigenvalues of the usual
correlation matrix, and the corresponding eigenvector is

e, = #ﬁ'um (B.1)

VAN
where the prefactor is needed to ensure the normalization ||e,||= 1. By universality arguments
holding for centered patterns with finite variance [75], positive eigenvalues of the correlation
matrix will be Marchenko-Pastur-distributed with MP(a) = MP(a, 1), since E(¢/)? = 1.
Since positive eigenvalues have mass «, it trivially follows that the empirical spectral distri-
bution uQ;(X) will converge in weak topology to %, in such a way that

dp®(\) = (1 — a)§(N)dX + adpp (M), (B.2)

with

AL —NA=212)
dUMP()‘):;ﬂ_\/ - a\

and A% = (1 +/a)?. Thus, in the random pattern case, § = 0, Apeak = 0 and 02 = 1.

dA,

For the supervised case, the situation is similar. Indeed, also in this case the spectral distri-
bution will have a delta peak at A = 0 with mass 1 —a. For the bulk distribution, the relation
between positive eigenvalues of the coupling matrix J° and the correlation matrix (which is
now computed with the empirical means of examples in each class), still holds provided that
we replace £ — &' = 3734 52””4. By strong law of large numbers, &' “3 E, & = r¢; this
means that J3; 3 & 3 ExE B &S = & 30, (r¢)) () = T‘QJ%’C, where ij’g is the Hebbian
matrix in the random pattern case built with the ground-truths features, i.e.

1
1= 2T
w

Now, notice that E¢(¢!) = 0 and E¢(¢/)?> = 1 in the M — oo limit, eigenvalues of the

correlation matrix 1
c=—Xxx7T,
Dy
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C

are distributed according to the Marchenko-Pastur law MP(a,r2). Thus, in the supervised
case, the empirical spectral distribution of the coupling matrix J° will converge in weak
topology to u”, with measure

4u0(\) = (1= a)5(\)dA + adunge (M), (B.3)
with
A0 — A)(A — A0
dnap(N) = 5 Vo - A( \ax (B.4)

and A% = r?(1 £ /a)?; thus, in the supervised setting, § = 0, Apeax = 0 and o2 = r2.

In the unsupervised case, by strong law of large number, for i # j we have J?j s EXJ% as
M — oo, while J2 = «. Thus, in this case we can safely replace the coupling matrix J 0 with
its noise-independent version:

JO S (1 — 1)1 4+ 72 J0c, (B.5)

where ij’g is again the Hebbian matrix in the random pattern case built with the ground-
truths features. Translating Eq. (B.5) for the eigenvalues of J 9 we see that the quantity

A0 —a(1—17?)

r2

has the same distribution of the eigenvalues of the random pattern case. Then, it follows that,
as M — oo and in the thermodynamic limit, the empirical spectral distribution u%; of the
unsupervised coupling matrix converges in weak topology u°, with

dp° () = (1 - a)3(A — a(l — 12))dA + adpnp (N,

with

P B L G
e (A) = 2mr2 a(A—a(l —r2)) 7
with A\ = r?(1 £ /a)? + a(1 — r?). Thus, in the unsupervised case, we have § = Apcax =

a(l —7?) and 02 = r2.

. The proof works by reverting Eq. (3.3), expressing A as a function of \,(t). Thus, in the

thermodynamic limit (and eventually for M — oo), the empirical spectral distribution g
will converge in weak topology to i, with the latter determined by the fact that the quantity

T S
14+t(1—N)’

will be equal in distribution to A", regardless of the setting under consideration.

Proof of Proposition 1

First of all, let us notice that, since in the M — oo limit, J° <3 r2J%¢ in the supervised setting
and J° “3 (1 — r2)1 + r2J%¢ in the unsupervised one, and the fact that eigenvectors can be
chosen so that they do not depend on ¢, J and J ¢ (the latter being the dreaming coupling matrix
in the random pattern case built with the ground-truths) have common eigenvectors a.s., so they
can be simultaneously diagonalized with the transformation J — UDU ~! with the same matrix U.
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Because of these simple relations between the (un)supervised coupling matrix and the corresponding
ground-truth version, a functional relation between eigenvalues can be derived. For example, the
generic eigenvalue A°(t) of the supervised coupling matrix is related to the corresponding eigenvalue
of J° through Eq. (3.3). In the M — oo limit, A§ — r%\g, where \g is the corresponding eigenvalue

of J%¢, thus
() = I+)A;  (L+t)r*Xg
L+t L4t

Finally, one can re-express )\ in terms of A(t) being the eigenvalue of J ¢ (t) the coupling matrix of
the ground-truths by reverting Eq. (3.3), giving us

A)r?(t+1) o

MO =P irern

(A®))-

Clearly, with the same procedure, one finds that the functional relation for the eigenvalues of the
unsupervised coupling matrix is A“(t) = f¥,(A(t)). With these results, we find for the SE the

r,t
expression
g —lTTJg—JS’th_l A (H) = F25 (N 2 A— S’u)\th)\ C.1
(@, 7,1) = = Tr( (1)) —NZ( a(t) = f21 (Aa(t))” = [ (A= fr (A)7dp’(A), (C.1)
(03
where — stands for convergence in probability in the thermodynamic limit. O

Remark 6. Because of the structure of the limiting spectral distribution of the dreaming coupling
matriz dut, the SE can be rewritten as

5 (0, t) = o / (A= £20 () 2dp (M),

for the supervised setting, and

§“(a,r,t) =(1—a) [O‘ (-1 (t+1)

a(r?-1)t-1

"o [0 o antu.

In the last expression, the constant contribution comes from the presence of the delta peak located
at non-vanishing eigenvalue for the coupling matrix in the unsupervised setting.

D Proof of Proposition 2 and details on the GA

The proof works by explicit computation of the empirical moments. Let us start with the pattern
stability. Under the GA assumption in the thermodynamic limit, and since patterns are equivalent
(so that we can take the average also average the index ), we can estimate

1
M= NP gAi(g)’ (D.1)
1
— NI AY
K2 = NP%:AZ@ )" (D.2)
For the first quantity, we have
1 1 1
M=+ Z Ty (&6 = — Z Jij(£)i5(0) = —=TrJ ()7 (0). (D.3)
T ij
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Now, J(t) and J Y are simultaneously diagonalizable, thus

1 A2 ;
M=aN Z “rpL Q/Hlf(l—)\)du (A), (D.4)

where we expressed A\ as a function of A, (t) by reverting Eq. (3.3). Analogously, for the second
moment

5 O O T = S T ()(0) =

zp,]k: ijk (D5)
= iT J(t)2J(0) — 1/>\3d EN)
TanN Lo ) T+e1—xn "

As for the attractiveness, the computations follows the same lines, provided that we use (4.9) as
definition, and under the GA we average the moments w.r.t. 7, and noticing that E,n; = p and
Ennime = (1 — p*)dx + p*. 0

Remark 7. Notice that we can recast everything in terms of integrals of usual Marchenko-Pastur
distribution with scale parameter o < 1. Indeed, by using spectral decomposition of the coupling
matriz we can write the first empim'cal moment of the stability as

i = e e = pBe 3 daviodele) = pEe S on(Soiet) (S uiet) -
@ J

ijp aijp

(14 t)\2
Z* VANeG)? ZAQ s / ﬁdﬂw“)’
(D.6)

where we used e, = (N N)~/2¢v,, such that Zu(efj)Q = 1 are the eigenvectors of the correlation
matriz, and the fact that Ao = (1 4+ )M /(1 +t\0) and that the coupling matrices have only P
positive eigenvalues. Similarly, for the second moment

213
i | mcwpm. (D.7)

Remark 8. In order to check the validity of the GA, we consider the third centered moment of the
attractiveness, which in the thermodynamic limit can be approximated as

En(A B M)~ —Ee S Ty Sl LBl — D) — D) —p). (D)
ipgkl

Noticing that E,y(n; — p)(mk — p)(m — p) = 2p(1 — p?)8;x01, it follows that

2p(1 — p?
B, (o) - Epaly = PO P g S v (.9)
g

We can thus bound the third centered moment as

|ETI(A¢_E77A¢)3| § ]E Z‘JMS E§Z|J’LJ‘3 EEZ|JM|

ipg

.2
— 72]3(12\7 P )]EE TrJ? = 2p(1 — p?) /Azdut()\),

where we used the fact that |J;;| < 1. Then, a necessary condition for the third centered moment
to be close to zero is

2ap(1 — )/)\Zd,u (\) < 1L
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E Proof of proposition 3

1. In the supervised setting, the empirical first moment of the attractiveness is

1 __r — OC_ r 0,¢
ﬁExZJij(t)XijCf—ﬁqu(t o= NZJ” I (0)3°¢,

g g

M1 =

where J%¢ is the Hebbian matrix in the archetype-setting with ground-truths ¢. In the
M — oo limit, since J° ©% TQJO’g, we can safely write

r 1, 1 o 1 / A2 ,
= N i) 5 = —T L . —))
=N ” Tis (¢) r2 Jij arN IO~ ar [ 14+t(1 - )\)duéo\)

in the thermodynamic limit. For the empirical second moment, we have

M2 = X Z ng zk X]XkCHCk = Z J’LJ Z Jlj CMC
NP N

injk wyk

_1 270 1— 1 2 70
g NT v J(1)2T 7]\7 ST (1)? + — T (120"

/\3
(1-— 2 ¢
) [+ ¢ [ et

in the thermodynamic limit.

2. In the unsupervised setting, we still have
r
= a—NTrJ(t)JO’C7

as in the supervised case. However, in the setting under consideration, in the M — oo limit
we have )
0¢ _ * g0 2
Jt = . (J" —a(l —r9)1).
Thus, we have

N [ L TrJ() 1/ N dut (M) 1_r2/Adt()\)
M= N rN ar | 1+t(1—X) Hu T Buld);

in the thermodynamic limit. Analogously, for the empirical second moment we have

_ 1= TrJ(t)* + iTrJ(t)QJO’C - 1_77“2ﬂ.1(t)2 + L megeza - L=y J(t)? =
H2 = N aN - aN -
_1n J()2J° — 1 / Aigduf (\)
aN af 1+t(1—=X) "7
in the thermodynamic limit.
O
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