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Abstract

Recent breakthroughs in AI capability have been attributed to increasingly sophisti-

cated architectures and alignment techniques, but a simpler principle may explain these

advances: memory makes computation universal. Memory enables universal compu-

tation through two fundamental capabilities: recursive state maintenance and reliable

history access. We formally prove these requirements are both necessary and suffi-

cient for universal computation. This principle manifests across scales, from cellular

computation to neural networks to language models. Complex behavior emerges not

from sophisticated processing units but from maintaining and accessing state across

time. We demonstrate how parallel systems like neural networks achieve universal

computation despite limitations in their basic units by maintaining state across itera-

tions. This theoretical framework reveals a universal pattern: computational advances

consistently emerge from enhanced abilities to maintain and access state rather than

from more complex basic operations. Our analysis unifies understanding of computa-

tion across biological systems, artificial intelligence, and human cognition, reminding us

that humanity’s own computational capabilities have evolved in step with our technical

ability to remember through oral traditions, writing, and now computing.

1 Introduction

We are collections of cells with interwoven systems of memory. The genome maintains

computational state through an unbroken chain of survival, while molecular markers pre-

serve cell identity, immune systems learn from encounters, and neural architectures give

rise to consciousness. Through memory, we became beings that could understand our own

existence. Our species’ greatest evolutionary leap came not through biological adaptation

but through cultural innovation—the ability to maintain and pass on our thoughts beyond in-

dividual lifespans through oral traditions, writing, and libraries. Each technology expanded

our ability to preserve and process information across time, transforming human civilization

through new forms of memory. This cultural evolution of memory systems mirrors the funda-

mental role of memory in all computation, from cellular mechanisms to artificial intelligence.
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When we finally mastered computation, we did it by capturing lightning in rock: precise

control of electron flows in crystalline structures. Yet as we strive to create systems that

can understand and generate human language, we find ourselves returning to biological

patterns: massive parallel networks trained simultaneously across countless processors.

These parallel training constraints lead our artificial systems to mirror our own biological

limitations—they too are restricted to threshold computations, like our “blobby, wet” molec-

ular mechanisms [1]. Their intelligence emerges not from increasingly sophisticated com-

ponents but from maintaining and accessing state across time, just as ours did.

Memory is not merely a feature of computational systems: it is the key capability that en-

ables universal computation [2]. Even systems with very basic state transitions can achieve

universal computation when equipped with memory [3, 4]. This principle is demonstrated

by remarkably minimal universal systems like Rule 110 cellular automata [5] and the uni-

versality of the mov instruction set [6]. We show how this fundamental insight manifests in

computational systems, from neural networks to biological cells [7], where simple parallel

operations combined with state maintenance enable complex computation [8, 9].

We demonstrate how two basic capabilities—recursive state maintenance and reliable

history access—are sufficient for universal computation [2, 10, 11, 12]. We first establish

this formally through a constructive proof, grounding our subsequent analysis in computa-

tional theory. We then examine how parallel processing limitations manifest in both artificial

neural networks and biological systems, showing how these systems achieve complex com-

putation through memory rather than sophisticated processing units. Finally, we explore

the practical implications for artificial intelligence development, particularly in the context of

large language models and recursive reasoning. This analysis provides a unified perspec-

tive on computation across domains while suggesting new directions for AI architecture

development focused on robust state maintenance mechanisms.

2 Memory enables universal computation

A system has recursive state processing if it can read its current state s, generate an update

function f(s) that produces the next state, and maintain the new state f(s) for subsequent

processing. This state maintenance must be robust against errors and degradation.

A system has reliable history access if it can: (1) reference any previous state si from its

computation history without error, (2) distinguish between different states in its history un-

ambiguously, (3) maintain and determine the correct temporal order of states, establishing

clear boundaries between computational periods, and (4) guarantee the integrity of stored

states. Note that standard RNNs are capacity-limited and may require external memory

modules or augmented architectures to meet these requirements fully.

These capabilities enable universal computation through a straightforward construction

[10, 13, 12]. Given a Universal Turing Machine U , we implement it as follows: The state

s = (q, p, a) encodes the current machine state q, the position p of the tape head, and the

symbol a under the head. At each step, the system processes current state s to determine

(q′, a′, d) = δ(q, a), where q′ is the next machine state, a′ is the symbol to write, and d is

the head movement. It uses history access to reconstruct tape contents as needed and
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maintains the new state for the next step.

We show how these two requirements enable universal computation through a con-

structive proof that proceeds in three steps: encoding the machine state, simulating tape

operations, and proving correctness with complexity bounds.

Theorem 1 (Universality). Any system S with recursive state maintenance and reliable

history access can simulate a Universal Turing Machine with at most logarithmic overhead

in space and time complexity [9, 14].

Remark. This theorem draws on a classic line of work showing that even small instruc-

tion sets can achieve Turing-completeness [11, 13, 12, 6]. Our formulation recasts these

results in a biological and chain-of-thought context, emphasizing that parallel systems with

minimal updates are still universal once they reliably maintain and retrieve computational

state.

Proof. We proceed in three steps:

First, we show that S can implement the basic operations of a UTM. Let M be a UTM with

state set Q, tape alphabet Γ, and transition function δ. We construct a simulation in S as

follows:

State Encoding: Each configuration of M is encoded as a tuple s = (q, p, a, t) where:

q ∈ Q is the current machine state, p ∈ N is the head position, a ∈ Γ is the symbol under

the head, and t ∈ N is the step counter.

Tape Simulation: For each position p visited by M , we maintain a history entry hp =
(p, ap, tp) where ap ∈ Γ is the symbol written at position p and tp is the time step when this

symbol was written.

Second, we prove that these operations preserve computational state correctly through the

following invariants:

Lemma 2 (State Coherence). At each step t, the simulated configuration (q, p, a) exactly

matches the configuration of M after t steps on the same input.

Proof. By induction on t:

Base case (t = 0): The initial configuration matches by construction.

Inductive step: Assume the invariant holds for step t. For step t + 1, S reads current state

(q, p, a, t), computes (q′, a′, d) = δ(q, a), updates position p′ = p + d, uses history access

to find a′′ at p′, and maintains new state (q′, p′, a′′, t+1). This exactly mirrors M ’s transition

function, preserving the invariant.

Lemma 3 (History Consistency). For any position p and time t, the symbol recorded in

history matches what would be on M ’s tape at position p at time t.

Proof. We maintain two invariants: each write operation creates a history entry with the

current time step, and when reading position p, we retrieve the entry with maximum tp ≤ t.

This ensures we always see the most recent write to each position, exactly matching M ’s

tape contents.
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Third, and finally, we analyze the complexity bounds: The simulation incurs logarithmic

overhead in both space (O(log t) bits for step counter and O(logn) bits for position encod-

ing) and time (O(log t) for history access operations). These bounds are tight [15, 16, 9],

as demonstrated through recent impossibility results. Therefore, S simulates M with loga-

rithmic overhead in both space and time [11, 17, 12].

Corollary 4 (Universality). Any system with recursive state maintenance and reliable history

access is Turing-complete.

Consider a basic threshold unit that checks if a number is greater than zero. Without

memory, this unit can only output yes/no signals—a trivial, static operation. However, with

memory to store previous results, this same unit becomes capable of counting: starting

from zero, it can repeatedly increment its input and maintain the running total, transforming

a simple parallel threshold operation into a sequential counter. This counter then serves as

a fundamental building block for more complex operations, enabling program sequencing

and even Turing machine simulation.

Reliable history access requires systems to maintain clear boundaries between compu-

tational states—a requirement that manifests as temporal structure in physical implementa-

tions. In biological systems, though epigenetics and threshold signals provide a partial form

of memory, they do not fulfill the indefinite, unambiguous addressability required for our

definition of reliable history access. In neural networks, this structure emerges through at-

tention windows that establish sequence order and layered processing that maintains state

boundaries [18, 19]. Biological systems show similar patterns: cells partition computation

through cell cycle phases and stable epigenetic states [20], while developing organisms

maintain state through precisely timed developmental stages and morphology [21]. De-

spite their diverse implementations, all these systems share a common need to establish

unambiguous boundaries between computational states, enabling reliable access to their

processing history. Each of these domains confirms the same fundamental principle: par-

tial or ephemeral memory alone cannot sustain universal computation; systems must meet

conditions for reliable history access to achieve full Turing-completeness.

3 Memory constraints in parallel systems

Parallel constraints arise in real-world systems, forcing reliance on memory for complex

computation. Both artificial and biological systems face fundamental constraints in paral-

lel computation that shape their architecture and capabilities. These constraints emerge

from different sources but lead to remarkably similar solutions through memory and state

maintenance.

Neural architectures face a fundamental computational barrier: they are restricted to

TC0 complexity, as proven by recent theoretical work [3, 4]. This limitation stems directly

from the requirements of parallel training at scale. To train efficiently across multiple de-

vices, neural networks must permit independent parameter updates across different por-

tions of the network [22]. This independence requirement manifests in different ways: trans-
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formers treat each position independently modulo attention weights, convolutional networks

rely on spatial locality, and even recurrent networks—despite being Turing-complete in the-

ory under strictly sequential operation—must make independence assumptions between

time steps when unrolled for parallel training [23]. Even recent architectural innovations

like structured state spaces and their variants re-parameterize sequential computation for

parallel training but still operate under practical concurrency constraints [24, 25, 26, 27].

Recent empirical work provides striking validation of this principle. Feng et al. [28]

demonstrated that RNNs stripped to their minimal state maintenance operations, but reor-

ganized for parallel processing, match the performance of recent sequence models. This

shows how basic state maintenance enables complex computation.

Similarly, biological systems face parallel processing constraints due to their physical na-

ture. The central dogma of molecular biology reveals how cells solve computation through

inherently parallel mechanisms [7, 29, 30]. Unable to engineer precise electromagnetic

flows like silicon systems, cells must process information through vast networks of simulta-

neous molecular interactions. Every aspect of cellular computation occurs through parallel

reactions governed by concentration thresholds and binding affinities [1]. A typical eukary-

otic cell contains gigabase-pairs of DNA, comparable quantities of RNA, and billions of

proteins [31]. These molecules are in constant motion, with proteins tumbling at gigahertz

frequencies [32], vibrating in the megahertz to terahertz range, and diffusing across the

entire cell within seconds. In this dense molecular soup, every component is practically in-

teracting with every other component all the time, making true sequential processing physi-

cally impossible. The sheer scale of these simultaneous interactions—billions of molecules

moving at gigahertz frequencies within the confined space of a cell—forces computation to

be inherently parallel.

Additional memory mechanisms—like recurrent connections and attention—enable se-

quential logic in parallel networks. Each additional processing step increases computational

capability in a measurable way, but only when proper state maintenance is preserved across

steps. Recent work shows this directly supports our framework by demonstrating how mem-

ory mechanisms, not architectural complexity, determine computational power (for details

of positional embeddings and attention-based ordering, see [3, 33]). These mechanisms

inject sequential capability into parallel architectures not through more complex units, but

by maintaining and accessing state across processing steps.

DNA-based record-keeping, epigenetics, and neural time cells exemplify how evolution

converged on memory to enable sequential processing. The CRISPR-Cas system rep-

resents perhaps the most elegant implementation, maintaining a chronological record of

viral infections [34] through stable DNA-based storage combined with active protein-based

processing [35]. In neural circuits, specialized ”time cells” fire in precise sequences while

ramping cells modulate their activity to provide temporal context [19], with the prefrontal

cortex and parahippocampal regions integrating contextual details [18]. These mechanisms

achieve ordered processing not through sequential computation, but by maintaining state

through multiple parallel components orchestrated in time.

Ultimately, enhanced memory—across domains—provides the cornerstone for circum-

venting parallel limitations. The anterior-posterior axis and segmentation patterns in animal

embryos emerge through maintained morphogen gradients and sequential state updates
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[36]. These patterns demonstrate remarkable robustness, with the ability to regenerate

proper proportions even after significant tissue removal or reorganization [37]. This principle

was first formalized by Turing’s reaction-diffusion theory [21], showing how simple molecu-

lar interactions can implement sophisticated state maintenance through physical structure.

Through the interaction of fast-diffusing inhibitors with self-enhancing activators, organisms

create stable spatial patterns that maintain developmental state information across time.

These systems share a common principle of memory-enabled computation. Recent

work in synthetic biology validates this framework, successfully implementing recording sys-

tems that combine DNA-based storage with protein-based processing [38]. At the cellular

level, even apparently sequential processes like the cell cycle are implemented through par-

allel molecular networks with threshold-based transitions rather than true sequential com-

putation [1]. This mirrors how artificial systems overcome parallel processing limitations

through recursive state maintenance rather than more complex basic units.

4 Practical implications

The lens of recursive state maintenance reveals fundamental patterns in how language

models achieve complex reasoning [39, 40, 41]. These systems face inherent parallel

processing limitations that constrain their computational capabilities [3]. Recent evidence

demonstrates both the power and limitations of chain-of-thought approaches in overcoming

these constraints [42]. Traditional scaling approaches focused on increasing parallel pro-

cessing power through larger models and more sophisticated attention mechanisms [43].

However, our analysis shows this approach alone cannot overcome the fundamental limita-

tions in sequential reasoning [4]. Language models achieve sequential reasoning by learn-

ing to replicate computational patterns embedded in human language. Through exposure to

text containing human reasoning traces, these models internalize the basic transition func-

tions that characterize structured thought. When provided with sufficient context as state,

they can apply these learned patterns to perform step-by-step reasoning. This explains

why chain-of-thought prompting proves effective: it provides a framework for maintaining

computational state across multiple steps.

The ARC Prize competition provides compelling evidence of the limitations inherent in

scaling models alone. While advanced LLMs with sophisticated architectures reach only

5-14% accuracy through direct prompting, introducing state maintenance through test-time

training boosts performance to 55.5% [44]. This dramatic improvement aligns with our

framework’s prediction: parallel processing alone cannot overcome sequential reasoning

constraints without reliable state maintenance, just as biological systems do not solve se-

quential tasks by making cells more complex [7].

OpenAI’s o3 model further reinforces the crucial role of memory and state maintenance.

The system achieves 82.8% accuracy on 400 public tasks of ARC-AGI-1 in high-efficiency

mode (costing $6,677 and using roughly 33M tokens) and 91.5% in low-efficiency mode

(costing approximately $1.15M and using around 9.5B tokens), while retaining high perfor-

mance on 100 held-out tasks [45]. Our framework suggests that what o3’s authors term

“deliberative alignment” [46, 47] may be more precisely understood as an emergent prop-
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erty of achieving reliable computation through memory and state maintenance, building on

the same principles that drive universal computation in biological and artificial systems alike.

Since a system without reliable state maintenance cannot consistently execute any com-

putational pattern—including following policies—the o3 system compensates by searching

over potential computational paths, using policy adherence as a way to detect which paths

successfully maintain coherent computational state [45, 48]. In other words, reliable pol-

icy following and reliable computation are fundamentally inseparable: a system capable

of one must be capable of the other. The substantial computational costs—$17–20 per

task in high-efficiency mode—likely reflect both the quadratic overhead of transformer at-

tention and the need to evaluate multiple possible computational traces. This suggests o3

represents something qualitatively different from traditional LLMs [49]—by achieving reli-

able state maintenance through parallel search and selection, albeit at significant cost, it

appears to meet the requirements for universal computation outlined in our framework.

o3’s chain-of-thought fulfills both “recursive state maintenance” and “reliable history ac-

cess,” storing partial results (including policy references) and retrieving them at each step.

The same memory mechanism that preserves logical continuity across iterations also en-

sures continuous policy adherence, preventing the system from losing alignment constraints

in the midst of multi-step reasoning. By unifying these capacities, o3 illustrates how reliable

computation and faithful policy following naturally converge when robust memory mech-

anisms are in place. While o3 invests heavily in chain-of-thought (“state-keeping”) and

robust policy referencing, it still does not unify memory in a single, universal mechanism.

In practice, it combines multiple partial strategies—chunked or rolling contexts, local chain-

of-thought, and, at times, external retrieval systems—to maintain its internal state. Hence,

o3 should be seen as an early illustration of how emphasizing memory-like processes can

push models beyond purely pattern-based reasoning, rather than a complete or general-

purpose memory system. The system’s impressive performance may emerge not from so-

phisticated ethical reasoning, but from its ability to maintain consistent computational state

while searching for valid solutions that follow learned patterns.

Instead, architectural innovation should focus on robust mechanisms for state mainte-

nance and recursive processing [50]. This might involve memory systems that maintain co-

herent state across multiple processing steps [51]. Recent research has identified specific

conditions where chain-of-thought reasoning can actually reduce performance, particularly

in tasks where the underlying computation requires implicit pattern recognition rather than

explicit reasoning [42]. This aligns with our framework’s prediction that memory-based re-

cursive computation is most effective when the task requires true sequential dependence,

rather than parallel pattern matching. State verification mechanisms that ensure consis-

tency across recursive processing steps, similar to how biological systems maintain state

coherence through specialized cellular structures [52], become crucial for maintaining reli-

able computation.

This framework highlights two complementary modes of computation in language mod-

els [53]. Pattern matching relies on parallel processing to recognize textual features in

a single pass, while multi-step reasoning depends on robust state maintenance. Without

memory, a model is confined to parallel inference and cannot harness sequential logic. In

contrast, chain-of-thought or memory-based methods accumulate partial results step by
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step, enabling more complex computations. However, explicitly spelling out each inference

can sometimes degrade performance on tasks better suited to implicit pattern recognition

[42], mirroring how conscious reasoning can undermine human intuition.

Further insight comes from the relationship between compression and computation [39].

Language models compress static patterns into distributed representations, yet require ex-

plicit prompting for sequential tasks because compression alone does not support dynamic

state updates. Herein lies the power of computational history access: each reasoning step

builds on previous results while maintaining temporal structure [53], providing the essential

scaffolding for advanced, memory-driven computations.

The remarkable leap in language model capabilities emerged from massive overtraining

on an unprecedented coverage of human knowledge [54]. This represents a form of trans-

fer learning where human computational patterns are distilled into the model’s parameters.

This extensive exposure enabled these systems to learn and internalize the fundamental

transition functions that humans use with language. When provided with sufficient con-

text (state), these models can achieve human-level performance precisely because they

have learned to replicate human computational patterns through exposure to vast collec-

tions of text—our recorded explanations, arguments, derivations, and other traces of hu-

man thought [55, 53]. This reasoning occurs without weight updates, suggesting the mod-

els have internalized generalizable computational patterns from their training data. The

success of techniques like chain-of-thought prompting demonstrates that these models can

effectively replicate human-like problem-solving approaches when given appropriate frame-

works for maintaining computational state [56].

The success of these methods depends not on teaching models new reasoning capa-

bilities, but on structuring computation to leverage already-learned transition functions in a

way that enables reliable state maintenance and access.

5 Conclusion

Our analysis reveals a fundamental pattern across scales: from molecular mechanisms to

neural systems to artificial intelligence, advances in computational capability emerge from

enhanced abilities to maintain and access state—just as human civilization itself advanced

through increasingly sophisticated memory technologies. The recent breakthroughs in lan-

guage models demonstrate this principle—their power comes not from architectural com-

plexity but from learning human computational patterns while maintaining sufficient context

for recursive processing. The recent emergence of systems like o3 [47] demonstrates this

principle. The model we present here suggests their capabilities arise not from architec-

tural sophistication or alignment policy adherence, but from meeting the fundamental re-

quirements for memory-enabled universal computation, even at substantial computational

cost in current implementations. This suggests a shift in focus for AI development: rather

than pursuing larger models, progress requires attention to the memory mechanisms that

enable recursive computation. Evolution’s elegant solutions, from CRISPR arrays to neural

architectures, point toward fundamentally new approaches to reliable computation based

on robust state maintenance rather than complex processing units.
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