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The 2024 Nobel Prize in Physics was awarded to John Hopfield and Geoffrey Hinton, “for founda-
tional discoveries and inventions that enable machine learning with artificial neural networks.” As
noted by the Nobel committee, their work moved the boundaries of physics. This is a brief reflection
on Hopfield’s work, its implications for the emergence of biological physics as a part of physics, the
path from his early papers to the modern revolution in artificial intelligence, and prospects for the
future.

I. INTRODUCTION

I once asked John Hopfield how he decided to change
fields from condensed matter physics to biophysics. “I
didn’t change,” he said, “I kept doing the same things
and the fields moved past me.” On October 8, 2024,
John was awarded the Nobel Prize in Physics, jointly
with Geoffrey Hinton [1]. This marks the first time that
the physics prize recognizes work in biological physics,
a milestone for our field. The emergence of biological
physics as a proper branch of physics is a long and com-
plicated story [2]. But, more than any other single indi-
vidual, John saw how a theoretical physicist could engage
with the beautiful and sometimes mysterious phenomena
of life. His theories of neural networks [3, 4], recognized
by the Nobel committee, are only a small part of this.

Hinton’s path was different, having started as a student
of experimental psychology and then artificial intelligence
(AI), which of course meant something very different in
the 1970s. His PhD adviser Christopher Longuet–Higgins
was a theoretical chemist, and a very physical chemist,
having discovered (among other things) a specific version
of what we now call geometric phases in quantum me-
chanics [5]. The first of Hinton’s many accomplishments
cited by the Nobel committee is the Boltzmann machine
[6], which drew (as the name suggests!) from ideas in
statistical physics, and built directly on Hopfield’s work.

The intertwining of physics and AI reaches back to the
foundational papers on perceptrons, some of which ap-
peared in Reviews of Modern Physics in the early 1960s
[7, 8]. Artificial intelligence has obvious origins in efforts
to emulate life, but it was never clear if there were prin-
ciples to be learned from real brains that would transfer
to the engineering context. After all, airplanes don’t flap
their wings, but they do obey the same equations of fluid
mechanics that govern flight in birds, and as a result
many of the principles of lift generation are the same.

One approach to AI was to give abstract formulations
of the problems solved by real brains, and then to de-
velop hand crafted algorithms that address these abstract
problems. Hopfield and Hinton presented a very different
strategy: writing models for the dynamics of interact-
ing neuron–like elements and asking what computational
functions can emerge from these dynamics. Certainly for
Hopfield, “emerge” meant emerge in the sense that other

collective phenomena emerge in many–body systems—
the rigidity of solids, the polarization of magnets, and
more. These are problems for which statistical mechan-
ics gives us a natural language.
Great ideas have multiple origin stories. Often these

stories are seen as competing, and the greater the idea’s
impact the more seems to be at stake, deciding which dis-
cipline or whose intellectual ancestors should get credit
for what happened. Perhaps it is more interesting that
the multiple stories can all be true: different individuals
and even different communities come to more or less the
same realizations by different paths.
For the biological physics community it matters that

one of the paths to the current AI revolution went
through efforts to gain a physicist’s understanding of col-
lective dynamics in the brain. In looking at Hopfield’s
work, one can see this as part of a larger project to gain
a physicist’s understanding of life. This is not to say
that Hopfield had a program to work in sequence on the
phenomena of life at different scales of organization, from
single molecules up to brains. But this is what happened.
The Nobel Prize provides the occasion to take a brief

tour of Hopfield’s broader contributions to the emergence
of biological physics, the roots of his thinking in earlier
work on condensed matter physics, and the explosion of
work that followed his ideas about neural networks. To
keep things compact, most technical matters will be sup-
pressed, but I hope to capture something of the intellec-
tual style and provide some pointers to the future.

II. BEFORE NEURAL NETWORKS

Scientific careers are not deterministic trajectories. We
should avoid the temptation of thinking that the ad-
vances recognized by the Nobel Prize “grew out” of Hop-
field’s earlier work. At the same time, there is a remark-
able intellectual coherence across multiple topics—and
across eight decades, from the 1950s to the 2020s.
John’s intellectual adventures began with the seem-

ingly modest problem of calculating the dielectric behav-
ior of insulating crystals [9]. For a single electron to
absorb energy it must make a transition from the (filled)
valence band to the (empty) conduction band, leaving
behind a hole. The electron and hole can form a bound
state, called an exciton. John’s contribution was to show
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that the compounding of excitations did not end there:
as light passes through the crystal, photons couple to ex-
citons so that the independent and long–lived excitations
are a mixture, which he termed polaritons. Polaritons are
bosons, and it is extraordinary that fifty years after Hop-
field’s work there were observations indicating that these
excitations exhibit Bose–Einstein condensation and su-
perfluidity, thus forming an essentially non–equilibrium
quantum fluid [10]. We are by now accustomed to the
idea that the independent, long–lived “modes” or ele-
mentary excitations of a system can be very different
from its microscopic constituents, but this was far from
obvious in the late 1950s.

The interaction of light and matter continued as a
theme for more than a decade. In particular, Hopfield
had an extended theory/experiment collaboration with
David Thomas. Classical non–magnetic insulators are
characterized by a local dielectric response, so that the
polarization within a sub–wavelength volume depends
only on the electric field in that volume. Thomas and
others showed that semiconductors exhibited behaviors
that could not be accounted for in this way. John empha-
sized that non–locality must mean that there is another
path for energy transport through the system, schema-
tized in startlingly simple terms in Fig 1A. Theory and
experiment came together in a landmark paper [11], and
Hopfield and Thomas went on to share the 1969 Oliver
Buckley Prize for Condensed Matter Physics from the
American Physical Society.

Hopfield’s first foray into the physics of life explored
the cooperativity of oxygen binding to hemoglobin. The
phenomenology went back at least to AV Hill’s work
in 1910, from which we get the ubiquitous “Hill func-
tion;” hemoglobin and myoglobin were the first proteins
whose structures were determined through the analysis
of X–ray diffraction experiments [12, 13]. Inspired in
part by these structures, J Monod, J Wyman, and J–
P Changeux proposed a model in which the binding of
individual molecules shifts the equilibrium between two
different protein structures [14]. To be thermodynam-
ically consistent the different structures must have dif-
ferent binding energies for the individual molecules, and
this generates an effective cooperativity between events
at distant sites—allostery. If this MWC model is correct,
one should see the switching between protein structures
as part of the kinetics of oxygen binding or dissociation,
and Hopfield worked with his experimental colleagues RG
Shulman and Seiji Ogawa to show that this works in great
detail [15]. They could push further and show that the
binding of each oxygen molecule was independent so long
as the protein remained in one state or the other [16]:
cooperativity arises only when we average over the fluc-
tuations or switching between protein states.

Hopfield’s thinking about hemoglobin culminated in a
model where the energies that drive functional changes
are distributed throughout the molecule rather than lo-
calized in particular chemical bonds, as schematized in
Fig 1B [17]; I could not resist the juxtaposition of this
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FIQ. 3. A schematic description of the interplay between the two bonding paths linking the 
iron atom to the heme plane. The iron atom will edopt the position which minimizes the total 
strain free energy of the two springs, which have different equilibrium lengths. 

spring constant appropriate to the inner part of the prosthetic group has an effective 
spring constant kFe. The spring appropriate to the rest of the molecule has an equi- 
librium length 1, and an effective spring constant k,. The description in terms of 
springs is a simple physical representation for discussing the strain free energy in a 
system which responds in a linear fashion to forces. 

Let the free energy of binding GboUnd - Go of a ligand without strain effects be 
denoted by G:. The actual free energy of binding will be different from Gi because 
of strain free energy stored in the springs, which are not of equal equilibrium lengths, 
and which are therefore both storing strain energy when the coupled system is at 
equilibrium. By solving for the equilibrium lengths and equilibrium energies of the 
spring system with and without a ligand bound, one finds that the strain contribution 
to the energy of the bound state less that of the unbound state (Gt) is 

The amount of strain energy stored in each spring is in proportion to the reciprocal 
of its spring constant. 

The general result, equation (l), can be simplified for application to hemoglobin in 
the light of known properties of the molecule. In order to have the energy chiefly 
delocalized, we require k,, >> k,. This is a reasonable supposition, for k,, represents 
the spring constant due to the partially covalent bond between the iron atom snd 
the heme plane, while k, represents the stiffness of the much more flexible connection 
between the same two points via the protein. Thus 

G!L = P,V,, - 4) + Wk,. (2) 

The two terms of equation (2) have a simple meaning. In the limit k,, >> k,, there is 
no strain or strain energy stored in the k Fe spring, and the length of both bonds is 
ZFe when unligrtted and Ire + 6, when ligated. The work done in stretching the spring 
representing the protein is its change in length 6, multiplied by the average force 
exerted by the protein, namely 

In the case of hemoglobin 6, is about @75A. The distance (ZFe - I,) represents the 
total displacement of the proximal histidine (in the direction normal to the heme 
plane) which would result if the iron-histidine bond were out (and assuming such 
a large motion was still linear). The histidine would presumably move several 
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(8) CLASSICAL DIELECTRIC

k and the others perpendicular to k in directions in-
dependent of the magnitude of k (e.g., k is in a (100)
direction in a cubic crystal). Fourth, only the zero and
second-order terms in the expansion of n(k) and cp;(k)
will be retained. The first-order terms will vanish in a
crystal having inversion symmetry and will be small
under much broader circumstances. For E polarized in
a given principal direction, (2) is approximated by

ep 1— (np+Qsk )oIp
Pi(oI) = + ~~(~) (4)

4pr oIps+ Bks ops scpI—'—
The solutions (periodic in space and time) to Max-

well's equations for the dielectric defined by (2) are
found by solving the eigenvalue problem,

CO Ct)

k'EI,—k(EI, k) = —iDx=——[EI,+4prPI, ].c') c' (5)

cal local dielectric theory is obtained simply by setting
k=0 in (2).
For a given wave vector, insulating crystals are

characterized by polarizabilities of the form

n, (k)oI, s(k)
n(k, oI) =P—

i cp'(k) —oI'—soII', (k) (3)

by virtue of the fact that the polarizability obeys a
Kramers-Kronig relation at any fixed wave vector. )The
summation in (3) should be understood to include the
possibility of integration over the index j.g A conven-
tional isolated optical absorption line is associated with
an isolated resonance, a single term L for which oI;(0)
is isolated from the other zero wave-vector resonant
frequencies.
The presence of resonances in (3) prevents n(k, oI)

from being usefully expanded in powers of k. Instead,
both the numerator and denominator (of each term)
must be expanded.
To keep the physics from disappearing in a morass

of tensor notation, the problem will be simp/ified. First,
the frequency will be chosen near a particular resonance
in (3), and the sum over all other oscillators will be
lumped into a frequency- and wave-vector-independent
background dielectric constant e. Second, the wave-
vector dependence of the phenomenological damping
term I' will be ignored. (Indeed, the calculations of
Sec. IV show that the value of F is small enough to be
ignored in some experiments. ) Third, a direction of k
is chosen such that e has one principal axis parallel to

WYÃY/YYYYFPY/YÃYNÃZYÃNÃYPNFYPYYÃi

(b) SPATIAL DISPERSION

Fzo. 1.The spring and charged mass-point models of a classical
dielectric, (a); and one exhibiting spatial resonance dispersion,
(b). These models represent scalar analogs to the actual vector
equations. The directions of P and x are indicated. 47I (Qp+Qsk )oIp= ep+

oIps+Bks
(6)

For real frequencies, k and e will be in general complex.
In classical optics, o.~=8=0. For a given frequency,

(6) is linear in k', and there are two roots for k. These
roots are the complex numbers, k and —k one referring
to a right-running and one to a left-running solution.
For a given (principal) pola, rization, frequency, and
direction of propagation only one transverse mode exists.
The ca,se 8=0, o.2&0 is rather similar to the classical
case. Although there will be some effects of the wave-
vector dependence (in particular, when np=0, a "for-
bidden" absorption line will be seen if ~2/0, a line which
would be absent in classical optics), (6) remains linear

0 I I

0~ki kr —--=
0

ki kr~
Fn. 2. The frequency wave-vector dispersion relation for the

transverse normal modes of light coupled to a classical dielectric
(graph at left) and a dielectric having spatial resonance dispersion
(at right). No damping is included. The normal mode wave vectors
are in either case either purely real or purely imaginary, and are
plotted to the right or left accordingly. The dashed lines show the
dispersion relations for 0.0——zero; the solid lines for a fjnite (xp.
Parameters have been chosen to display clearly the differences
between the models,

Under the approximations described, the solutions of
(5) divide themselves into longitudinal solutions (EI,
paralle1 to k) and transverse solutions.
When (4) is substituted into (5), the transverse solu-

tions to (5) are determined by the condition

(A)

(B)

FIG. 1: Simple models. (A) In a classical dielectric, local-
ized charges oscillate in response to an applied field. To
generate spatial dispersion, there must be a path for energy
flow, schematized by (effective) lateral springs connecting the
charges [11]. (B) In hemoglobin, the iron atom is bound to
the heme group by spring of stiffness KFe that changes its
equilibrium length (ℓFe → ℓFe + δL) when a ligand such as
oxygen binds to the iron. In addition the iron atom is held
by the protein as whole, schematized as a spring of stiffness
KP with a different equilibrium length ℓP [17].

schematic with the one from a decade before. This view
was completely novel and far ahead of its time. In his
own words: “In the simplest distributed model ... The
rest of the molecule will be described by a second spring
connecting the same two points, but having a different
equilibrium length. This spring represents the connec-
tion between the central region of the heme group and
the iron atom via the path leading to the outer edge
of the heme, through the protein, and ultimately to the
proximal histidine.” All the complexity of protein struc-
ture and flexibility is summarized by an effective spring.
Stretching the spring also shifts the electronic energy lev-
els of the heme group, and this leads to quantitative pre-
dictions for the shape of the optical absorption spectrum
and its shift as the protein switches between different
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states [17]. Hopfield’s thinking about hemoglobin thus
combined radical simplification and engagement with ex-
perimental detail, a pattern that would repeat.

Next, Hopfield explored the interplay between classical
and quantum dynamics in biological electron transfer, a
process that operates to secure the energy supply of all
cells [18]. Experiments demonstrating the persistence of
these reactions at very low temperatures had suggested
that quantum tunneling was relevant, rekindling dreams
of many physicists for a role of quantum mechanics in
biology. Hopfield presented a theory which clarified the
rampant confusion: electrons almost always tunnel, but
the accompanying structural changes in the protein can
be classical at high temperatures and quantum mechan-
ical at low temperatures. As with hemoglobin, the pro-
tein was approximated as harmonic, not because there
are no nonlinearities but because the force on any single
mode of the large molecule is small. While the energetics
of hemoglobin probed only the stiffness of the effective
springs, the temperature dependence of reaction rates
probes the dynamics as the thermal energy crosses the
energies of vibrational quanta. Once again, functional
behaviors are connected to spectroscopic signatures, in-
cluding the prediction of new absorption bands [19, 20].

The interplay between classical and quantum dynam-
ics identified by Hopfield would become even more impor-
tant as it became clear that the rapid initial steps of pho-
tosynthetic electron transfer occur with essentially tem-
perature independent rates even at room temperature.
His work focused attention on the problem of calculat-
ing the quantum mechanical matrix elements for electron
hopping from one site to another, a problem which John
addressed with his students David Beratan and José Nel-
son Onuchic; their results substantially revised our views
about the “pathways” for electron transfer through pro-
teins [21] and inspired a generation of experiments.

An astonishing two months after his work on electron
transfer, Hopfield emphasized that many processes cru-
cial to life—from the replication of DNA to the synthe-
sis of proteins—involve discrimination among subtly dif-
ferent molecular components, and that these discrimina-
tions occur with error rates much smaller than expected
if the reactions responsible for selectivity are allowed to
come to thermal equilibrium. In general, he argued that
greater accuracy could be achieved if cells expend energy
to hold the system away from equilibrium, at which point
“kinetic proofreading” or error–correction becomes pos-
sible; he could show that the outlines of such a scheme
were consistent with available data on several systems.
While earlier experiments had shown, for example, that
the enzymes involved in DNA replication were capable
of ‘backing up’ to remove incorporated nucleotides, the
fundamental connection between genuine error correction
and the dissipation of energy was made by Hopfield [22].
In effect, cells build Maxwell demons to sort molecules.

Typical of John’s scientific style, he set out to collab-
orate with Tetsuo Yamane on experiments that provided
the first strong evidence for proofreading [23], and went

on to present variations on the theme in which the non–
equilibrium drive is more distant from the essential syn-
thetic steps [24], showing how the crucial physics could
be missed in the conventional biological focus on “mecha-
nism.” Hopfield’s work on proofreading has strong echoes
today, nearly fifty years later, in ideas about the thermo-
dynamics of computation and information transmission,
in the analysis of fluctuation relations and thermody-
namic uncertainty, as well as in discussions of precision
in a wide range of biological processes from the immune
response to the topological transitions of DNA.
It is difficult to overstate the importance of proofread-

ing. If you ask most people why genetic information
is transmitted reliably, they will say that it is because
of base pairing—A pairs with T and C with G because
the structures are complimentary; this is the primordial
example of structure determining function in biological
molecules. But this misses the quantitative facts by such
a large margin that it seems qualitatively wrong. The
free energy differences between correct and incorrect base
pairs are sufficient to drive error probabilities down to
∼ 10−4 if the reactions come to equilibrium, but the ob-
served error probabilities are ∼ 10−8. The conventional
answer thus is only the square root of the story, and the
difference is kinetic proofreading. Without proofread-
ing, almost every one of our genes would carry at least
one mutation relative to the sequences provided by our
parents, and almost every protein molecule in every cell
would have at least one incorrect amino acid.

III. NEURAL NETWORKS

Neurons are complicated objects. Their structural
complexity had been revealed by Cajal by 1900; over
the course of the twentieth century, generations of ex-
periments revealed the complexity of their electrical dy-
namics and the diversity of molecules that generate these
behaviors. Parallel to these developments—which culmi-
nate in detailed mathematical descriptions of the molec-
ular dynamics of ion channels, synapses, and receptors—
there have been persistent efforts to write very simpli-
fied models for single neurons and use these models to
understand what emerges as neurons are connected into
networks.
The search for simplified models goes back at least to

1943, with McCulloch and Pitts [25]. They abstracted
from the “all or none” character of the action potential to
describe each neuron as active (σi = +1) or inactive (σi =
−1), with i = 1, 2, · · · , N indexing the N cells in the
network. Dynamics were pictured as occurring in discrete
time, with each neuron taking a weighted sum of inputs
from other neurons and comparing with a threshold to
decide if it would be active or inactive at the next step:

σi(t+ 1) = sgn

∑
j̸=i

Jijσj(t)− θi

 . (1)
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Fig. 4. (A) Energy-ter- 
rain contour map for the 
flow map shown in (B). 
(B) Typical flow map 
of neural dynamics for 
the circuit of Fig. 3 for 
symmetric connections 
(Tiy= Tji). (C) More 
complicated dynamics 
that can occur for unre- 
stricted (Tij). Limit cy- 
cles are possible. 

arrows showing the direction of motion. The structure imposed on 
the flow map for a circuit with symmetry is illustrated for a two- 
dimensional state space in Fig. 4. With symmetric connections, the 
flow map of the neural dynamics resembles Fig. 4B. Such a flow, in 
which each trajectory goes to stable points and stops, results from 
always going "downhill" on an "energy-terrain," coming to the 
bottom of a local valley, and stopping. The contour map of an E 
function that matches the flow in Fig. 4B is shown in Fig. 4A; it 
shows separated hills and valleys. The valleys are located where the 
trajectories in Fig. 4B stop. For a nonsymmetric circuit, the 
complications illustrated in the flow map in Fig. 4C can occur. This 
flow map has trajectories corresponding to complicated oscillatory 
behaviors. Such trajectories are undoubtedly important in neural 
computations, but as yet we lack the mathematical tools to manipu- 
late and understand them at a computational level. The motion of a 
neural circuit comprising N neurons must be pictured in a space of 
N dimensions rather than the two dimensions of Fig. 4, but the 
qualitative picture of the effects of symmetric synaptic strengths is 
exactly the same. 

The computational energy is a global quantity not felt by an 
individual neuron. The states of individual neurons simply obey the 
neural equations of motion (Eq. 1). The computational energy is 
our way of understanding why the system behaves as it does. A 
similar situation occurs in the concept of entropy in a simple gas. We 
understand that when a nonequilibrium state is set up with all the air 
molecules in one corner of the room, a uniform distribution will 
rapidly result. We explain that fact by the tendency of the entropy of 
isolated systems to increase whenever possible, but the individual 
molecules know nothing of entropy. They simply follow their 
Newtonian equations of motion. 

Symmetric chemical synapses are observed in neural systems (24). 
Nonrectifying electrical synapses are intrinsically symmetric synap- 
ses of positive sign (25). Lateral inhibition in the visual system of 
Limulus is implemented with symmetric inhibitory synapses (6). An 
asymmetric network can also behave as though it were symmetric. In 
the olfactory bulb, the local circuit of mitral cell to granule cell to 
mitral cell provides an equivalent symmetric inhibitory connection 
between the pair of mitral cells (26). A similar situation occurs in the 
circuit shown in Fig. 1, where a direct equivalence between a neural 
circuit which is manifestly not symmetric and one which is effective- 
ly symmetric can be made if the inhibitory interneurons (IN1, IN2) 
are faster than other neurons. 

The requirement of symmetry for this theorem can also be 
weakened. We have proven stability for a wide class of circuits 
having organized asymmetry between two sets of neurons with 
different time constants (16). (A neurobiological example would be 
the existence, in mammalian systems, of fast inhibitory interneurons 
that could provide effective symmetric inhibitory connections be- 
tween neurons that are otherwise excitatory.) In one potentially 

useful example (16), stability could be guaranteed even though the 
sign of Tij was always opposite that of Tji. Also, there is a family of 
transformations by which a broader class of synaptic organizations 
can be made equivalent to symmetric ones (27). From an empirical 
viewpoint, moderate disorganized asymmetry (for example, having 
a random set of connections missing in an otherwise symmetric 
associative memory circuit) has little experimental effect on dynamic 
stability (28). Because the general features of symmetric circuits 
persist in circuits that are only equivalently symmetric, and real 
neural circuits can often be so viewed (except for inputs and 
outputs), the behavior of symmetric circuit models should be of 
direct use in trying to understand how neural computation is done 
in biology. 

In general, systems having organized asymmetry can exhibit 
oscillation and chaos (29). In some neural systems like central 
pattern generators (8), coordinated oscillation is the desired compu- 
tation of the circuit. Processing in the olfactory bulb also seems to 
make explicit use of oscillatory patterns (30). In such a case, proper 
combinations of symmetric synapses can enforce chosen phase 
relationships between different oscillators, an effect similar to those 
presented above. 

Hard Problems Naturally Solved by Model 
Neural Circuits 

In thinking about how difficult computational problems can be 
done on such networks, it is useful to recall the simple problem of 
associative memory, which these networks implement in a "natural" 
fashion (10, 13). This naturalness has two aspects. (i) The symmetry 
of the networks is natural because, in simple associations, if A is 
associated with B, B is symmetrically associated with A. (ii) If the 
desired memories can be made the stable states of a network, the 
desired computation (given partial information as input, find the 
memory that most resembles it) can be directly visualized as a 
motion toward the nearest stable state whose position is the recalled 
memory. Finally, the way the connection strengths must be chosen 
for a given set of memories can be easily implemented by learning 
rules (13) such as the one proposed by Hebb (31). 

To what extent can more difficult computations-for example, 
those relevant to object recognition or speech perception-be 
carried out naturally on these model neural circuits? One of the 
characteristics of such computations seems to be a combinatorial 
explosion-the huge number of possible answers that must be 
considered. The desired computation (for example, matching a set 
of words to a sound pattern) can often be stated as an optimization. 
Although it is not yet known how to map most biological problems 
onto model circuits, it is now possible to design model circuits to 
solve nonbiological problems having combinatorial complexity. 
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FIG. 2: Energy landscape and trajectories in a model of neu-
ral networks [39]. (A) Solid contours are above a mean level
and dashed contours below, with X marking fixed points at
the bottoms of energy valleys. (B) Corresponding dynamics,
shown as a flow field.

The weights Jij are attached to the connections or
synapses between cells, and what the network can com-
pute is controlled by these weights. The σi = ±1 vari-
ables remind us of an Ising model, and by the 1970s WA
Little, GL Shaw, and others were making this connection
with statistical mechanics more explicit [26, 27]. In 1973,
LN Cooper discussed the way in which memories could
be imprinted in synaptic weights at a Nobel Symposium
on Collective Properties of Physical Systems [28],1 em-
phasizing that neural networks are a physics problem.
Despite these and other precursors, Hopfield’s papers in
1982 and 1984 came as a surprise.

Hopfield made progress by taking a step backward. In-
stead of considering general matrices Jij, he focused on
symmetric synapses, so that Jij = Jji [3]. With this as-
sumption, the dynamics in Eq (1) has a Lyapunov func-
tion, so we can envision the network as sliding downhill
on a landscape, and it is natural to think of this land-
scape as an effective energy function (Fig 2). This picture
is even clearer in generalizations of the model where the
activity of each neuron becomes a continuous variable
[4]. Hopfield emphasized that coming to a rest at the
minimum of the energy is a computation, analogous to
recalling a memory. More generally he drew attention to

1 This was a remarkable conference [29]. KG Wilson spoke about
the renormalization group and the Kondo effect; RC Richard-
son and DM Lee described the discovery of superfluidity in 3He,
PW Anderson and AJ Leggett discussed the theory of these new
phases, and PG de Gennes described anisotropic superfluids more
generally; LP Gor’kov discussed superconductivity in low dimen-
sional systems and AJ Heeger described a one–dimensional or-
ganic metal; W Kohn discussed metal surfaces; and Hopfield
spoke about hemoglobin. There are many other papers worth
reading; this list includes only the ten speakers who received a
Nobel Prize in the years after the conference. It is important
that all these problems were seen as part of one subject, col-
lective phenomena, and that problems related to the physics of
life had a place on this last, as emphasized by Anderson in his
conference summary.

the fact that computation is dynamical, following a tra-
jectory from inputs (including a program, in conventional
computers) to a final state that represents the answer. As
in classical mechanics, one can then gain insight by ask-
ing about global properties of the trajectories, many of
which are stable against variations in the local rules.
In the simple case where the thresholds θi = 0, the

energy function is

E (σ) = −1

2

∑
ij

Jijσiσj, (2)

where σ = {σi} is shorthand for the state of the entire
network. This is an Ising model, with pairwise interac-
tions among the “spins” σi. Importantly is possible to
“program” the network so that the stable final states of
the network are close to some specific stored patterns.
This is done by choosing

Jij = J

K∑
µ=1

ξµi ξ
µ
j , (3)

where the ξµi = ±1 are the K binary patterns we’d like
to store. If K = 1 we can see that the energy function is
gauge equivalent to the mean–field ferromagnet, and so
the ground state is σ = ξ1. If K is not too large, and the
patterns ξµi are sufficiently random, then there will be
multiple ground states at σ = ξ1, σ = ξ2, ... , σ = ξK .
In his original work Hopfield gave a rough estimate that
this picture of multiple energy minima at each of the
stored patterns should keep working until K ∼ 0.15N
[3]. Not long before Hopfield’s work there had been dra-
matic developments in the statistical mechanics of disor-
dered systems [30], and soon these tools were brought to
bear, making the picture precise. If we define the overlap
between the network state and the stored patterns,

mµ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

σiξ
µ
i , (4)

then forK < αcN , the mean ⟨mµ⟩ is close to one for some
particular µ and not the others, while for K > αcN we
find mµ ∼ 0 [31, 32]; this is a genuine phase transition
as N → ∞. Thus in the Hopfield model the successful
retrieval of memories is an emergent phenomenon in the
same sense that magnetism in an emergent phenomenon.
If the system is in a state σt at some moment in time,

and we would like to add this to list of stored patterns,
then the synaptic strengths should be adjusted as

Jij → Jij + Jσt
iσ

t
j . (5)

We notice that this is a local learning rule: what happens
at the synapse between neurons i and j depends only on
the states of those two neurons, and not on the rest of
the network. This is surprising because ground states
are a property of the network as a whole, yet they can
be programmed without global knowledge.
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In the Hopfield model memories are stable patterns—
attractors, to use the language of dynamical systems—
such that the activity of any one cell is driven by all
the other neurons in the network, self–consistently; this
provided a mathematically precise version of “reverber-
ation” in neural circuits. The learning rule in Eq (5)
means that synapses are strengthened between neurons
that are simultaneously active. Summarized as “fire to-
gether, wire together,” this conception of synaptic plas-
ticity goes back to Donald Hebb in the 1940s [33] and has
precursors in William James’s writings from the turn of
the twentieth century [34]. Direct observations of synap-
tic plasticity, roughly conforming to the Hebbian Eq (5),
came not long before Hopfield’s papers [35].2 Hopfield’s
work thus provided a framework in which many ideas
about neural circuits fit together into a coherent theory.

Hopfield’s model showed how the dynamics in a net-
work of neurons could be understood as minimizing an
energy function. Beyond memory retrieval, many other
computational problems can be phrased in this varia-
tional form. Central issues in the theory of computational
complexity are illustrated by such optimization problems,
perhaps most famously the “traveling salesman” who has
to visit each city on his route exactly once while tak-
ing the shortest possible path. Hopfield and David Tank
constructed a neural circuit in which the effective energy
function is essentially the cost function of the salesman’s
path, so that the pattern of activity in a stable state of
the network represents a solution to the problem [38].
This opened a path to thinking more generally about
how neural circuit dynamics becomes functional, compu-
tational dynamics in the brain [39, 40].

I remember Edward Witten once starting a seminar by
saying that he was trying to understand how string the-
ory could recover certain stylized facts about the world.
“Stylized facts” is a wonderful description of John’s con-
nection to biology in his classic neural network papers.
Only someone with intimate knowledge of the facts could
choose so well which ones to use in guiding his thinking,
and which to set aside. The wisdom of his choices is
borne out by subsequent events.

IV. WHAT HAPPENED AFTER

It can be hard to say exactly why particular develop-
ments have a huge impact on the scientific community.

2 Some subtleties: James actually said (in our notation) that the
connection Jij should be strengthened if activity in neuron j
caused activity in neuron i; this version of the idea would reap-
pear with the discovery of plasticity rules that have a precise
dependence on the timing of action potentials in the two cells
[36]. With thresholds set to zero, Eq (5) predicts that Jij will
be increased if activity in cells i and j are correlated, which is
subtly different than being active together. This importance of
this distinction was emphasized by Terry Sejnowski in his 1978
PhD thesis [37]; Hopfield was his adviser.

In the case of the Hopfield papers, part of the answer is
that he connected many different communities, encour-
aging people to cross boundaries.3

Seen from a more traditional physics perspective, the
Hopfield model in Eqs (2, 3) is a very particular kind of
Ising spin glass, and this is an especially useful point of
view if we imagine that the patterns ξµ that we are trying
to store are chosen at random. Hopfield’s work came
just after Giorgio Parisi’s solution of the mean–field spin
glass [30], which introduced new tools for a large class of
statistical mechanics problems. It quickly became clear
that neural networks are a rich source of such problems.
One legacy of this is in the category “disordered systems
and neural networks” that one finds on the physics e–
print arχiv—a literal redrawing of the community’s map
of the intellectual landscape.
The Hopfield model emphasized that if one is solving

the computational problem of minimizing a function it is
useful to think of the function as an energy surface and
the computation as dynamics on this surface. While the
original model was deterministic, it is natural to gener-
alize to stochastic dynamics or Brownian motion on the
energy surface. This is what happens in optimization
by simulated annealing [41], which emerged almost si-
multaneously with Hopfield’s work. In the same spirit,
several groups began to use analytic tools of statistical
physics to explore problems originally formulated as com-
puter science problems [42]. This led, for example, to the
discovery of phase transitions in the parameter space of
NP–complete problems, and to insights about the origins
of computational complexity [43].
Given our finite experience, we often remain uncertain

about the precise rules that underlie our observations.
This probabilistic character of inference suggested a for-
mulation of learning as a statistical mechanics problem,
and neural networks—both the Hopfield model and the
feed–forward perceptron models—provided concrete ex-
amples of this idea [44–46]. Statistical mechanics meth-
ods focus on average or typical behaviors, while the
computer science literature on learning theory had em-
phasized worst case bounds; reconciliation of these ap-
proaches produced a compelling thermodynamic picture
of learning as a competition between goodness of fit to
the data (defining an effective energy) and entropy in the
space of models [47]. This thermodynamic view also al-
lows us to understand how there can be phase transitions
in learning [48], perhaps analogous to the familiar “aha”
phenomenon.
Central to Hopfield’s work was seeing computation as

dynamics. To insure reliability, these dynamics must be
insulated from noise. In a digital computer, naturally

3 References in this section are illustrative rather than exhaustive,
and should not be interpreted as assignments of credit for par-
ticular developments. The crucial papers [3, 4, 38, 39] have ac-
cumulated more than 38,000 citations, so any listing necessarily
is a sparse sampling of their impact.
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analog voltages are restored to discrete values at every
tick of the clock. The picture of dynamics as being down-
hill on an energy landscape emphasizes that restoration
can happen globally, so that trajectories lead to the right
answer even if there are small perturbations along the
way. This led to a revival of interest in analog as op-
posed to digital computation, and to a whole new field
of “neuromorphic” computing that has produced useful
devices with very low power consumption [49].

The Hopfield model retrieves and holds discrete mem-
ories. But the brain can hold memory of a continuous
variable; examples range from navigation [50] to the inte-
gration of the movement signals in our vestibular system
to guide eye movements [51]. These functions motivate
extensions in which the effective energy landscape has
attractors that form a manifold—a line, a ring, a sheet.
These generalizations brought direct connections to ex-
periments on the oculomotor system [52, 53], mammalian
grid cells [54], and most recently the central complex of
flies in which neurons not only seem to have the dynam-
ics expected from a ring attractor but actually have the
structure of a ring [55].

To round out the connections to neuroscience, we
should look also at some of Hopfield’s own work. Al-
though his original model described neurons with discrete
on/off activity, ultimately motivated by the discreteness
of action potentials, the community has usually taken
the variables in the Hopfield model and its generaliza-
tions to be more coarse descriptions of activity, such as
rates of action potential generation averaged over sub-
stantial intervals of time. Hopfield himself emphasized
the role of action potential timing in analog computa-
tion [56], especially in olfaction where the problem of
defining and identifying objects is presented in perhaps a
purer form than the more familiar examples from vision
[57, 58]. With his former student Carlos Brody, John
went on to discuss how timing and synchronization can
lead to new computational primitives and help us under-
stand the representation of a moment [59]. With Andreas
Herz he explored attractors in the dynamics of networks
where the discreteness of spiking is relevant [60, 61].

The first step from the Hopfield model toward modern
artificial intelligence was taken by Hinton, together with
David Ackley and Terrence Sejnowksi: the “Boltzmann
machine” [6]. There were several ideas. The first step is
to replace the deterministic dynamics of Eq (1) with a
noisy or probabilistic update rule chosen so that after a
long time the states of the network are drawn from the
Boltzmann distribution

P ({σi}) =
1

Z
exp [−E(σ)/T ] , (6)

where the “temperature” T measure the strength of the
noise, and the energy E(σ) is from Eq (2). The goal is to
find synaptic connections Jij such that this distribution
of states in the network matches the distribution of sig-
nals in the outside world. This has a clear connection to
simulated annealing, and also to contemporaneous work

in the applied mathematics literature that related statis-
tical physics to problems of Bayesian inference, especially
image interpretation [62].
It is impossible to match an arbitrary distribution us-

ing only pairwise interactions. The second and crucial
idea was to have the number of neurons be larger than
the dimensionality of the signal, so that some neurons
are directly connected to the outside world and others
are hidden.4 One can then run the network either with
input neurons clamped in the states determined by the
input themselves or let the network run freely. The third
idea is to compare the probability pij that neurons i and
j are active simultaneously in these two different config-
urations, and changes the synaptic connections to bring
these two distributions closer to one another. The result
is a learning rule

∆Jij ∝ −
(
pfreeij − pclamped

ij

)
. (7)

Ackley, Hinton, and Sejnowski were able to show that
the Boltzmann machine could learn to solve a number of
what we now would call small problems. They empha-
sized that in this model the structure of the input data
is represented in a way that is distributed across all the
hidden units, rather than necessarily having individual
neurons responsible for discrete features of the data.
Such “distributed representations” had been discussed,

but the standard objection was that they lack the modu-
larity of the more discrete feature decompositions, and
thus it would be hard to build such a system. This
view is based on the very successful construction of many
engineered systems, including computers: we have com-
ponents with assigned functions, these functions persist
when the components are connected, and the connec-
tions are designed to embody a decomposition of larger
goals into component parts. Neural networks are not like
this at all. The shift from programmed decomposition
of problems to a learned, distributed representation was
central to subsequent progress.
The general model outlined by McCulloch and Pitts

is intractable. Hopfield made progress by restricting
his attention to networks with symmetric connections,
Jij = Jji. As I hope this discussion has made clear, this
simplification resulted not only in technical progress but
also in new concepts that had a life outside the confines

4 The idea that complex distributions can be represented by pair-
wise interactions with hidden units is not at all obvious. Perhaps
this should have led people to ask whether the distributions of
simultaneous activity in networks of real neurons could be de-
scribed by such pairwise models. We now know that this does
work, sometimes in surprising quantitative detail [63]. As this
approach was first being developed, neither its advocates nor its
critics made much out of the connection to Boltzmann machines.
In 2006 Sejnowski shared with me his brief email exchange with
Hinton, expressing their delight that real brains might be Boltz-
mann machines after all, although this was a bit of an extrapo-
lation from what was known at the time [64].
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FIG. 2. Organization of Perceptron.

structure; "short-term memory" might be stored by
means of a transient state of activity. In any case
many of the conjectures are functionally equivalent to
the rule that when the two ends of a connection are
sequentially active the connection is strengthened,
i.e., the pulse it carries is increased. This description
of the reinforcement rule is intentionally vague; it can be
realized in various ways, some of which are given in
precise terms below.
Parameters which must be specified to delne the

perceptron of Fig. 2 are: The number of sensory
elements, the number (or probability distribution) of
excitatory and inhibitory connections at each level
and the geometrical constraints on them, the number
of associators and the number of responses; the
thresholds, refractory periods, summation intervals,
and transmission times. For studying the behavior of
such a perceptron we would also have to specify the
set of stimulus patterns, the order and times of their
presentation, and the observations to be made on the
responses. The reinforcement rule must, of course,
also be defined.
We shall not pursue further here the arguments

showing that the above model is consistent with the
biological constraints. "4

37 H. D. Block, B. W. Knight, Jr., and F. Rosenblat, t. Revs.
Modern Phys. 34, 135 (1962).

8. Techniques of Investigation

For studying the behavior of perceptrons, three
general techniques are available.
(a) Mathematical anatysis When i.t is successful, this

approach overs many advantages, such as the pre-
dictability of the performance of classes of perceptrons,
the eGects of variations in the parameters, and so
forth. For a model of the complexity of the general
perceptron of Fig. 2 the analysis is quite complicated
(see Sec. 6 of the paper which follows" ). For certain
simplified cases as in the simple perceptron of Fig. 4
which is discussed later, the analysis is fairly complete.
In Sec. 9 we prove some theorems and illustrate the
analytical techniques for such systems. In the paper
which follows, a more complicated system is analyzed.
(b) Simnlatioe on a digital comPuler. The principal

advantage of this method is that it can always be done,
subject, of course, to time„storage, and cost limitations.
A considerable amount of data has been obtained in

l
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FIG. 3. Mark I Percep tron
at Cornell Aeronautical labor-
tory. (a) Overall view with
sensory input at left, associa-
tion units in center, and
control panel and response
units at far right. The sensory
to associator plugboard, shown
in (b) is located behind the
closed panel to the right of
the operator. The image of
the letter "C" on the front
panel is a repeater display, for
monitoring sensory inputs.

this way. ' "Some of these will be described in Sec. 9
below.
(c) Construction, of an actual machine This h. as an

enormous advantage in speed over the digital computer,
since essentially all the action goes on in parallel
simultaneously and the response appears almost
immediately, while in the digital simulation all compu-
tations are done in sequence. While an actual machine
enjoys certain types of Qexibility, such as the ease
with which the experimenter can vary the stimulus
patterns, it is a serious task to change the wiring
diagram (in the digital computer this can be generated
quickly by a suitable program) and it is impossible to
alter certain basic features of the network. There is
also the complicating factor of the inexact performance
of hardware. A machine of the complexity of Fig. 2
has not yet been built, but one having the organization
of Fig. 4 (but with eight binary-response units) has
been built, and is known as the Mark I, (Fig. 3)." "
The retina is a 20&&20 grid of photocells mounted in
the picture plane of a camera to which the stimulus
pictures are shown. There are 512 associator units and
eight binary-response units. Each sensory unit can
have up to forty connections to the associator units.

38 F. Rosenblatt, Proc. I.R.E. 48, 301 (1960)."J.C. Hay, F. C. Martin, and C. W. Wightman, Record of
I.R.E. 1960 National Convention, Part 2, New York, (1960).
'0 C. W. Wightman, Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory, Project

PARA Technical Memorandum No. 4 (February, 1959).' J.C. Hay and A. E.Murray, Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory
Report VG-1196-6-5 (February, 1960).

be seen as a kind of hilly landscape in the high-dimensional space of 
weight values. The negative gradient vector indicates the direction 
of steepest descent in this landscape, taking it closer to a minimum, 
where the output error is low on average. 

In practice, most practitioners use a procedure called stochastic 
gradient descent (SGD). This consists of showing the input vector 
for a few examples, computing the outputs and the errors, computing 
the average gradient for those examples, and adjusting the weights 
accordingly. The process is repeated for many small sets of examples 
from the training set until the average of the objective function stops 
decreasing. It is called stochastic because each small set of examples 
gives a noisy estimate of the average gradient over all examples. This 
simple procedure usually finds a good set of weights surprisingly 
quickly when compared with far more elaborate optimization tech-
niques18. After training, the performance of the system is measured 
on a different set of examples called a test set. This serves to test the 
generalization ability of the machine — its ability to produce sensible 
answers on new inputs that it has never seen during training. 

Many of the current practical applications of machine learning use 
linear classifiers on top of hand-engineered features. A two-class linear 
classifier computes a weighted sum of the feature vector components. 
If the weighted sum is above a threshold, the input is classified as 
belonging to a particular category. 

Since the 1960s we have known that linear classifiers can only carve 
their input space into very simple regions, namely half-spaces sepa-
rated by a hyperplane19. But problems such as image and speech recog-
nition require the input–output function to be insensitive to irrelevant 
variations of the input, such as variations in position, orientation or 
illumination of an object, or variations in the pitch or accent of speech, 
while being very sensitive to particular minute variations (for example, 
the difference between a white wolf and a breed of wolf-like white 
dog called a Samoyed). At the pixel level, images of two Samoyeds in 
different poses and in different environments may be very different 
from each other, whereas two images of a Samoyed and a wolf in the 
same position and on similar backgrounds may be very similar to each 
other. A linear classifier, or any other ‘shallow’ classifier operating on 

Figure 1 - Multilayer neural networks and backpropagation. a, A multi-
layer neural network (shown by the connected dots) can distort the input 
space to make the classes of data (examples of which are on the red and 
blue lines) linearly separable. Note how a regular grid (shown on the left) 
in input space is also transformed (shown in the middle panel) by hidden 
units. This is an illustrative example with only two input units, two hidden 
units and one output unit, but the networks used for object recognition 
or natural language processing contain tens or hundreds of thousands of 
units. Reproduced with permission from C. Olah (http://colah.github.io/). 
b, The chain rule of derivatives tells us how two small effects (that of a small 
change of x on y, and that of y on z) are composed. A small change Δx in 
x gets transformed first into a small change Δy in y by getting multiplied 
by ∂y/∂x (that is, the definition of partial derivative). Similarly, the change 
Δy creates a change Δz in z. Substituting one equation into the other 
gives the chain rule of derivatives — how Δx gets turned into Δz through 
multiplication by the product of ∂y/∂x and ∂z/∂x. It also works when x, 
y and z are vectors (and the derivatives are Jacobian matrices). c, The 
equations used for computing the forward pass in a neural net with two 
hidden layers and one output layer, each constituting a module through 

which one can backpropagate gradients. At each layer, we first compute 
the total input z to each unit, which is a weighted sum of the outputs of 
the units in the layer below. Then a non-linear function f(.) is applied to 
z to get the output of the unit. For simplicity, we have omitted bias terms. 
The non-linear functions used in neural networks include the rectified 
linear unit (ReLU) f(z) = max(0,z), commonly used in recent years, as 
well as the more conventional sigmoids, such as the hyberbolic tangent, 
f(z) = (exp(z) − exp(−z))/(exp(z) + exp(−z)) and logistic function logistic, 
f(z) = 1/(1 + exp(−z)). d, The equations used for computing the backward 
pass. At each hidden layer we compute the error derivative with respect to 
the output of each unit, which is a weighted sum of the error derivatives 
with respect to the total inputs to the units in the layer above. We then 
convert the error derivative with respect to the output into the error 
derivative with respect to the input by multiplying it by the gradient of f(z). 
At the output layer, the error derivative with respect to the output of a unit 
is computed by differentiating the cost function. This gives yl − tl if the cost 
function for unit l is 0.5(yl − tl)

2, where tl is the target value. Once the ∂E/∂zk 
is known, the error-derivative for the weight wjk on the connection from 
unit j in the layer below is just yj ∂E/∂zk.
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FIG. 3: Neural networks with a feed–forward architecture, or
“perceptrons.” (A) An early version from ∼1960 [7]. (B) A
modern version [72]. The first steps in the modern AI rev-
olution involved similar networks, with many hidden layers,
that achieved human–level performance on image classifica-
tion and other tasks.

of a specific model. The opposite simplification had al-
ready been considered (long before) is the perceptron
[7, 8]: a feed–forward architecture in which if Jij ̸= 0
we are guaranteed that Jji = 0, as schematized in Fig
3A. In the 1960s it already was clear that interesting
computations would require networks with multiple lay-
ers. But in a feed–forward system information flows from
input to output. If we have access only to inputs and
outputs—e.g., images and their correct names—it is not
clear how to set the connections among hidden units to
optimize the overall network performance. With David
Rumelhardt and Roland Williams, Hinton (re)discovered
a startlingly simple solution to this problem [65]: we can
differentiate the output of the network with respect to
internal connection strengths by applying the chain rule,
and “back–propagate” errors to update those otherwise

inaccessible parameters.5

Very quickly, Yann LeCun and his collaborators used
back–propagation to train multilayer networks to reach
human level performance at reading handwritten zip
codes [67]. As these ideas developed, an important sim-
plification was that in image processing one expects at
least an approximate translation invariance, which was
built in through a “convolutional” architecture [68].

Intermediate between feed–forward networks and the
Boltzmann machine are “restricted Boltzmann ma-
chines” introduced by Paul Smolensky [69]. The idea
is to allow connections between input neurons and the
hidden units, but no interactions among either the hid-
den units or the input units themselves. This still func-
tions as a model for the probability distribution of the
input states, and as applied to image recognition it
builds a model of possible images rather than assigning
them labels—unsupervised rather than supervised learn-
ing. Hinton developed new algorithms for training these
models [70], and with colleagues showed that unsuper-
vised pre–training of individual layers in multilayer feed–
forward networks accelerated learning of supervised tasks
[71]. With the realization that neural networks are in
the “embarrassingly parallel” class of problems for which
graphics processor units are so well suited, the stage was
set to train truly deep networks with tens or even hun-
dreds of layers (extensions of Fig 3B), reaching human
level performance on complex image classification tasks,
and more [72].

Modern networks are trained by very different meth-
ods, often with layers of practical additions that per-
haps obscure the underlying principles. But stacks of
restricted Boltzmann machines were crucial in convinc-
ing the community that it is possible to train very deep
networks. In his Nobel Lecture Hinton referred to them
as “historical enzymes” [73].

Today much of the excitement surrounding artificial in-
telligence focuses on “generative AI,” such as ChatGPT
and other large language models (LLMs). A central char-
acteristic of language is that correlations extend over very
long times, so that the choice of a word is influenced by
a very large context. If we allow for arbitrary operations
on this context, there is a combinatorial explosion and no
reasonable amount of data will make it possible to learn
what to do. An essential ingredient in LLMs is “atten-
tion,” implemented in the transformer architecture, that
selects which elements from the large context are relevant
for particular predictions [74].

Large language models are very far from the Hopfield

5 Although we don’t usually think of Hopfield in connection with
feed–forward networks, there is a fascinating paper with many
of his Bell Labs colleagues showing how to use information the-
oretic measures of performance for these networks and asking
whether automatic learning reaches human–like solutions [66].
This comes just after back–propagation, and gives some sense
for the excitement of the times.
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model or the Boltzmann machine. The early work of
Hopfield and Hinton certainly touched off the develop-
ments that led to modern AI, in essence providing a
framework within which to think very differently about
brains and brain–like computation. But there might be
more. An old problem in the Hopfield model is that it
stores K ∼ αN patterns, which can be indexed with
∼ logN bits, while one might have hoped that N neu-
rons could store αN bits. In 2016, Hopfield and Dmitry
Krotov returned to this problem [75]. We can write the
energy function of the original model as

E (σ) = −J

2

∑
ij

K∑
µ=1

ξµi ξ
µ
j σiσj = −J

2

K∑
µ=1

(ξµ · σ)2 . (8)

Krotov and Hopfield explored a simple generalization,

E (σ) = −J

K∑
µ=1

F (ξµ · σ) . (9)

With F (x) = x2/2 we have the original model, but for
F (x) = xn with n > 2 one can store K ∼ Nn−1 patterns,
and with F (x) = ex one can even reach logK ∼ αN .
These dense associative memories, or “modern Hopfield
models,” have attracted considerable interest. In partic-
ular, there is a connection between these models and the
transformer architecture [76] and there are provocative
proposals for their implementation in real brains [77].
Krotov and Hopfield have even argued that these models
with higher–order interactions can be derived from sys-
tems with pairwise interactions and hidden units, in the
sprit of restricted Boltzmann machines [78]. Perhaps we
have come full circle.

V. LOOKING FORWARD

Prediction is difficult, especially about the future,6 but
I have been asked to try. I will leave aside the questions
most consequential for humanity at large:7 How will AI
change our interactions with one another, and our sense
of ourselves as human? Will we have the strength to
solve the evident ethical problems that come with this
new technology? Or will we need a Hiroshima scale event
to convince us that something needs to be done? Instead

6 In the twentieth century this remark was ascribed variously to
the physicist Niels Bohr (who may have adapted it from a Dan-
ish proverb), the film producer Szmuel Gelbfish (Samuel Gold-
wyn), the writer Samuel Clemens (Mark Twain), and the base-
ball player Lorenzo (Yogi) Berra.

7 These are already the subject of a large and contentious litera-
ture. Hinton has expressed his concerns primarily in interviews.
A 2023 video provides an introduction to AI and then moves to
ethical questions toward the end [79].

I will focus on questions specific to the scientific commu-
nity, and especially to the biological physics community.8

The success of AI poses an obvious question: Why
does it work? Certainly the fact that networks with bil-
lions of parameters can learn to reach essentially opti-
mal performance on training data means that our in-
tuitions about optimization in high dimensional spaces
were wrong. Perhaps there is something special about
neural networks that makes the parameter space naviga-
ble. But might it then be true that the parameter space
for evolutionary change also is more navigable than we
thought? What about the space of parameters that de-
scribes cellular adaptation to a changing environment?
It is reasonable to expect that better understanding of
why artificial neural networks work will have an impact
on our thinking about the physics of life.

The success of AI also answers many questions, and
perhaps makes us worry that science as a professional
activity may become obsolete. In particular, the pro-
tein folding problem has long been a focus for the bio-
logical physics community, and we now have a solution:
AlphaFold, a neural network that predicts protein struc-
tures from amino acid sequences with unprecedented ac-
curacy. There is no question that this is a revolutionary
development, not just for our field but for science quite
broadly. But there were always two parts to the pro-
tein folding problem. The first, structure prediction, feels
solved. But the second part is why globular proteins are
so different from typical heteropolymers, able to fold into
well defined structures. Given that random sequences do
not fold, can we define an order parameter that mea-
sures the “protein–ness” of an arbitrary sequence? More
generally, we can hope that the success of AI in answer-
ing practical questions will focus our attention on deeper
conceptual issues.

The success of AI enables us to do new science, much
as with other tools. To give just one example, there
has been a quiet revolution in the “physics of behavior.”
Large scale, high resolution data on animal movements
in increasingly natural contexts has made it possible to
discover underlying regularities, combining the precision
of psychophysics with the complexity of ethology. The
first steps in these analyses involve reducing raw video to
a set of variables whose trajectories capture the behav-
ior. Just a decade ago this required hand tuned meth-
ods, specific to each organism or context. Today we can
use neural networks as a shortcut, learning from a lim-
ited training set how to extract meaningful trajectories
from video. Such data reduction is not a theory of the
underlying behavior, but doing the reduction more effi-
ciently allows for much wider exploration. Again, solving
practical problems should focus our attention on deeper
conceptual issues.

8 In this section it seems best not to give any references, lest I leave
the impression that a handful of papers represent the future.
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An essential feature of artificial neural networks is that
it is nearly impossible to point to a particular node in
the network and “say what it does.” Perhaps this is an
inevitable consequence of computational functions being
emergent. If the functional behaviors of living systems
are emergent in this sense, then there are limits on our
ability to point to component parts and describe their
contributions to the performance of the system. There
is new physics to be uncovered in the relation between
microscopic mechanisms and macroscopic functions.

The current excitement around AI can be consuming. I
have tried to emphasize that at least part of how we got
here is through explorations in the physics of life. We
might have had ChatGPT without Boltzmann machines
or the Hopfield model, but the actual path did go through
these ideas. And these ideas emerged after Hopfield had
been thinking for a decade about the physics problems
behind many of life’s phenomena—allostery, the transfer
of electrons between proteins, the reliability of informa-
tion transmission by copying of molecules. The theme
that runs through this work and continues in the devel-
opment of neural network models is the belief that there
are general physical principles to be found. To get to
these principles we might need to start by ignoring de-
tails, but success is when the resulting theory serves to
organize these details, as with the seemingly wasteful side
branches in otherwise linear pathways for DNA replica-
tion, transcription, and protein synthesis.

When Hopfield began to explore living systems, fifty
years ago, there was a widespread prejudice among physi-
cists that these systems were too complicated and too
messy to yield to the physicist’s style of inquiry. John
made wise choices, looking at problems where experimen-
talists had tamed the complexity to the point where they
could do experiments with the precision and reproducibil-
ity that we expect in physics. At that time, this meant
focusing largely on the behavior of isolated molecules.

In the five decades since Hopfield’s original work on
hemoglobin, a handful of protein structures became the
protein data bank and this tremendous body of data
made it possible for AlphaFold to learn the rules of pro-
tein structure prediction. Hopfield’s focus on collective
coordinates in proteins continues to resonate, most re-
cently in unifying the functional dynamics of synapses
across many decades in time. Beyond monitoring the ac-
curacy with which molecules are copied or synthesized,
it now is possible to monitor the precision with which
cells control and sense concentrations of crucial signal-
ing molecules, testing candidate physical principles that
may govern information flow through the underlying net-
works. The ability to record the electrical activity of
hundreds or thousands of neurons simultaneously creates
opportunities to bring statistical physics ideas—Hopfield
models, Boltzmann machines, and more—into direct con-
tact with data on real brains, revealing new emergent
phenomena. As noted above, the classical problems of
animal behavior have been reinvigorated by AI–enhanced
tools to make quantitative measurements under increas-

ingly natural conditions, while explorations of flocks and
swarms have uncovered new universality classes.
The level of experimental control needed to “do

physics” in the complex context of living systems now
reaches broadly across scales, from molecules to cells all
the way to ecology and collective behaviors in animal
groups. Today’s theorists thus have a much larger play-
ground to explore. With luck, we will see more grand
successes, in the spirit of Hopfield’s remarkable work.

VI. BUT IS IT PHYSICS?

At a press conference on the afternoon of the No-
bel Prize announcement, a reporter from the Washing-
ton Post submitted a question for John: “Some people
are wondering how the work awarded today, which has
revolutionized computer science, fits within the field of
physics—what would you say to them?” She might have
asked more simply “but is it physics?”
Many of us in the biological physics community have

heard this question, sometimes in harsh terms. It seems
worth noting that Nobel committee addressed this ques-
tion directly, stating explicitly that “with artificial neural
networks the boundaries of physics are extended to host
phenomena of life as well as computation” [1].
Although best left unreferenced, even some profes-

sional physicists took to social media to denounce the
prize as not being for real physics. The recognition of
AlphaFold [80] by the Nobel Prize in Chemistry the next
day led to claims that our colleagues in Stockholm had
succumbed to AI hype. It was even suggested that the
next logical step would be to award the Nobel Prize in
Literature to ChatGPT.
These arguments about whether progress belongs to

one discipline or another implicitly assume that the
boundaries of disciplines are fixed. In the 1960s there
was skepticism about whether looking at DNA was “real
biology.” General relativity is a crowning achievement of
theoretical physics, but decades with no connections to
experiment meant it was pursued more in mathematics
departments than in physics departments. Cosmology
went from a subject of religious speculation to a core
topic in physics over the course of a lifetime, and much
of what we now describe as quantum information might
once have been categorized as the philosophical founda-
tions of quantum mechanics. It took a long time to con-
vince the whole physics community that there was any-
thing fundamental to be discovered by studying solids;
the field was derided as “squalid state physics” and ap-
plied physics departments were formed to be sure that it
did not overwhelm “real physics.”
These examples, and many others, emphasize that the

boundaries of disciplines are not static. When exciting
things happen at the borders between disciplines, that
excitement need not remain confined at the interface.
New fields can break off, and the definitions of estab-
lished fields can change. For physics especially, there
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is a strong argument that what defines the discipline is
not the objects that we study but rather the style of in-
quiry, the kinds of questions that we ask and the kinds
of answers that we seek [2, 81]. It is not that everything
is physics, but rather that physicists ask new questions
in contexts that have been explored by practitioners of
other disciplines, and that these problems become part
of what we recognize as Physics (with a capital P). It is
best to give the last words on these issues to Hopfield
himself [82]:

“What is physics? To me—growing up with a father
and mother who were both physicists—physics was not
subject matter. The atom, the troposphere, the nucleus,
a piece of glass, the washing machine, my bicycle, the
phonograph, a magnet—these were all incidentally the
subject matter. The central idea was that the world is
understandable, that you should be able to take any-
thing apart, understand the relationships between its

constituents, do experiments, and on that basis be able
to develop a quantitative understanding of its behavior.
Physics was a point of view that the world around us
is, with effort, ingenuity, and adequate resources, un-
derstandable in a predictive and reasonably quantitative
fashion. Being a physicist is a dedication to the quest for
this kind of understanding.”
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[5] HC Longuet–Higgins, U Öpik, MHL Pryce and RA Sack,
Studies of the Jahn-Teller effect. II. The dynamical prob-
lem. Proceedings of the Royal Society A. Mathematical
and Physical Sciences 244, 1–16 (1958).

[6] DH Ackley, GE Hinton, and TJ Sejnowski, A learning
algorithm for Boltzmann machines. Cognitive Science 9,
147–169 (1985).

[7] HD Block, The perceptron: A model for brain function-
ing. I. Reviews of Modern Physics 34, 123–135 (1962).

[8] HD Block, BW Knight Jr, and F Rosenblatt, Analysis
of a four–layer series–coupled perceptron. II. Reviews of
Modern Physics 34, 135–142 (1962).

[9] JJ Hopfield, Theory of the contribution of excitons to the
complex dielectric constant of crystals. Physical Review
112, 1555–1567 (1958).

[10] A Amo, A Lefrère, S Pigeon, C Adrados, C Ciuti, I Caru-
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olution. Nature 185, 422–427 (1960).

[14] J Monod, J Wyman, and J–P Changeux, On the nature
of allosteric transitions: A plausible model. Journal of
Molecular Biology 12, 88–118 (1965).

[15] JJ Hopfield, RG Shulman, and S Ogawa, An allosteric
model of hemoglobin: I. Kinetics. Journal of Molecular
Biology 61, 425–443 (1971).

[16] RG Shulman, S Ogawa, and JJ Hopfield, An allosteric
model of hemoglobin: II. The assumption of independent
binding. Archives of Biochemistry and Biophysics 151,
68–74 (1972).

[17] JJ Hopfield, Relation between structure, co–operativity
and spectra in a model of hemoglobin action. Journal of
Molecular Biology 77, 207–222 (1973).

[18] JJ Hopfield, Electron transfer between biological
molecules by thermally activated tunneling. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences (USA) 71, 3640–
3644 (1974).

[19] JJ Hopfield, Photo-induced charge transfer. A critical
test of the mechanism and range of biological elec-
tron transfer processes. Biophysical Journal 18, 311–321
(1977).

[20] RF Goldstein and A Bearden, Tunneling in Chromatium
chromatophores: Detection of a Hopfield charge–transfer
band. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
(USA) 81, 135–139 (1984).

[21] DN Beratan, JN Onuchic, and JJ Hopfield, Electron tun-
neling through covalent and noncovalent pathways in pro-
teins. Journal of Chemical Physics 86, 4488–4498 (1987).

[22] JJ Hopfield, Kinetic proofreading: A new mechanism for
reducing errors in biosynthetic processes requiring high
specificity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences (USA) 71, 4135–4139 (1974).

[23] T Yamane and JJ Hopfield, Experimental evidence for
kinetic proofreading in the aminoacylation of tRNA by
synthetase. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-

https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/physics/2024/advanced-information/
https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/physics/2024/advanced-information/
https://nap.edu/physicsoflife
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.79.8.2554
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.79.8.2554
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.10.308
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.10.308
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.10.308
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1958.0022
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1958.0022
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0364-0213(85)80012-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0364-0213(85)80012-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.34.123
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.34.123
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.34.135
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.34.135
https://journals.aps.org/pr/abstract/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1555
https://journals.aps.org/pr/abstract/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1555
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1364
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1364
https://journals.aps.org/pr/abstract/10.1103/PhysRev.132.563
https://journals.aps.org/pr/abstract/10.1103/PhysRev.132.563
https://journals.aps.org/pr/abstract/10.1103/PhysRev.132.563
https://www.nature.com/articles/185416a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/185416a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/185416a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/185422a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/185422a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/185422a0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-2836(65)80285-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-2836(65)80285-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2836(71)90391-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2836(71)90391-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-9861(72)90474-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-9861(72)90474-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-9861(72)90474-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2836(73)90332-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2836(73)90332-X
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.9.3640
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.9.3640
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(77)85616-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(77)85616-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(77)85616-6
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.1.135
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.1.135
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.81.1.135
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.452723
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.452723
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.452723
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.10.4135 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.10.4135 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.10.4135 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.74.6.2246
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.74.6.2246
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.74.6.2246


11

ences (USA) 74, 2246–2250 (1977).
[24] JJ Hopfield, The energy relay: A proofreading scheme

based on dynamic cooperativity and lacking all charac-
teristic symptoms of kinetic proofreading in DNA repli-
cation and protein synthesis. 77, 5248–5252 (1980).

[25] WS McCulloch and W Pitts, A logical calculus of the
ideas immanent in nervous activity. Bulletin of Mathe-
matical Biology 5, 115–133 (1943).

[26] WA Little, Existence of persistent states in the brain.
Mathematical Biosciences 19, 101–120 (1974).

[27] WA Little and GL Shaw, A statistical theory of short
and long term memory. Behavioural Biology 14, 115–133
(1975).

[28] LN Cooper, A possible organization of animal memory
and learning. In Ref [29], pp 252–264 (1973).

[29] B Lundquvist and S Lundqvist, eds, Collective Properties
of Physical Systems. Proceedings of the Twenty–Fourth
Nobel Symposium (Academic Press, New York, 1973).
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