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Abstract

Perceptrons have been known for a long time as a promisingvition the neural networks theory. The
analytical treatment for a special class of perceptrorm$estan seminal work of Gardner [11]. Techniques
initially employed to characterize perceptrons relied atadgistical mechanics approach. Many of such pre-
dictions obtained in [11] (and in a follow-up [12]) were latsn established rigorously as mathematical facts
(see, e.qgl[22-24,29,31 /34]). These typically relategteescal perceptrons. A lot of work has been done
related to various other types of perceptrons. Among the ctadlenging ones are what we will refer to
as the discrete perceptrons. An introductory statisticatmanics treatment of such perceptrons was given
in [15]. Relying on results of [11]/[15] characterized maofithe features of several types of discrete per-
ceptrons. We in this paper, consider a similar subclasssofelie perceptrons and provide a mathematically
rigorous set of results related to their performance. Aglittwn out, many of the statistical mechanics pre-
dictions obtained for discrete predictions will in fact app as mathematically provable bounds. This will
in a way emulate a similar type of behavior we observed ind22431] when studying spherical perceptrons.

Index Terms: Discrete perceptrons; storage capacity

1 Introduction

In last several decades there has been a lot of great wotkddlaan analytical characterization of neural
networks performance. While the neural networks have baewk for quite some time it is probably with
the appearance of powerful statistical mechanics tecksithat incredibly results related to characterization
of their performance started appearing. Of course, sineeltssical perceptrons are among the simplest
and most fundamental tools within the frame of neural netaadheory, it is a no surprise that among the
very first analytical characterizations were the onesedlad them. Probably the most successful one and
we would say the most widely known one is the seminal approd¢ardner, developed in[11] and com-
plemented in a follow-up [12]. There, Gardner adapted bytthee already well-known replica approach so
that it can treat almost any feature of various perceptrodetso She started the story of course with proba-
bly the simplest possible case, namely the spherical pgoreprhen in[[11] she and ih [12] she and Derrida
proceeded with fairly accurate predictions/approximaifor its storage capacities in several different sce-
narios: positive thresholds (we will often referred to spelnceptrons as the positive spherical perceptrons),
negative thresholds, correlated/uncorrelated pattpatserns stored incorrectly and many others.

While these predictions were believed to be either exacbimescases or fairly good approximations
in others, they remained quite a mathematical challenge flang time. Somewhat paradoxically, one
may though say that the first successful confirmation of sofmieoresults from[[11, 12] had actually
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arrived a long time before they appeared. Namely, for a apeaise of spherical perceptrons with zero-
thresholds, the storage capacity was already known eikpdicily within the neural networks community
or within pure mathematics (see, eld.[[6, 8,10/ 16, 20, 2433P. However, the first real confirmation of
the complete treatment presentedlinl [11] appeared_ in [32 &&re the authors were able to confirm the
predictions made in[11] related to the storage capacityhefgositive spherical perceptrons. Moreover,
they confirmed that the prediction related to the volume eflibnd strengths that satisfies the perceptron
dynamics presented in [l11] is also correct. Later ori, in [Addgrand reconfirmed these predictions through
a somewhat different approach. In our own wark|[24] we alssented a simple framework that can be
used to confirm many of the storage capacity predictions nraflel]. Moreover, in[[29] we confirmed
that the results presented [n_[11] related to the negatihersgal perceptrons are rigorous upper bounds
that in certain range of problem parameters may even be é&mlveflong the same lines we then in [31]
attacked a bit harder spherical perceptron type of problemh relates to their functioning as erroneous
storage memories. This problem was initially treated ir] fhPough an extension of the replica approach
utilized in [11]. The predictions obtained based on such@r@ach were again proved as rigorous upper
bounds in[[31]. Moreoveri [31] hinted that while the prertins made in[12] are rigorous upper bounds one
may even be able to lower them in certain range of parameténseoest.

Of course, as one may note all the above mentioned initiatrtrents relate to the so-called spherical
perceptrons. These are long believed to be substantiadigrefar an analytical treatment than some other
classes of perceptrons. On the other hand, we believe ttmigthe most difficult for an analytical treatment
are the ones that we will call discrete perceptrons. Whilemillebelow give a detailed description of what
we will mean by discrete perceptrons, we would like to jusntioa here that an introductory treatment
of such perceptrons was already started in([11, 12]. Themastdemonstrated that framework designed to
cover the spherical perceptron can in fact be used to obtamfigtions for many other perceptrons as well
and among them certainly for what we will cafll discrete perceptrons. However, as already observed
in [11,12] it may happen that the treatment of such perceptroay be substantially more difficult than
the spherical ones. To be a bit more specific, an initial seesidlts obtained for the storage capacity in
the simple zero-thresholds case indicated that the vaofahte framework given in[11] may not be able to
match even the simple combinatorial results one can ohtestugh a case. As a result it was hinted that a
more advanced version of the framework fram|[11] may be ngedtle [15] the authors went a bit further
and considered various other types of discrete perceptfemsmany of them they were able to provide a
similar set of predictions given i [11] for the simple sphal and+1 ones. Moreover, they hinted at a
potential way that can be used to bridge some of deficienkcaghe predictions given in [11] may have. In
this paper we will also study several discrete perceptr@rs.top of that we will cover a “not so discrete
case” which in a sense is a limiting case of some of the dsaases studied in [15] and itself was also
studied in[15]. The framewaork that we will present will rigaisly confirm that the results related to these
classes of perceptrons obtained in/[15] relying on the cagymmetry approach af [11] are in fact rigorous
upper bounds on their true values. For the above mentionetdstndiscrete case” it will turn out that the
predictions made in [15] can in fact be proven as exact.

Before going into the details of our approach we will recalltbe basic definitions related to the per-
ceptrons and needed for its analysis. Also, to make the mpiasen easier to follow we find it useful to
briefly sketch how the rest of the paper is organized. In 8ediwe will, as mentioned above, introduce a
more formal mathematical description of how a perceptragrates. Along the same lines we will formally
present the sevearl classes/types of perceptrons that Wetwdy in later sections. In Sectidn 3 we will
present several results that are known for the classicalrigath perceptron as some of them we will actually
need to establish the main results of this paper as well. tti®@es[4,[5, andl6 we will discuss the three
types of perceptrons that we plan to study in great detalimpgaper. Finally, in Sectidd 7 we will discuss
obtained results and present several concluding remarks.



2 Perceptrons as mathematical problems

To make this part of the presentation easier to follow we tiilto introduce all important features of the
perceptron that we will need here by closely following whaswdone in[[1l1] (and for that matter in our
recent workl[24, 29, 31]). So, as in]11], we start with thédaing dynamics:
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Following [11] for any fixedl < ¢ < m we will call eachH;;,1 < j < n, the icing spin, i.e.H;; €
{—1,1},Vi, j. Continuing further with following([111], we will callX;, 1 < j < n, the interaction strength
for the bond from sitej to site:. To be in a complete agreement with [11], we [ih (1) also insd
quantitiesT;,, 1 < i < m,1 < k < n. Tyis typically called the threshold for sitein patterni. However,
to make the presentation easier to follow, we will typicalssume thdt;;, = 0. Without going into further
details we will mention though that all the results that w# priesent below can be easily modified so that
they include scenarios wheig, £ 0.

Now, the dynamics presented i (1) works by moving frotrt@t + 1 and so on (of course one assumes
an initial configuration for say = 0). Moreover, the above dynamics will have a fixed point if dasré are
strengthsX;,,1 < j <n,1 <k <m,suchthat forany <i <m
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Of course, the above is a well known property of a very geraask of dynamics. In other words, unless one
specifies the interaction strengths the generality of tbhelpm essentially makes it easy. After considering
the general scenario introduced above/ [11] then proceadddspecialized it to a particular case which
amounts to including spherical restrictions &h A more mathematical description of such restrictions
considered in[11] essentially boils down to the followira@nstraints

Y Xi=11<i<n (3)
j=1

These were of course the same restrictions/constrainsidemed in a series of our own wotk |24 29| 31].
In this paper however, we will focus on a set of what we willl cliscrete restirctions/conctraints. While
the methods that we will present below will be fairly powétiuhandle many different discrete restrictions
we will to avoid an overloading and for clarity purposes hpresent the following two types of discrete
constraints.
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We will call the perceptron operating with the first set of stvaints given in[(4) the-1 perceptron (in fact
we may often refer to the bond strengthisin such a perceptron as the ones fréml, 1} set although for



the scaling purposes we assumed the above more conve{nie%, ﬁ} set). Analogously, we will call

the perceptron operating with the second set of constrgines in [4) the0/1 perceptron. Moreover, we
will also consider a third type of the perceptron that opgatith the following constraints on the bond

strengths
1

1

- —=],1<i<n,1<5<m. 5
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We will refer to the perceptron operating with the set of ¢aists given in[(b) the box-constrained percep-

tron.

The fundamental question that one typically considers ihéme so-called storage capacity of the above
dynamics or alternatively a neural network that it wouldresent (of course this is exactly one of the
questions considered in [11]). Namely, one then asks hovypatternsm (i-th pattern being7;;,1 < j <
n) one can store so that there is an assurance that they aed staa stable way. Moreover, since having
patterns being fixed points of the above introduced dynarsigst enough to insure having a finite basin of
attraction one often may impose a bit stronger thresholdlition

Xji €]

Hiksign( Z Hinjk — le) =1
j=1,j#k

n
& Hp( Y, HyXp—Tg)>r1<j<n1<k<n, (6)
=Ltk

where typicallyx is a positive number. We will refer to a perceptron governgdhe above dynamics
and coupled with the spherical restrictions and a positivesholdx as the positive spherical perceptron
(alternatively, wherx is negative we would refer to it as the negative sphericatqgron; for such a
perceptron and resulting mathematical problems/reseéieg.[[20]).

Also, we should mentioned that beyond the above mentionselscaany other variants of the neural
network models are possible from a purely mathematicalpeets/e. Moreover, many of them have found
applications in various other fields as well. For exampleica set of references that contains a collection
of results related to various aspects of different neuralvoeks models and their bio- and many other
applications is[[1-5,/7, 25]. We should also mention thatlevine chose here a particular set of neural
network models, the results that we will present below caadapted to be of use in pretty much any other
known model. Our goal here is to try to keep the presentatiomesvhat self-contained, clear, and without
too much of overloading. Because of that we selected only @l gmmber of cases for which we will
present the concrete results. A treatment of many othersilvpresent elsewhere.

3 Known results

As mentioned above, our main interest in this paper will hel\ghg what we call discrete perceptrons.
However, many of the results that we will present will leathei conceptually or even purely analytically
on many results that we created for the so-called spher@rakbptrons. In fact, quite a few technical details
that we will need here we already needed when treating v@igspects of the spherical perceptrons, see
e.g. [24/.29, 31]. In that sense we will find it useful to havéehandy some of the well-known spherical
perceptron results readily available. So, before procegdith the problems that we will study here in great
detail we will first recall on several results known for tharglard spherical perceptron.

In the first of the subsections below we will hence look at thieesical perceptrons, and in the following
one we will then present a few results known for the discretegptrons. That way it will also be easier to
later on properly position the results we intend to preseng lwithin the scope of what is already known.



3.1 Spherical perceptron

We should preface this brief presentation of the known tedayl mentioning that a way more is known that
what we will present below. However, we will restrict oursed to the facts that we deem are of most use
for the presentation that will follow in later sections.

3.1.1 Statistical mechanics

We of course start with recalling on what was presented_ii. [11 [11] a replica type of approach was
designed and based on it a characterization of the storgupeitawas presented. Before showing what
exactly such a characterization looks like we will first fadig define it. Namely, throughout the paper
we will assume the so-called linear regime, i.e. we will ¢desthe so-calledinear scenario where the
length and the number of different patternsandm, respectively are large but proportional to each other.
Moreover, we will denote the proportionality ratio by(wherea obviously is a constant independentrQf
and will set

m = an. (7)

Now, assuming thatf;;,1 < i < m,1 < j < n, are i.i.d. symmetric Bernoulli random variables, |[11],
using the replica approach, gave the following estimatefeo that[(6) holds with overwhelming probability

(under overwhelming probability we will in this paper assumprobability that is no more than a number
exponentially decaying in away from1)

1 o
Vo J—k
Based on the above characterization one then hasitheathieves its maximum over positivés asx — 0.
One in fact easily then has

aelr) = ( (2 + m)2e~ T dz) L, ®)

lim o (k) = 2. 9)
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Also, to be completely exact, in [11], it was predicted the storage capacity relation from (8) holds for
the ranges > 0.

3.1.2 Rigorous results — positive spherical perceptrons(> 0)

The result given in[(9) is of course well known and has beeoroigsly established either as a pure mathe-
matical fact or even in the context of neural networks antepatrecognition([6,/8,10, 16, 20,121 /35+-37]. In
a more recent work [22, 23,34] the authors also considerdttirage capacity of the spherical perceptron
and established that when> 0 (8) also holds. In our own work [24] we revisited the storagpacity
problems and presented an alternative mathematical agiptbat was also powerful enough to reestablish
the storage capacity prediction given[ih (8). We below fdimeahe results obtained in [22-24)34].

Theorem 1. [22H24[34] LetH be anm x n matrix with{—1, 1} i.i.d.Bernoulli components. Letbe large
and letm = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Leta, be as in[(8B) and lek: > 0 be a
scalar constant independentf If & > «. then with overwhelming probability there will be sosuch that
|Ix|l2 = 1 and [8) is feasible. On the other handyif< «, then with overwhelming probability there will
be anx such thaf||x||; = 1 and [8) is feasible.

Proof. Presented in various forms in [22-+24] 34]. O

As mentioned earlier, the results given in the above the@ssentially settle the storage capacity of the
positive spherical perceptron or the Gardner problem iatissital sense (it is rather clear but we do mention



that the overwhelming probability statement in the abowstém is taken with respect to the randomness
of H). However, they strictly speaking relate only to fhesitivespherical perceptron. It is not clear if they
would automatically translate to the case of the negatihepal perceptron. As we hinted earlier, the case
of the negative spherical perceptron £ 0) may be more of interest from a purely mathematical point of
view than it is from say the neural networks point of view. Helieless, such a mathematical problem may
turn out to be a bit harder than the one corresponding to #melatd positive case. In fact, in [34], Talagrand
conjectured (conjecture 8.4.4) that the above mentienagmains an upper bound on the storage capacity
even wherns < 0, i.e. even in the case of the negative spherical percep8och a conjecture was confirmed
in our own work [24]. In the following subsection we will bfig summarize what in fact was shown in [24].

Upper bound on the storage capacity; Cy— 0
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Figure 1:x as a function ok

3.1.3 Rigorous results — negative spherical perceptron:(< 0)

In our recent work[[29] we went a step further and considenechegative version of the standard spherical
perceptron. While the results that we will present latemo8eéction§ 4,15, arid 6 will relate to aryur main
concern will be from a neural network point of view and consagly the emphasis will be on the positive
case, i.e. tos > 0 scenario. Still, in our own view the results related to thgatiwe spherical perceptron
are important as they hint that already in the spherical ttdaegs may not be as easy as they may seem to
be based on the results of [11] 2224, 34] for the positivegdl perceptron.

Moreover, a few technical details needed for presentinglies later section were already observed
in [24]29] and we find it convenient to recall on them whilere same time revisiting the negative spherical
perceptron. This will in our view substantially facilitatiee exposition that will follow.

We first recall that in[[29] we studied the so-called uncated case of the spherical perceptron (more
on an equally important correlated case can be found inEI§2H]). This is the same scenario that we will
study here (so the simplifications that we made_in [29] and weaare about to present below will be in
place later on as well). In the uncorrelated case, one vidvpgtiernsH; ;.,,1 < i < m, as uncorrelated
(as expectedH; ;., stands for vectofH;,, H;s, . . . , H,]). Now, the following becomes the corresponding

6



version of the question of interest mentioned above: assyithatH is anm x n matrix with i.i.d. {—1,1}
Bernoulli entries and thatx||> = 1, how largea =  can be so that the following system of linear
inequalities is satisfied with overwhelming probability

Hx > k. (10)

This of course is the same as if one asks how largan be so that the following optimization problem is
feasible with overwhelming probability

Hx >k
[x[l2 = 1. (11)

To see that(10) an@(1L1) indeed match the above describetdoiat condition it is enough to observe that
due to statistical symmetry one can assuthe = 1,1 < i < m. Also the constraints essentially decouple
over the columns o (so one can then think of in (I0) and[(11L) as one of the columnsX}). Moreover,
the dimension off in (10) and[(I1) should be changedrtox (n — 1); however, since we will consider
a largen scenario to make writing easier we keep the dimensiom asn. Also, as mentioned to a great
extent in [24] 31, 31], we will, without a loss of generalitseat H in (11) as if it has i.i.d. standard normal
components. Moreover, in [24] we also recognized that (ah)le rewritten as the following optimization
problem

&, = min max rAT1 — N Hx
X A>0

subjectto  |[Al2 =1
[x[2 =1, (12)

wherel is anm-dimensional column vector of alls. Clearly, if¢,, < 0then [11) is feasible. On the other
hand, if¢,, > 0 then [11) is not feasible. That basically means that if wegrababilistically characterize
the sign of¢,, then we could have a way of determiningsuch that;,, < 0. That is exactly what we have
done in [24] on an ultimate level for > 0 and on a say upper-bounding level for< 0. Relying on the
strategy developed in [28,30] and on a set of results frorfilldBwe in [24] proved the following theorem
that essentially extends Theoréin 1 to the< 0 case and thereby resolves Conjecture 8.4.4 fforh [34] in

positive:

Theorem 2. [24] Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kegbe large and let
m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Let&,, be as in[(IR) and lek be a scalar constant
independent of.. Let all ¢’s be arbitrarily small constants independentraf Further, letg; be a standard
normal random variable and set

k2 2 I
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If K > 0then

lim P(W <&, <€)= lim P(min  max (€0 <A1 -ATHx)<¢™)>1.  (15)

n—00 n—00 [Ix[l2=1 [|All2=1,2;>0

Moreover, ifs < 0 then

lim P(¢&, > YD) = lim P( min max  (kAT1 = NTHx) > W) > 1. (16)
n—r00 n—00 lx[2=1 [[All2=1,A;>0
Proof. Presented in [24]. O

In a more informal language (essentially ignoring all tachlities ande’s) one has that as long as
- 1
fgar(ﬁ)’

the problem in[(1i1) will be infeasible with overwhelming pebility. On the other hand, one has that when
k > 0 aslong as

17)
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the problem in[(1l1) will be feasible with overwhelming prbbay. This of course settles the case> 0
completely and essentially establishes the storage dgpesiv. which of course matches the prediction
given in the introductory analysis presentedlinl[11] and airee rigorously confirmed by the results of
[22,23]34]. On the other hand, when< 0 it only shows that the storage capacity with overwhelming
probability is not higher than the quantity given in [11]. Asentioned above this confirms Talagrand’s
conjecture 8.4.4 from [34]. However, it does not settle fepb(question) 8.4.2 fron [34].

The results obtained based on the above theorem as well s& titained based on Theoréin 1 are
presented in Figuld 1. When> 0 (i.e. whena < 2) the curve indicates the exact breaking point between
the “overwhelming” feasibility and infeasibility of (11J0n the other hand, when < 0 (i.e. whena > 2)
the curve is only an upper bound on the storage capacityforeany value of the paifo, ) that is above
the curve given in Figurel 1, (1.1) is infeasible with overwhiglg probability.

Since the case < 0 did not appear as settled based on the above presented nesuthen in[[20]
attempted to lower the upper bounds given in Thedrém 2. Watexlea fairly powerful mechanism that
produced the following theorem as a way of characterizirgstiorage capacity of the negative spherical
perceptron.

(18)

Theorem 3. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let
m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Letx < 0 be a scalar constant independentofSet
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02-5)20 2
then [11) is infeasible with overwhelming probability.
Proof. Presented ir [29]. O

The results one can obtain for the storage capacity basdueabbve theorem are presented in Figure
(as mentioned ir [29], due to numerical optimizations imed the results presented in Figlie 2 should be
taken only as an illustration; also as discussed in [29htyk§8) — 0 in TheorenB produces the results
of Theoreni R). Even as such, they indicate that a visible avgment in the values of the storage capacity
may be possible, though in a range of valuea slibstantially larger tha(i.e. in a range ok’s somewhat
smaller than zero). While at this point this observation nwk as unrelated to the problem that we will
consider in the following section one should keep it in miagdsentially, a conceptually similar conclusion
will be made later on when we study the capacities with lichierors).

Upper bound on the storage capacity; optimized C,
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3.2 Discrete perceptrons

Below we present the results/predictions known for therdiscperceptrons. We will mostly focus on the
+1 perceptron as that one has been studied the most exterisik@lghout the literature. The known results
related to the other two cases that we will study here, nafédlyand box-constrained perceptrons, we find
it easier to discuss in parallel as we present our own (thesdts are a bit involved and we believe that it
would be easier to discuss them once we have a few other tadlugtails setup).

Before presenting the concrete known results in this doreatve will recall on the problem given in
(IJ) and [[11) and how it changes as one moves from the spharigal constraint. Following what was
done in Sectioh 3.113 one can ask how latigean be so that the following optimization problem is feasibl
with overwhelming probability

Hx >k
x?=1,1<i<n. (25)

We do, of course, recall that the dimensionkbfis againm x n and thatm = an wherea is a constant
independent of.

As was the case in the previous subsection, we should agefcprthis brief presentation of the known
results by mentioning that a way more is known than what wepsésent below. However, we will restrict
ourselves to the facts that we deem are of most use for thergeg®n that will follow in later sections.

3.2.1 Statistical mechanics

As far as a statistical mechanics approach-1gperceptron goes their analytical characterization to asdeg
have already been started with [11]. Although the main (errtiore successful) concern of [12] was the
spherical perceptron, it was also observed thbperceptron can be handled through the replica mechanisms
introduced therein. In a nutshell, what was shown_in [12[(&ter also observed in [15]) related 46l
perceptron was the following: assuming thét;, 1 < i < m,1 < j < n, are i.i.d. symmetric Bernoulli
random variables then i is such that

ac(k) = %w% /_ oo<z LR T ), (26)

then [6) holds with overwhelming probability with the réstion on X;; being X;; € {—1,1}. Stated in
other words (possibly in a more convenient way)gifs such that[(26) holds thef (25) is feasible with
overwhelming probability.

Based on the above characterization one then hasathathieves its maximum over positivés as

x — 0. One in fact easily then has
4

lim a.(k) = —. (27)
rk—0 ™
Of course, it was immediately pointed out alreadylinl [12]t tthee above% prediction is essentially not
sustainable. In fact not only was it pointed out because t#nii@l instability of the replica approach used
in [11], it was actually rigorously argued through simplentonatorial arguments théitm, o a.(k) < 1.
Many other problems remained open. For example, while itol@fous already based on the considerations
presented in[12] that the storage capacity predictioérl &or the k = 0 case is an upper bound, it was not
clear if one can make such a safe prediction for the entirgerafthe parametet.
Of course the above considerations then left the repliedrtrent presented ih [11] a bit powerless when
it comes to thet1 scenario (at the very least in a special case of the so-callemthresholds, i.e. when
x = 0). However, many other great works in this direction follasttempting to resolve the problem. A

10



couple of them relied on the statistical mechanics approzsttioned above as well. Of course, as one may
expect (and as already had been hinted_in [12]), the first maxiral extension of the approach presented
in [11,[12] would have been to start breaking replica symynef study in this direction was presented
in [18]. However, as such studies typically may run into sabtal numerical problems, the authorslini[18]
resorted to a clever way of predicting the critical value tfoe storage capacity by taking the value where
the entropy becomes zero. Fer= 0, that gave an estimate af 0.83, substantially lower than, what

the above mentioned simple combinatorial bound gives. I&imnargument was repeated in_[15] feirl
perceptron and extended@gl perceptron and a few other discrete perceptrons studieelithe

3.2.2 Rigorous results <1 perceptron

As far as the rigorous results go we should mention that nathmeeems to be known. While that does
not necessarily mean that the problem is hard, it may impdy ithis not super easy either. Among the
very first rigorous results are probably those from [17]. &dy speaking, in[[1/7], the authors showed that
if 0.005 < o < 0.9937 then [25) is feasible with overwhelming probability. Whtleese bounds can be
improved, improving them to reach anywhere close=t®.83 prediction of [15] 18] does not seem super
easy.

We should also mention a seemingly unrelated line of workaldgrand. Namely, Talagrand studied
a variant of the above problem through a more general martftinction type of approach, see elq./[34].
While he was able to show that replica symmetry type of apdraeould produce rigorous results for such
a consideration, he was able to do so in the so-called higipd¢eature regime. However the problem that
he considers boils down to the one of interest here exactlydropposite, low-temperature regime.

3.2.3 Simple combinatorial bound —t1 perceptron

Since we have mentioned it in on a couple of occasions in theeadiscussion we find it useful to also
present the simple approach one can use to upper bound thgesttapacity of many discrete perceptrons
(and certainly of thet1 that we consider here). While these bounds may not have b@dnity presented
in [12] the approach that we present below follows the samestegly and we frame it as known result.
Namely, one starts by looking at how likely is that each of itequalities in[(2b) is satisfied. A simple
consideration then gives

1

P(H;.x > k|x) = P(g > k) = §erfc(%), 1<i<m. (28)

After accounting for all the inequalities in_(25) (esselhyiall the rows of H) one then further has
P(Hx > klx) = (P(H;.x > k|x))™. (29)
Using the union bound over all then gives
P(3x|Hx > k) < 2"P(Hx > k|x) = 2"(P(H;.x > k|x))™. (30)

A combination of[(28) and (30) then gives

1
P(3x|Hx > k) < 2" <§erfc(

) (31)

Sl =
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From [31) one then has thatdf= ™ is such that

. () (32)

log (%erfc(%)) 7

then
. (1 £\
nh_{r;o P(3x|Hx > k) < 1}1_)1202 <§erfc(ﬁ)> = 0. (33)

The upper bounds one can obtain on the storage capacity basthe above consideration (in particular
based on[(32)) are presented in Figure 3. Of course, thesalb@man be improved (as mentioned earlier,
one of possible such improvements was already presenté&dfn However, here our goal is more to recall
on the results that relate to the ones that we will preseritingaper rather than on the best possible ones.

Storage capacity —— simple combinatorial bound
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Figure 3:x as a function ofy; simple combinatorial bound < {—%, ﬁ}n
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4 41 perceptrons

In this section we will present a collection of mathematicaborous results related t1 perceptrons. We
will rely on many simplifications of the original perceptreetup from Sectiohl2 introduced in [24]29] 31]
and presented in Sectigh 4. To that end we start by recaliagfor all practical purposes needed here
(and those we needed in [24]29] 31]) the storage capacityl gderceptron can be considered through the
feasibility problem given in[(25) which we restate below

, 1 <i<n. (34)



We recall as well, that as argued in [24}29, 31] (and as meedion the previous section) one can assume
that the elements dff are i.i.d. standard normals and that the dimensioH @ m x n, where as earlier we
keep the linear regime, i.e. continue to assumesthat an wherea is a constant independent of Now,
if all inequalities in [34) are satisfied one can have thatdyn@amics established will be stable andrall
patterns could be successfully stored. Following the estsapresented in_[24, 29,131] (and briefly recalled
on in Sectiorn 3.113 one can then reformulatd (34) so thatahsilfility problem of interest becomes
¢11 = minmax kA1 — ATHx
X  A>0
subjectto  [[Alle =1
x?:l,lgign. (35)
n

Clearly, following the logic we presented in Section 3. 1t& sign of¢; determines the feasibility of (84).
In particular, ifé.; > 0 then [34) is infeasible. Given the random structure of thablam (we recall that
H is random) one can then pose the following probabilisticsifaiity question: how small cam be so
that£4, in (38) is positive and (34) is infeasible with overwhelmipgpbability? In what follows we will
attempt to provide an answer to such a question.

4.1 Probabilistic analysis

In this section we will present a probabilistic analysis ltd fbove optimization problem given [n{35). In
a nutshell, we will provide a relation betweeranda = 7+ so that with overwhelming probability ovef
¢+1 > 0. This will, of course, based on the above discussion thembagh to conclude that the problem
in (34) is infeasible with overwhelming probability wheranda = =* satisfy such a relation.

The analysis that we will present below will to a degree ratyaostrategy we developed in [28,30]
and utilized in [24] when studying the storage capacity ef standard spherical perceptrons. We start by
recalling on a set of probabilistic results from [L3] 14]ttlaeere used as an integral part of the strategy
developed inl[24, 28, 30].

Theorem 4. ([13,[14]) LetX;; andY;;, 1 <7 <n,1 < j < m, be two centered Gaussian processes which
satisfy the following inequalities for all choices of indic

2\ __ 2
1. B(X;) = E(Y;)
2. B(X;jXi) > E(Yi5Yik)
3. B(X;;Xu) < E(YyYi),i # 1.

Then
P(ﬂ U(ij > Nij)) < PV = Mig))-

J

The following, more simpler, version of the above theoretates to the expected values.

Theorem 5. ([13,14]) LetX;; andY;;, 1 <7 <n,1 < j < m, be two centered Gaussian processes which
satisfy the following inequalities for all choices of indic
1. B(X}) = E(Y})
2. B(X;jXix) > E(YijYar)

3. BE(Xi;Xu) < E(YiYi),i # 1.

13



Then
E(miin mjax(X,-j)) < E(miin mjax(Yij)).

Now, since all random quantities of interest below will centrate around its mean values it will be
enough to study only their averages. However, since it willmake writing of what we intend to present in
the remaining parts of this section substantially more damated we will present a complete probabilistic
treatment and will leave the studying of the expected vafaeshe presentation that we will give in the
following subsection where such a consideration will sabsally simplify the exposition.

We will make use of Theorem 4 through the following lemma (#m®ma is an easy consequence of
Theoreni # and in fact is fairly similar to Lemma 3.1lin[14]esdso [24, 26] for similar considerations).

Lemma 1. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeandh bem x 1
andn x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgrus. Also, leyy be a standard normal
random variable and lef, be a function ok. Then

P(mi \T'H — ) >0) > P(mi Tx+hTx —¢\)>0). (36
(B0 a2 oA Hx g =6) 20) 2 Py | max  (7A+Rx—6)20). (39)

Proof. The proof is basically similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1[in[[5 well as to the proof of Lemma
7 in [26]. The only difference is in allowed sets of values foand A\. Such a difference introduces no
structural changes in the proof though. O

Let(y = —rAT1 + eég)\/ﬁ + 55?1 with eég) > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant independent:of
We will first look at the right-hand side of the inequality [B6). The following is then the probability of
interest

P(min  max (g'A+hTx+r\1 - eég)\/ﬁ) > §£_Ll)1) (37)

x2=1[|Al2=1,2;>0
After solving the minimization ovex one obtains

Plgin max (M A+h x+rAT1-d? Vi) > €)= mgﬂﬂmrzmw Vv > €. (@8)
X;= 2=1,A; =

where(g + k1) is (g + k1) vector with negative components replaced by zeros. Fatigwine by line
what was done in_[24] after equatigh3) one then has

. I
P(i?lzri H)\H2H:1?7}§\i20(gT/\ +h x4+ A1 - eég) Vn) > 52:)1)

(n)

> (1 e ™)1 - e P~ ) mfgar(6) — (1 + €M) - V> €8). (39)
where

2
_ g
ar i 2 d iy 40
foar( Wor /_H gi + k)’ g (40)
(9)

e ™ ande(™ are arbitrarily small positive constants ad’ ande{" are constants possibly dependent
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one1 fgar( ),andegn),respectively but independent of If

m n 2
(= ™)y () = (144 ’)\/;ﬁ -V €

& (1-d") afgw<ﬁ>—<1+e§">>\/§ ”>£—jﬁl (41)

one then has froni (39)

. . l
Jim P(%ﬂl:nl ||)\||2H=1?,}§\i20(gT)\ +h x + AT — 9 ym) > ¢y > 1. (42)

We will also need the following simple estimate related te lkft hand side of the inequality ib_(136).
From [36) one has the following as the probability of interes

T T (9) )
Ploin | max WAL= A Hx+g—eTyn = £5) 2 0). (43)

Following again what was done in [24] between equati@is and(24) one has, assuming that{41) holds,
lim P(min  max (kAT1-MTHx) > £i1) > lim P(mln max (gTy—l—th—l—/{/\Tl—egg)\/ﬁ) > fﬁ)l) > 1.

n—0o x2=1 [ Al2=1,1>0 n—00 —1[IA[l2=1,A;>0

(44)
We summarize the above results in the following theorem.

Theorem 6. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let
m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Leté.; be as in[(35) and let be a scalar constant
independent of.. Let all ¢’s be arbitrarily small constants independentsaf Further, letg; be a standard
normal random variable and set

2

_ﬁd we—s  (k*+1erfc (—%) .5
2 e .
V2m /—H B 5T er * 2 (45)

Let gﬁ)l be a scalar such that

f gar

_m) N )y, /2 @ e
(I—€ N/ ofgar(k) = (1+6¢ )\/; €5 > Jn (46)
Then 0

hm P&y > fﬂ) = 1111_)11010 P(mm1 ||/\||2mElD§\ >O(I{/\T1 ~MHx) >¢}) > 1. (47)
Proof. Follows from the above discussion and the analysis predém{24]. O

In a more informal language (as earlier, essentially igrpall technicalities and's) one has that as
long as
2 1
o> -, 48
7 Ty () “9
the problem in[(3K) will be infeasible with overwhelming pability. It is an easy exercise to show that
the right hand side of (48) matches the right-hand sidé_df. (I®iis is then enough to conclude that the
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prediction for the storage capacity givenlin|[12] tei perceptron is in fact a rigorous upper bound on its
true value.

The results obtained based on the above theorem as wellses phedicted based on the replica theory
and given in[(26) (and of course in[12]) are presented infiéigu For the values af that are to the right of
the given curve the memory will not operate correctly witkeiavhelming probability. This of course follows
from the fact that with overwhelming probability ovéf the inequalities in[(34) will not be simultaneously
satisfiable.

Storage capacity bounds; Cy— 0

3 =T =T =T =~

1
0 0.5 1 15 2
a

Figure 4:x as a function ofy; x € {_L L}”

4.2 Lowering the storage capacity upper bound

The results we presented in the previous section providgoaaiis upper bound on the storage capacity of
+1 perceptron. As we have mentioned in Secfibn 3 it had been kiadn@ady from the initial considerations
in [12] that the upper bounds we presented in the previousosacfor certain values of are strict (and
in fact quite far away from the optimal values). In this sectiwve will follow the strategy we employed
in [29/31] for studying scenarios where the standard uppendls are potentially non-exact. Such a strategy
essentially attempts to lower the upper bounds providelddmptevious subsection. It does so by attempting
to lift the lower bounds o . After doing so we will come to a point to reveal an interegioihenomenon
happening in the analysis afl perceptrons. Namely, in certain range«tthe upper bounds of the previous
sections will indeed end up being lowered by the strategywheawill present. However, it will turn out
that the only lowering that we were able to uncover is the bagé ¢orresponds to the simple combinatorial
bounds given in Sectidn 3.2.3. However, before arrivinguithsa conclusion we will need to resolve a few
technical problems.

Before proceeding further with the presentation of the abmentioned strategy, we first recall on a
few technical details from previous sections that we wilkddrere again. We start by recalling on the
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optimization problem that we will consider here. As is priollyaobvious, it is basically the one given n(35)
{11 = minmax kAT1 — \THx
X A>0
subjectto  [[Al2 =1
x? = 1. (49)

i =

As mentioned below (35), a probabilistic characterizatibthe sign of¢; would be enough to determine
the storage capacity or its bounds. Below, we provide a wailai to the one from the previous subsection
that can also be used to probabilistically charactefize Moreover, as mentioned at the beginning of the
previous section, sincg.; will concentrate around its mean for our purposes here itthéin be enough to
study only its mearzé4.1. We do so by relying on the strategy developed_in [27] (andleyeal in [29]31])
and ultimately on the following set of results from [13]. @following theorem presented in [27] is in fact
a slight alternation of the original results from [13].)

Theorem 7. ([13]) Let X;; andY;;, 1 < i < n,1 < j < m, be two centered Gaussian processes which
satisfy the following inequalities for all choices of indc

2y _ 2
1. B(X}) = E(Y;3)

(Xij Xir) > E(Y3;Yik)

(Xij X)) < BE(YiYi), i # L.
)

Lett);;() be increasing functions on the real axis. Then

2. F
3. K

E(min max 1;;(X;;)) < E(min max;;(Yi;)).
J 7 J

)

Moreover, lety;;() be decreasing functions on the real axis. Then

E(max min g (Xi5)) = E(max min g (Yij))-
Proof. The proof of all statements but the last one is of course giv§h3]. The proof of the last statement
trivially follows and in a slightly different scenario is\@n for completeness ih [27]. O

The strategy that we will present below will utilize the abdtieorem to lift the above mentioned lower
bound oné1; (of course since we talk in probabilistic terms, under boand..; we essentially assume a
bound onE¢.,). We do mention again that in Sectibnl4.1 we relied on a vaoathe above theorem to
create a probabilistic lower bound gn;. However, the strategy employed in Sectionl 4.1 relied omly o
a basic version of the above theorem which assumgs) = x. Here, we will substantially upgrade the
strategy from Section 4.1 by looking at a very simple (but weiter) different version af;; ().

4.2.1 Lifting lower bound on &4

In [27,29] we established lemmas very similar to the follogvbne:

Lemma 2. Let A be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgendh bem x 1
andn x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgrus. Also, leyy be a standard normal
random variable and let; be a positive constant. Then

E(max  min 6_63(_/\THX+9+”)‘T1)) < E(max  min e_cf’(gT)‘JrthJr“)‘Tl)). (50)

=1 [ \J2=1,1>0 =1 [ \2=1A120
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Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of the corresponding lemnf27i. The only difference is in
the structure of the sets of allowed valuesfoand \. However, such a difference introduces no structural
changes in the proof. O

Following step by step what was done after Lemma 3.in [27] anges at the following analogue
of [27]'s equation(57):

E(min  max (=M Hx+ rA\T1))
x2=1 [All2=1,0>0
c3 1 —cahT 1 . —c3(gT A\ +rAT1
> = — —log(E cshixy)) _  og(E ca(g" A+rATL)YY)
> 5 — o los(B(max(e D)= los(E( | min (e )

%

(51)

Letcs = cgs)\/ﬁ wherecgs) is a constant independentof Then [51) becomes

E(minxgzl max”A” :1’)\2.20(—)\THX + H)\Tl)) C(S) s s
: = \/ﬁ 2 _(_37 +[sph(cz(),))+[:|:1(Ci(’,)7aa"€))7 (52)
where
s 1 —c\f
La(f)) = ——log(E(max(e=s V"))
nc(s) x2=1
3 T
(s) _ 1 : —C:(S)\/ﬁ(gT)\-‘r:‘{)\Tl)
[Per(ci% 7a7"€) - nc(s) IOg(E(H)\HQIEig\iEO ¢ )))
3
(53)
Moreover, [27] also established
I (C(S)) 1 log(E(ma (e_CéS)\/ﬁth))) CgS) + L log(erfc( C‘£’8) ) (54)
+1 =—03 X =0 T 7 ——=))-
K ncgs) x;=1 2 cgs) V2

Furthermore,[[29] established a way to deternﬁg@(c:(f), a, k). Itis exactly as specified in Theorérh 3.
We summarize the above observations in the following thraore

Theorem 8. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let
m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Let¢y; be as in[(35) and let be a scalar constant
independent of. Set

(s) (s)
c 1 c
I Ay =4 — log(erfc(——=2)). (55)
( 3 ) 9 cgs) ( ( \/5))
and ,
(s) (s) (s) .2 exp(L —r
p:1+ 63(8)7q:C3(SI;7T:C3 (5)7SZ_H\/5+i7CZ£ (56)
27per 27per 4’Yper \/]_) \/]_)
Also, set
s 1
Il (7 2 ) = gerfel 5) + g (erfe( ). (57)
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and

S s 1 S S
Tner(e5” 0, 8) = max (v2) + 5 Tog(I{(c5” . 7§ ). (58)
’Yer-ZO C3
If v is such that
(s)
min (—Ci”7 + Ly (5) + Ly (4, a, 1)) < 0, (59)

>0
3 =
then [34) is infeasible with overwhelming probability.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion by combinihgl (35) &%) (and by noting that the bound given
(s)

in (52) holds for any:{"’ > 0 and could therefore be tightened by additionally optingziverc{” > 0. O

The results one can obtain for the storage capacity basdueaabbve theorem are presented in Figure
[B. In addition to that we also present the results one canrobtsed on Theoreid 6. These are denoted
by ¢35 — 0 as they can be obtained from Theorem 8 by takiﬁb — 0. Furthermore, we also present the
results one can obtain based on the simple combinatorialcbdiscussed in Sectign 3.2.3 and presented in
Figure[3. As can be seen from Figlde 5 the optimal values tledownd forcgs) correspond either to or
to acgs) that eventually gives an that matches the one obtained in Seclion 3.2.3. In fact, wﬁém 0is
not optimal we only foundzgs) — oo as a better option. A simple analytical transformation ef tbsults

presented in the above theorem (assurméﬁb% o0) indeed produces the upper bound giveriid (32). We
would view this as in a way somewhat surprising result.

Also, we would like to mention that the results presentedigufe[3 should be taken only as an illus-
tration. They are obtained as a result of a numerical op#étiin. Remaining finite precision errors are of
course possible and could affect the validity of the obt@iresults (we do believe though that this is not
the case). Either way, we would like to emphasize once againthe results presented in Theorieim 8 are
completely mathematically rigorous. Their representativen in Figuré b may have been a bit imprecise
due to numerical computations needed to obtain the plotsrsitothe figure.

5 0/1 perceptrons

In this section we will present a collection of mathematicaborous results related /1 perceptrons. To
make the presentation as smooth as possible we will try tdaenthe exposition of Sectidn 4 as much as
possible. As in Sectionl 4 we will rely on many simplificatiooisthe original perceptron setup introduced
in Sectior 2 (and of course earlier in [24]29, 31]). Follogvimhat was done in Sectidn 4 it is not that hard
to recognize that the storage capacity)¢f perceptron can be considered through the following felitgibi
problem

Hx >k

1

As in Sectior 4 (and obviously as argued(in![24)29, 31]) omeassume that the elements ifare i.i.d.
standard normals and that the dimensiorHois m x n. Moreover, we will continue to work in the linear
regime, i.e. we will continue to assume that = an wherea is a constant independent af Now,

if all inequalities in [60) are satisfied one can have thatgheceptron dynamics discussed in Secfibn 2
will be stable and alin patterns could be successfully stored. Before proceediripdr with following
the exposition of the previous section, we will scale thevabaroblem a bit. In our view, the following
transformation will make the presentation of what followsbstantially easier on the one hand and will
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Figure 5:x as a function ofy; optimizedcgf); X € {—ﬁ, ﬁ}n

enable us to maintain the same type of scaling as in knownerefes, see e.d. [15]. Namely, we will first
discretize the problem a bit. It is not that hard to see thatsit of all allowedk in (€0) comes from a
collection (basically a union) of disjoint set$, 1 < I < n whereX; = {x|x; € {0,1},1 <i < n,|x|2 =
%}. Now in the largen limit one can then think of set&;, 1 <[ < n, asA3,0 < 3 < 1 (one would just
need to discretize ovéft; that is a straightforward exercise and for the sake of kegthie exposition as free
of unnecessary trivial details as possible we skip it). Nsince all quantities that we will consider below
will concentrate around its mean values with overwhelmirappbility the union bounding over a bounded
(independent of:) discrerizeds will affect the final results in no way. Given all of that theagegy will be
to consider the feasibility of (60) for a fixgtland then find the best one (in fact since we will be determining
an upper bound on the storage capacity the strategy will fi@dca worst3; however, this will naturally
become clear as we progress with the presentation). Alsaomgant to mention that it is absolutely not
necessary to simplify the exposition by discretizing ogerOur entire exposition that will follow can be
easily pushed through even with a variapleHowever, in our view it unnecessarily complicates wriing
and we find the exposition way more clearer if wefiat the beginning and don’t drag it as a variable inside
all the derivations that will follow.

Now, we can go back to following further what was done in Sed#d (and ultimately the strategy
presented in [24, 20, 31]). One can then reformulaté (60habthe feasibility problem of interest becomes

&o1 = min max kAT1 — AT Hx
X A>0

subjectto ||\l =1

1

Clearly, the sign of(; determines the feasibility of (60). In particular,&f; > 0 then [60) is infeasible.
Given the random structure of the problem (as earlier, thdamness remains ovéf) one can then pose
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P(

the following probabilistic feasibility question (essily a complete analogue to the one posed in earlier
section for spherical angt1 perceptrons): how small can be so that; in (61) is positive and[(80) is
infeasible with overwhelming probability? What followsopides an answer to such a question.

Before proceeding further we will concretize some of thatstgy mentioned above. Namely, one can
rewrite [61) in the following way

§o1 = min o1(f), (62)

BE(0,1]

where

. T T
— 1-)TH
&01(B) min max KA AT Hx

subjectto ||\l =1

1
X; € {0,%},1§i§n
1[5 = B (63)

Moreover, one can scale down everything to obtain a redefingd)

s KT \T
501(5)—110;1[11;1;8( \/B/\ 1-\'Hx

subjectto  |[A2 =1

1
X, €40, —7,1<1<n
{ vﬁn}
Ix[l5 = 1. (64)

So, the strategy will be to probabilistically analygg (5) for a fixed 5 and then find thes that makes
&01(8) the smallest possible (of coursg, (5) is random and one can't really be talking about it as the
smallest possible; what we really mean is: given its comeéing behavior, one should find the smallest
concentrating point fo§; (/3) over all 8’s from (0, 1]).

5.1 Probabilistic analysis

In this section we will present a probabilistic analysista above optimization problems given in64) and
ultimately of the one given irL(62). In a nutshell, we will pide a relation betweer anda = ™ so that
with overwhelming probability oveH £y, > 0. This will, of course, based on the above discussion then be
enough to conclude that the problem[inl(61) is infeasiblé witerwhelming probability wher anda = ™
satisfy such a relation.

As mentioned earlier, we will follow the analysis of the poais section. To that end we start by making
use of Theoreml4 through the following lemma (essentiallgrzalogue to Lemnid 1; the lemma is of course
an easy consequence of Theofedm 4 and in fact is fairly sintlaéemma 3.1 in[[14]; see alsb [24,26] for
similar considerations).

Lemma 3. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeandh bem x 1
andn x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgrus. Also, leyy be a standard normal
random variable and lef, be a function ok. Then

(=\THx+g-() > 0) > P(

min max min max (g/A+hTx—¢)) > 0).
— > = ;>
xie{0, o pllxl3=1 IM2=1220 xie{0, A= Lx3=1 IMI2=1Ai20

(65)
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Proof. The comment given in the proof of Lemrmh 1 applies here as Wak. difference is basically fairly

minimal. O

Let() = —%)\Tl + eég)\/ﬁ + Séll) (8) with eg9> > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant independent of
n. We will first look at the right-hand side of the inequality@8). The following is then the probability of
interest

P min max (g’ A+hTx+ —=\T1 — é%/ﬁ) >y | . (66)
(XZE{O,\/l—n},xgl)‘217>‘l>0< VB i o (%)

After solving the minimization ovex one obtains

(67 0T 21— ) = 6l (ﬂ))

min max
All2=1,2:>
xie{0, o= Ixlig=1 Al =1.0:20

1 n
_p ( (g n %1)+ -3 i:n;:mh“’ ENONN séﬁ’w)) . (67)

where <g + %1) is <g + \/LBI) vector with negative components replaced by zeros and wihgrés
+

vector with containing components hfsorted in non-decreasing order. Using the machinery of (3]
then has "
lim Ezi:n—ﬁnﬂ h) _ 1 o—(erfinviz(1-)-1))2

, 68
n—00 n \ 27 ( )

and
Pl Y hy<+d™E Y hy|z1-ew (69)
i=n—pAn+1 i=n—pAn+1

whereeg") is an arbitrarily small constant amﬁ” is a constant possibly dependenta&»’?‘? but independent
of n. Following line by line what was done in [24] after equatidi3) one then has

<gT>\ +hTx + %)\Tl - eég)x/ﬁ> > &) (/3))

min max
Alz=1,A;>
xie{0, o= Ixlig=1 Al =1.0:20

m n . ®
> (1_6—65 )m)(l_e—eé )”)p ((1 _ 6gm)) f yar <%> S+ 6gn)) 1 _—erfinvie-g)-1))2 _ 6gg) > §o1 (5)) 7

V278

where as earlier

(%2 + 1)erfc (—\/LTB) -

K 1 > K 2_§ B
o (73) =75 [ (4 5) i = e

andegg), e§m> are arbitrarily small positive constants afga” is a constant possibly dependenta%) and
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fgar(\/iﬁ) but independent af. If

. 0
(1= &Yy afyar <%> 1+ e§">)_;ﬂﬁe—(erme<2<1—5>—1>>2 EPORS 50\1/(71_5)7 (72)

one then has froni.(70)

K

lim P <gT/\ +hTx + \/B/\Tl - eg»\/ﬁ) > gg’f(ﬁ)) >1. (73)

min max
xie {0, o= b Ixlg=1 A2 =120

As in the previous section, we will also need the followinggle estimate related to the left hand side
of the inequality in[(6b). Froni(65) one has the following las probability of interest

= hlixlig=1 M2=

. li l)
P min max —/\Tl—)\THx—l—g—e(g)\/ﬁ—g( ﬁ)ZO ' (74)
(xie{o, 1L,A;>0 <\/B 5 o1 (B)

Following again what was done in Sectlonl4.1 (and ultimaie[24] between equation@1) and(24)) one
has, assuming thdt (72) holds,

. ‘ ; l)
lim P min max Ro\Ty T Hx) Oy
o (XZE{%,%}vxal llAllz=1,Aizo<\/ﬁ o1 (B)

> lim P min max
n—00 s
xie{0, o= b xlfg=1 A2 =100

We summarize the above results in the following theorem.

(gTy +hTx + %Xﬁ - eé,g)ﬁ) > é?(ﬁ)) >1. (75)

Theorem 9. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let
m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Let{,; be as in[(61l) and Ie{"i—ﬁ be a scalar constant

independent of.. Let all ¢’s be arbitrarily small constants independentraf Further, letg; be a standard
normal random variable and set

K 1 o0 K \2 & Re—% (%Jrl)erfc(—ﬁ)
foar <\/—B> = E/\}% <gi + \/—B> e 2dg; = 5 + 5 . (76)

Let féll) (B) be a scalar such that

| 0
(1= ™) afar <%> —(1+ e§“>)_2lﬂﬁe—<erme<2(1—5>—1>>2 EPORS 50\1/%5)‘ 77

Then

lim P B) > 0 = lim P min max <i)\T1 —)\THX> > 0 > 1.
g, Plon(B) 2 Lo (6)) = oy, xie{0, A= Hlix|3=1 Al =1:A20 VB So1(8)

(78)
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Moreover, |e1§5? be a scalar such that

—cerfinvi2(1-p)-1

- (m) K (n)y_ 1 )2 : _
min 1—c¢ qfoar | —= ) — (1 + 6’ )—e —€ > min = ==
Be(0.1] <( vyl <\/B> U s ° ) T e Vo Vn

Then

. K 0)
hm P&y > &) = lim P min max <—)\T1 — )\THX> > & >1 (80)
26 = Jm (xle{ovia},xglul,wo NG o

and [60) is infeasible with overwhelming probability.

Proof. Follows from the above discussion, comments right afte), @®d the analysis presented(in/[24]]

In a more informal language (as earlier, essentially igrpall technicalities and's) one has that as

long as
c—2erfinvia(i-p)-1))2
a > 6IH(30X1] ’ (81)
€(0, K
27T5fgar <\/E>

the problem in[(6D) will be infeasible with overwhelming pability. It is an easy exercise to show that
the above is exactly the prediction for the storage capaivgn in [15] for0/1 perceptron. This basically
establishes the prediction obtained based on the replitengyry approach of statistical mechanics as a
rigorous upper bound the true value of the storage capatiiylopreceptron.

The results obtained based on the above theorem (as wetses pedicted assuming replica symmetry
and given in[[15]) are presented in Figlie 6. For the values thiat are to the right of the given curve the
memory will not operate correctly with overwhelming probigp This of course follows from the fact that
with overwhelming probability ovefl the inequalities in[(80) will not be simultaneously satiska

We should also mention that one can employ the techniquéasiinithe one presented in Sectlonl4.2
to attempt to lower the upper bounds presented in Figure @eMer, since we haven't found a substantial
improvement over the results already presented in Figure 6kip presenting results in that direction and
instead present a simple combinatorial upper bound thabeabtained following the approach presented
in Sectiof 3.2.8.

5.2 Simple combinatorial bound —0/1 perceptron

In this section we will briefly sketch how one can obtain restdr0/1 perceptron that are similar to those
presented in Sectidn 3.2.3 farl perceptron.
As in Sectiori 3.2)3 one starts by looking at how likely is thath of the inequalities ib_(60) is satisfied.

Similarly to what we did in the previous subsection we will i3 € [0, 1] and considek; € {O, ﬁ}
such that|x||2 = 1. Following what was done in Sectién 3.2.3 one then has

P (H x> Ty”xuz 1,x; € {o, \/%D = P(g > %) - %erfc(\/%_ﬁ), 1<i<m. (82

After accounting for all the inequalities in_(60) (esselhyiall the rows of H) one then further has

R () S () o
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Using the union bound over atl then gives

P <3x!Hx > \% Illl2 = 1,%; € {O’ ﬁ})

IN

B p <HX > \/LB’”XHQ =1,x; € {07 %})
_ B (P <H¢,zx > \%!HXHz =Lx; € {0’ %}» ’
(84)

whereh() is the entropy function of basis i.e.

h(B) = Blog(B) + (1 — B)log(1 — B). (85)
A combination of[[8R) and (84) then gives

K 1 1 K mn
P|3Ix|Hx > —,||x|s = 1,x; € {0, —}) < e MBI <—erfc — > . (86)
(3xix = 25l - jerfo )
After discretizing over3 and union bounding one fror (86) then has that # ™ is such that
o> m%yi lh(ﬁ) , (87)

then
i 1 i ~h(@n (1 £\
nlgr;op (Elx]Hx > K,X; € {0, ﬁ}) < nh_l)loloﬁrél(ao?(l} <e 2erfc(\/ﬁ) 0 (88)
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The upper bounds on the storage capacity one can obtain basie above consideration (in particular
based on(87)) are presented in Fidgdre 7. Similarly to whatneetioned when we studietll perceptrons,
while these bounds can be improved, our goal is more to renalhe results that relate to the ones that we
present in this paper rather than on the best possible ones.

Storage capacity —— simple combinatorial bound
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Figure 7:x as a function oty; simple combinatorial bound & {O, ﬁ}

Also, in Figure 8 we present the above simple combinatogainids together with the results obtained
in the previous subsection. Differently from what was theecevhen we studiee-1 perceptron, here the
simple combinatorial bound does not seem to improve overahgts we presented in Sectionl5.1 (at least
not in the range of’s that we considered). We also indicate in Figure 8 that éf/ene is to employ the
strategy from Sectidn 4.2 the optimal correspondjﬁbwould turn out to be the one converging to zero. We
should also mention that (as was the case forthgerceptron) the predictions based on the zero entropy
obtained in[[15] are still substantially lower than the opessented in Figure] 8. For example, for= 0
the above results guarantee tha 0.809 (which is the same what the replica symmetry theory predicts
whereas the zero entropy calculations[ofl [15] prediet 0.59.

As we have mentioned in the introduction various types dfréie perceptrons are possible. Above we
chose the two fairly typical ones: thel and thel/1 perceptron. Many others have been discussed/analyzed
throughout the vast perceptron literature , see, e.g. Amjong them are more general versionstdf such

as the one where; ¢ {i%, £ iﬁ or its a slight alternation whese ¢ {i%, +L21 ,iin,o}.
These are referred to as the digital perceptronis_in [15].sTiegies designed above can easily be adapted
to handle these cases as well. However, as we have mentian@t,go preserve the elegance of the ex-
position, we chose only two particular cases to demonshatethe concepts work and left the remaining
scenarios for a more technical presentation. However, g@ @hose one extra case that goes on top of
those mentioned above. Such a case is essentially a linciisg of digital perceptrons obtained in the limit

of large L. Basically, asl, grows the digital perceptrons should converge to the deddlox-constrained
perceptrons wherg; € [—1,1]. An interesting phenomenon happens in the analysis of sedfeptrons

and that is of course the reason why we selected it. We willgmthe results related to the box-constrained
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perceptrons in the following section.

6 Box-constrained perceptrons

As mentioned above, in this section we look at the box-cairstd perceptrons. To make the presentation
as easy to follow as possible we will again try to emulate tk@osition of Section§l4 arld 5 as much as
possible. Following what was done in Sectidns 4 ghd 5 it isthat hard to recognize that the storage
capacity of box-constrained perceptron can be considéareddh the following feasibility problem

Hx >k

X; € {—%,%},1§i§n. (89)
As in Sectiong ¥ anf]5 to ease the exposition we will contiresume that the elements éf are i.i.d.
standard normals and that the dimensiorHois m x n. Moreover, we will continue to work in the linear
regime, i.e. we will continue to assume that= an where« is a constant independent of Now, if all
inequalities in[(8P) are satisfied one can have that the pgoredynamics discussed in Sectidn 2 will be
stable and alin patterns could be successfully stored.

As was the case in Sectidh 5, before proceeding further withvwiing the exposition of the previous
section, we will first discretize the problem a bit. It is neat hard to see that the set of all allowsedh (89)
comes from a collection (basically a union) of disjoint s@gﬁox), 0 < B <1, where

Xl(box) = {X’Xi € [—%7 %] 1<i<n|x|3=8.8€ 1]} : (90)
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As we discussed in the previous section, one would need toetige overs (as mentioned in the previous
section, that is a fairly straightforward and we skip it).n& all quantities that we will consider below
will concentrate around its mean values with overwhelmirappbility the union bounding over a bounded
(independent of:) discrerizeds will affect the final results in no way. Given all of that theategy will be
similar to the one from the previous section. Basically, vilt e@nsider the feasibility of((89) for a fixed
and then find optimize to find the best/worst one. this is aghsolutely not necessary. As in the previous
section, our entire exposition that will follow can be eagilished through even with a varialfle However,
in our view it unnecessarily complicates writings and we fimel exposition way more clearer if we again
fix § at the beginning and don't drag it as a variable inside allmgvations that will follow.

Going back to[(80) one can rewrite it as the following problem

Epor = Min max kA1 — M Hx
X A>0
subjectto  [[Al2 =1

X; € [—%,%},1§i§n. (91)
As earlier, the critical component of the analysis that fillow will be the sign of¢,... Obviously, the sign
of &, determines the feasibility df (89). In particulargif,. > 0 then [89) is infeasible and §f,.. > 0 then
(89) is feasible. One can then ask the following analogudééaprobabilistic questions asked in Sections
[4 and[%: how small cam: be so thaté,,, in (@1) is positive and[(89) is infeasible with overwhelming
probability? And, how large cam be so that,,, in (1) is negative and (89) is feasible with overwhelming
probability? (As usual, we recall that the overwhelminghadoility is over the randomness &f). Below
we provide the exact answers to these questions.

Before proceeding further we will need a few technical detsetup. They relate to the concretizing the
above mentioned dealing with We will do so by rewriting[(911) in the following way

ébo:c = min ébox(ﬁ)a (92)

BE(0,1]

where

o Ty AT
§box(ﬁ)—m£n1§1§8< A1 = N Hx

subjectto  |[Al2 =1

%[5 = 5. (93)

Following further what was done in the previous section, carescale down everything to obtain a redefined

Sbom (5)

€poz (/) = min max i)\Tl ~\THx

220 /B
subjectto  [[All2 =1

X; € [—ﬁ,\/%] , 1 <1 <n
x5 = 1. (94)

The above mentioned strategy will be then boil down to a drdiséic analysis of¢,. () for a fixed 5.
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Then we will try to find thed that makeg;,.. () the smallest possible (as in the previous section, what we
mean is: given its concentrating behavior, we will try to fihé smallest concentrating points .. (3)
over allg’s from (0, 1]).

6.1 Probabilistic analysis

In this section we will present a probabilistic analysishe fibove optimization problems givenin(93) and
ultimately of the one given in(91). In a nutshell, in the fipsirt below we will provide a relation between
anda = 7' so that with overwhelming probability ovéf &, > 0. This will, of course, based on the above
discussion then be enough to conclude that the problem Jrig@dfeasible with overwhelming probability
whenx anda = ”* satisfy such a relation. In the second part we will then mte\a relation betwees and

a = = so that with overwhelming probability ovef &, > 0. This will then be enough to conclude that
the problem in[(91) is feasible with overwhelming probabpilivhen anda = 2 satisfy such a relation.
Moreover, the two relation betweenanda = * will pretty much match each other.

6.1.1 Lower-bounding&,,

We will again to a degree follow the analysis of the previoestiosns. We start with the following analogue
to Lemmas 1l andl3 (the lemma is of course an easy consequefibeateni 4 and in fact is fairly similar
to Lemma 3.1 in[[14]).

Lemma 4. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeandh bem x 1
andn x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgrur. Also, leyy be a standard normal
random variable and lef, be a function ok. Then

P min max (—ATHx+g—-¢)>0)
i€ [~ A =1 M= A:20
> P( min max (gZA+hix— () >0). (95)
XE[—L L] [lx[|2=1 [[All2=1,A;>0
% VBn'Bn ]’ 2

Proof. The comment given in the proof of Lemrh 1 applies here as Whk. difference is again basically
fairly minimal. O

Let(y, = —%)\Tl + eég)\/ﬁ + Sélo)z(ﬁ) with eég) > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant independent
of n. We will first look at the right-hand side of the inequality(@8). The following is then the probability
of interest

P [ min | T (gT)\—i— h'x + %)\Tl - eg")\/ﬁ) >3y (96)
X €| ——A—, L JIx)12=1 2=LA 2
VBn’\/Bn 2
After solving the maximization ovex one obtains
. T T Koy (9) 0]
r [ mm] H)\Hmelui o8 A+hx+ \/B/\ 1—¢e”Vn) > &, (8)
x;€|— A=, A Jx|12=1 2=LAiZ
VB’ /Bn 2
—p (e ) e mn WxedVazele)). @
\/B + xz-e[—ﬁvﬁ],llﬂl%l
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where (g + %1>+ (g + f1> vector with negative components replaced by zeros and where

fbox( B) = min h'x. (98)

1 1
X € [—ﬁvﬁ] IxlI3=1

Due to the linearity of the objective function in the defiaitiof " (h) and the fact thah is a vector ofn
i.i.d. standard normals, one has

(n)

P (0, 8) > (14 €M) fru(B)v/n) > 1— 27, (99)
where
(r) E <minx_ 1 2 th>
fﬂw<ﬁ>=:Jﬁgjflﬁg4%5£9'zqkﬂg <k ¢Qaf"]||2 1 : (100)

andeﬁ”) > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant and analogously as alagi)eis a constant dependent eﬁ)
and fy. (h, 8) but independent af. Following what was done in the previous sections one then ha

. T T K T (9
i (xze[ﬁ%ﬁ]’xsmﬁﬁﬁo <g i \F> gm(ﬁ))
> (1= - e (1= A ot () + 0+ () - > 8 o
= 1 gar \/B box \/ﬁ )

where as earlier

K 1 P \2 e pebs (5 + Derfe (—ﬁ)
"\VB)  Vor it g) ¢ Tdei= : 02
Is (ﬁ) \/%/_% (g - \/B> ¢ 7 dg 2B~ - 5 (102)

andegg), e§m> are arbitrarily small positive constants afga” is a constant possibly dependenta%) and
fgar( ) but independent af. If

(0
(m) R (g) boz(B)
1—¢ ozfm«<—>—|- 1—1—6 Sfrox(B) — > L (103)
( 1 ) g \/B ( 1 ) b ( ) \/ﬁ
one then has fronf (101)
lim P min max Thx+nTx+ 2aT1 - e(g)\/ﬁ> >V gy | > 1.
i (xze[ﬁs—wﬁ],xgl A l2=17:>0 <g VB g o ()
(104)

As in previous sections, we will also need the following siengstimate related to the left hand side of
the inequality in[(9b). Froni (95) one has the following asphabability of interest

. K )
P min max —)\Tl—/\THx+g—e(g)\/_—£( B > >0]. (105)
(Xlé[l _1 Hngzl [[All2=1,2;>0 <\/B 5 box( )

7w v
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Following again what was done in Sectlon]4.1 (and ultimaite[i24] between equation@1) and(24)) one
has, assuming thdt (1103) holds,

K
lim P KT T >
n1—>HC}O (Xie[lmm] ||X||2 1 H)\H2 1 )\ >0 <\/B X gbox(ﬁ))

VBnBn
> lim P min max (gTy +hTx + Ty eég) \/ﬁ> > 61510)95(@ > 1.
"\ g T AZ0 VB

(106)

To have the above strategy operational one needs an estmgtg. (/). In the following subsection we
present a way to obtain such an estimate.

6.1.2 Estimating fy..(3)

In this subsection we look gt,..(3). Itis relatively easy to see that a lower bound fgn. () will enable
the above machinery to work (we will actually determine mibi@n that but for the purposes we need here
a lower bound would be sufficient). Instead of directly lowkit f3,, () we start actually by first looking

at flfgi(h, ). To that end we recall that frorh (98)

") (h,8) = min h’x. (107)
xi€ [ A=, =] Ixl3=1
One then easily has
1
0 (, ) = — h'x. (108)

VBN xiel- 11} HxH2 Bn

The following line of identities/inequalities is also edeyestablish

O m,p) = — min hTx
b B xe[~1,1],||x/3=6n
1

= —— min Inax(h X+7HXH2 vBn)

bn x;e[-1,1] v
1 .
2 = Igggxglq 1](hTX + x5 = v8n)
1
= ﬁf}}gg Zfb h;,v) —Bn), (109)

where
h; +v, h; < -2y

r,1 2
frow (i) = 3 =, [hy| < 2y (110)
—hi+7, h; >2y.
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Although we don’t need it here, we do mention that the stroaglity holds and the inequality can be
replaced with an equality. Combininig (100Q), (108), dnd }1d@¥8e then has

1 T
Efy(h, 8) E<mmxz-e[—1n,jf] i1 X>

Joor(B) = E Y R Jn
1
= ﬁErggg(fbox (hi,y) —~8)
1 r
> max( B (hey) — 29) (111)

The last inequality can be replaced by an inequality. Fortwieaneed here though the inequality suffices
(however, one should keep this as well as the above ment&tnaly duality point in mind since they will
be of use in the next subsection). After solving the integoale finds

Efyr!) (hy, ) = 17 + 17, (112)
where
2
(boz) 2~ < 2y >
I = ———— t~erfc| ==
! V2T 7 V2
1 [ 2y 1 2y

er) = (- 4= (erfc (—— 1) ). 113
2 2y ( Vor 2 V2 (113)

We summarize the results from this and previous subseatitimei following theorem.

Theorem 10. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let
m = an, Wwherea > 0 is a constant independent of Let¢&,,, be asin[(91) and let > 0 be a scalar
constant independent of Let all ¢’s be arbitrarily small constants independentraf Further, letg; be a
standard normal random variable and set

o 1 s ke \2 & e~ 55 (%+1)erfc(—ﬁ)
fgar <\/—B> = E/_\% <gi + ﬁ) e 2dgi = 55n + 5 ) (114)

() = 2 e 2 1 (e () )
Jrox(B) \/Br}y"lga(< m+7erfc<\/§> ™ (erfc( \/§> 1> 7ﬁ>. (115)

Let gé?x(ﬁ) be a scalar such that

and

(1= &) fatr (25 ) + (0 ) () - fbf;f_f) | (116)
Then
) ) L . K oyTe  \T
nh_)rgoP(fbox(ﬁ) 2> Epoa () —HILH;OP (xze[\/}%r’n;;]’x21)\2rrlzlx>§>o <\/B/\ 1-A Hx) Ebox(ﬁ) > 1.
(117)
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Moreover, Iel{é?w be a scalar such that

U] U]
min} ((1 - egm)) afgar <\/i3> +(1+ egn))ﬁo\m(ﬁ) - eég)> > min S0z (5) = boz  (118)

BE(0,1 BEO,1] /1 vn
Then
lim P(&por > € ) = lim P min max (iAT1 Y Hx> >l ) >
n—00 n—00 XiE[—ﬁ,ﬁ]vl\XH%:l [IAll2=1,2;>0 \/B
(119)
and [89) is infeasible with overwhelming probability.
Proof. Follows from the above discussion and the comments rigat {88). O

In a more informal language (as earlier, essentially igrgpall technicalities and's) one has the fol-
lowing: leta be the smallest such that

. K — _
BIGIR)I,II} ( afgar (ﬁ) + fbox(ﬂ)) =0. (120)
Then as long as
a > a, (121)

the problem in[(8B) will be infeasible with overwhelming pebility. While it does take a bit of work to
show that the above indeed matches the prediction obtair|dd], it is a straightforward functional analysis
exercise and we omit it.

In the next subsection we will show that one can not reallyeloilie storage capacity upper bound given
above.

6.1.3 Upper-bounding (the sign oft,,.

In the previous subsection we designed a lower bound,gnwhich then helped us determine an upper
bound on the critical storage capacity,,. . of the box-constrained perceptron (essentially the onerdet
mined by Theorerh 10). In this subsection we will provide a nagism that can be used to upper bound
a quantity similar ta;,, (which will maintain the sign o€;,,). Such an upper bound then can be used to
obtain a lower bound on the critical storage capaaiy, .. As mentioned above, we will start by looking
at a quantity very similar tg,,,.. In order to do that we will first recall on the definition &f,, from (92)
and [93)

$por = min Epoz(B), (122)

BE(0,1]
where
s T4 AT
ﬁbox(ﬁ)—m;nrkn%c kXT1 — \THx

subjecE to |IAl2=1
1[5 = 8. (123)
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The strategy presented above then assumed fixifidfeom a discretized range of ali's, namely(0, 1])
and showing that for any such fixgds,,,. > 0 with overwhelming probability. The bulk of the work then
centered around determining conditions @m@and x so thaté,,(5) > 0. Below we will design a similar
mechanism that will be used to determine conditionsxaand ~ so thaté,,(5) < 0. In fact, instead of
dealing explicitly with&,,.(53) defined above we will find a bit more convenient to deal withaitslight

variation&,,. - (4) which will be defined as

gbo:v,r(ﬁ) = m}gn rilgéi

subject to

kM1 — M Hx
[All2 <1
1 1 ,
X € NN ;1 <i<n
x5 < B.

(124)

Following further what was done in the previous section, carescale down everything to obtain a redefined

Sbom,r (/8)

Sbom,r (5) = m}gn rilzaéi

subject to

Using duality one has

Epor» = Max min
’ A>0 %

subject to

and alternatively

— &por.r = Min max
: A>0  x

subject to

K
— N1 - \THx
VB
A2 <1
X; € [—L L 1<1<n
1 Bn’ IBTL b
x| < 1
K
— 1 - \THx
VB
A2 <1
X; € —L L 1<1<n
1 57]’ ﬁn )
Ixl2 <1,
K
— A1+ 2 THx
VB
A2 <1

X; € [—ﬁ,\/%],lgign

[z < 1.

(125)

(126)

(127)

We will now proceed in a fashion similar to the one presentethé previous subsection. We will make
use of the following lemma (the lemma is fairly similar to Levas_1[ B[ %, and of course fairly similar to

Lemma 3.1 in[[14]).

Lemma 5. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. lgeandh bem x 1
andn x 1 vectors, respectively, with i.i.d. standard normal comgrus. Also, leyy be a standard normal
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random variable and lef, be a function ok. Then

p(,  min max AT Hx + gl|IA[l2[|x[|2 = ¢) > 0)
M2 SLA >0 51, <1, %; e[ S erikv o
> P(  min max (I[x]l2gT X + | All2hTx — ¢,) > 0). (128)
[[A2<1,2;>0 = B S O
lcllo<Lixie [~ A An
Proof. The discussion related to the proof of Lemima 1 applies heveells O

Let(y = %ATl + e /nl|All2]|x]l2 with €”) > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant independent of
n. We will follow the strategy of the previous subsection atattsby first looking at the right-hand side of
the inequality in[(128). The following is then the probatyilof interest

P ' TXx 4 |[AshTx — 22 AT1 — €9/l 0
<M<{“£‘iwo mox (Il 4 AT - AT - VA ) >

Ixlle<txi€ - A= A= ]

(129)
where for the easiness of writing we removed possibiity: 0 (also, such a case contributes in no way to
the possibility that-&,., -(3) < 0). After solving the maximization ovex one obtains

P ( min max (HXHQgTA 4 A2hTx — LoAT1 egg)\/ﬁHAHngHg) > 0)
1

IM2SLAZOAZD |y <1x;€ [ - A=, A= VB

- . _ (9 _ BT
_p<”A”2S&gO#0 <max( — £ (b, B) A2 + g — €8 \/ﬁ|])\|]2> Yk 1>>0>. (130)

Now, we will for a moment assume that(i.e.,m andn) and\/iB are such that
R | A +gh— e VallAls — —=AT1) >0) =1. (131
n1—>H<;lo <”)\”2<{H)\1 >0,A£0 < fbox( )H H2 +g €5 \/EH H2 \/B > ( )

That would also imply that

lim P min
n—00 [[All2<1,X;>0,A#£0

(max(0, 20 AN + 83 = 2 VAA) - Z2071) > 0) =1
(132)

What is then left to be done is to determineaar- ™ such that[(131) holds. One then easily has

i _ (9 . i T
F <|)\|2<1 SO0 ( £ (0, B)[IA]l2 + gA — ) v/n|[All2 \/ﬁ)\ 1> > 0>
= (r) K
(i A (<m0 <1 (5= 1) - d0vi) 20), @39

where similarly to what we had in Secti@ki(@; - %1) is (g - %1) vector with positive components

replaced by zeros. Also similarly to what we did in Secliali 6inceh is a vector of. i.i.d. standard normal
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variables one can write

P~ (0,8) > (1 = &) frou(B)VR) > 1 — %™, (134)

where we recall thafy...(5) is as in [10D), i.e.

E ( mi h”
<mmxi€[‘¢_— ) lixli3=1 X>

fon(8) = tim Pl ®B) _

n—oo \/ﬁ n—oo

: (135)

§

ande’s are as described in Sectibnl6.1. Along the same linese gite a vector ofmn i.i.d. standard normal
variables one has similarly to what was done in previousaez{and ultimately in[[24])

n 2
} (J ; <min{gi B %’OD < (Lt ™) fm <jﬁ>) >1-edm (136)

where we recall thaet(m) > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant am&” is a constant dependent eﬁ”) and
fgar( ) but mdependent of. Then a combination of (183}, (134), and (1.36) gives

<|)\|2<1>\>0)\7A0< £ (0, B)[IA]l2 + gA — ) v/n|[All2 7 -0

(m) (n)

> (1—e M) (1-e P ((1—e§">><—fbox<6>>\/ﬁ—<1+e§m>> " fgar <%>—e?%>o>.

(137)
If
(1= &) (o (BNVI = (L ™)y [mfgar (ﬁ) — V>0
A _(1 - egn))fbo:v(/@) (1 + E(m)) afgar <%> — eé 9) > O (138)

one then has front (187)

i, P : 0, B2+ gh — ) ValAls - —=AT1) > 0) > 1. (139
nvoo <|I/\II2<]1H,1>\12-I;07/\#0< Toox (B DMz + gA = &7 v/nl|All2 NE >0) = (139)

A combination of [(13D),[(131)[ (132), anld (139) gives th4fl#8) holds then

TN = Vel ) >0 ) > 1

lim P min max |x[l2gT A + ||A|2hTx —
( 1 VB

H)\H2<1 )\ >0 )\750 HXH2<1 X; E[ \/57 \/ﬁ
(140)
We will now look at the left-hand side of the inequality in_8)2 The following is then the probability
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of interest

min max M Hx —
[Al2<1,A:>0
Iolla<1xi€ [~ s A

AL (g = V)AL HXH2>_ . (41)

SinceP(g > eég)\/ﬁ) < e‘ﬁﬁ n (Whereeé) is, as all other’s in this paper are, independent @f from

(141) we have
K
. VHx — T _ 9 \ >0
A2 <LA 0 P T < x = X1+ (g~ & Vil lixz ) >
Ixll2 <13 € [~ A, A=
K (9)
<P min max </\THX— —)\T1> >0 | e’ (142)
||>\||2<1)\ >OHXH2<1X E[ W W] \/B

Whenn is large from[(14R) we then have

K
lim P min max </\THX —— 14 (g - et \/_ All2]|x 2> >0
n=oe " | INRS1A0 <t e[~ 4 ] 73 (9 — &5 V)l All2lx]l
< lim P| min max A Hx — 2T 1) >0, (143)
e \ S A0 gy <1 e [ A A ( VB

Assuming that[(138) holds, then a combination[of {127), §1¢B10), and[(143) gives

lim P(&pop () < 0) = lim P(—&pogr(B8) > 0)

n—oo n—oo
= lim P min max AT Hx — i)\T1> >0
oo \ S0 gy <1 e [ s A VB
> lim P min max ()\THX— LTy + (g — 65 \/_)||)\||2||X||2>
oo \IMRSEAZO oy <1 e [ A VB
. . K (9)
> lim P min max <||x||2gT/\ + [Aohfx — —=AT1 — ¢ \/EH/\H2||X||2> >0 >1.
n—oo Ml2<1,26 20,270 |11, <1 %, e[ A T VB i
(144)
From [144) one then has

lim P(ébox,r(ﬁ) > 0) =1— lim P(gbox,r(ﬁ) < 0) < 07 (145)
n—o0 n—o0

which implies that if [(13B) holds thef (B9) is feasible witreowhelming probability.
We summarize our results from this subsection in the folhgaheorem.

Theorem 11. Let H be anm x n matrix with i.i.d. standard normal components. kebe large and let

m = an, wherea > 0 is a constant independent of Leté&,,,. be as in[(9l) and Ie% > 0 be a scalar
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constant independent of Let all ¢’'s be arbitrarily small constants independentraf Further, letg; be a
standard normal random variable and set

K 1 o0 k2 & 1 7F K\ & e %8 ("‘Terl)erfc(——\/’;fﬁ)
f<ﬂ>‘ﬁ/7 <g’+ﬁ> s [ (gl_ﬁ> e Tdgi= et 3
(146)

(8 = L e 2) _ 1 (e (—20) 1) -
fbox(ﬁ)—\/gr}ylga(< \/ﬂ+7erfc<\/§> - (erfc( \/5> 1> 75). (147)

Leta be a scalar such that

and

n o m K
(1= ) o (8) = (14 ™), [ fgar <ﬁ> L9 >0, (148)
Then
h_>m P(fbom,r(ﬂ) > 0) =1- h_>m P(fbom,r(/@) < O) <0. (149)
Moreover, let be a scalar such that
ON (m) K (9)
—(1— ox —(1 w | — > 0. 150
ﬁ%%?i]( (1 ™) o (8) — (1 +- ™)y, (ﬁ)w) (150)
Then
K
lim P(&popr = min Epopr >0)= lim P min max — " —/\THX> >0] <0
n—00 (Stor, Be(0,1] Sooz,r(B) ) n—00 <x1€[1,1,1,1]7xgl IAll2=1,X;>0 <\/B

(151)
and [89) is feasible with overwhelming probability.

Proof. Follows from the above discussion, comments right afte),(8ad the recognition tha,., and
&por: have the same sign. 0

Similarly to what was done in Sectign 6.1, one can again bé¢ mdie informal and ignore all techni-
calities andt’s. After doing so one has the following: létbe the smallest such that

. K — -
BIEH(%)I}I} ( afgar <ﬁ> + fbox(ﬁ)) =0. (152)
Then as long as
a < a, (153)

the problem in[(89) will be feasible with overwhelming prbibiy. As mentioned in Section 6.1 the above
condition matches the one obtained[in|[15] based on a reglatastical mechanics type of approach.

The results obtained based on Theorenis 10ahd 11 (as wetlsesphedicted assuming replica symme-
try and given in[[15]) are presented in Figlie 9. For the \aliey that are to the right of the given curve
the memory will not operate correctly with overwhelming Ipability. On the other hand, for the values of
« that are to the left of the given curve the memory will operaierectly with overwhelming probability.
This of course follows from the fact that with overwhelmingbpability overH the inequalities in[(89) will
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(or will not) be simultaneously satisfiable.

Storage capacity; box constrained x
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7 Conclusion

In this paper we looked at a special class of perceptronswih&alled discrete preceptrons. While various
features are of interest in studying pretty much any typeeastgptron we here focused on its properties
when used as storage memories. More specifically, we caesidgeveral mathematical problems that
eventually correspond to computing what is in neural neteogrminology known as the storage capacity
of perceptrons.

We considered two special classes of discrete perceptmmesthat we called-1 perceptrons and an-
other that we called/1 perceptrons. For both of these classes we, in a statisticaéxt determined the
upper bounds on their storage capacities. Moreover, thegggelm to match the predictions obtained within
the neural networks framework through the use of replicamsgiry theory from statistical mechanics. In
addition to two these two classes, we also consider a canisitype of perceptron that we referred to as
the box-constrained perceptron. These perceptrons caieed as a limiting version of the so-called
digital perceptrons which on the other hand are an exterdfitime binary or+1 perceptrons. For the box-
constrained perceptrons we determined the exact valueedtttage capacity. This of course confirmed
earlier predictions obtained through the replica symmitpg of approach of statistical mechanics.

Of course, itis a no surprise that for the box-constrainesg @ee obtained the exact values of the optimal
storage capacity. Since computing these capacities astaugablving an optimization problem which turns
out to be doable in a reasonable (actually polynomial) arnotitime the results we obtained here are then
in a complete agreement with what the theory that we devdlapgd30] predicts. Of course, this (and
ultimately the entire theory we developed [in[30]) also jeg a rigorous mathematical confirmation for
long established beliefs of physicists.
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As for the results that we presented for purely discretegmrons, we presented essentially a powerful
mechanism that can be used to obtain the upper bounds orstbeige capacities. Moreover, for thd
perceptron we then introduced a modification of the mechatit can lower these upper bounds. While
doing so, we also uncovered an intersting phenomenon thgtelna in the analysis of1 perceptrons.
Namely, the lowered upper bounds happen to match the simpibioatorial bounds that have long served
as a clear mathematical proof that the replica symmetryiteeave well above the true storage capacity
values.

We should also mention that besides the storage capacitieg ather features of perceptrons are also
of interest. Some of them also relate to their memory caigacithile others relate to functioning of these
memories. The concepts that we presented can be utilizeldataaterize many of these features and we
will present results in these directions elsewhere. Alge,results we presented relate to a particular sta-
tistical version of the spherical perceptron. Such a var@avithin the frame of neural networks/statistical
mechanics typically called uncorrelated. As was the caske thie results we presented [n_[24] when we
studied the basics of the spherical perceptrons, the saselpresented here can also be translated to cover
the corresponding correlated case. While on the topic adagamess, we should emphasize that strictly
speaking we instead of typical binary patterns assumedatdmormal ones. This was to done to make the
presentation as easy as possible. As mentioned earliez pejber (and as discussed to a much greater detail
in [26,[277]), all results that we presented easily extendbdythe standard Gaussian setup we utilized. A
way to show that would be to utilize a repetitive use of thei@itimit theorem. For example, a particularly
simple and elegant approach in that direction would be tieeabindeberg([19]. Adapting our exposition
to fit into the framework of the Lindeberg principle is reladly easy and in fact if one uses the elegant
approach of{[9] pretty much a routine. However, as we meatiomhen studying the Hopfield and Little
models [[25=2]7], since we did not create these techniquesasemot to do these routine generalizations.

In this paper we primarily focused on the behavior of theajercapacity when viewed from an analyt-
ical point of view. In other words, we focused on quantifygalytically what the capacity would be in a
statistical scenario. Of course, a tone of interesting ipres related to this same problem arise if one looks
at it from an algorithmic point of view. For example, one magnder how easy is to actually determine
the strengths of the bonds that do achieve the storage tajjacio be more in alignment with what we
proved here, a lower bound of the storage capacity). Whigedioblem is relatively easy (in fact, as men-
tioned above, solvable in polynomial time) for the box-dasiged perceptrons, it is much harder for the
purely discrete counterparts we studied here. In this papavere mostly concerned with certain analytical
properties of the discrete perceptrons and consequetiyadipresent any considerations in the algorithmic
direction. However, we do mention that one can design dlgos similar to those designed for problems
considered in[[32]. Since an algorithmic consideration is€igtte perceptrons is an important topic on its
own, we will present a more detailed discussion in this dioacn a separate paper.

Also, we emphasized on multiple occasions throughout tipempthat here we considered only three
particular versions of discrete perceptrons (in fact onéhem as a limiting version essentially becomes
continuous). Also as we mentioned throughout the paper,idsalto enable an easy flowing exposition
and to avoid overloading the presentation of the main cdscefih unnecessary details of different per-
ceptron versions. However, we should add that many otheredsversions are of interest and in fact have
been studied analytically or even algorithmically throoghthe vast literature related to perceptrons. All
concepts that we presented here can be easily adapted tiomprath any of these versions. That typically
does take some work but is in principle a routine and we wilspnt some of concrete results in these
directions elsewhere.
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