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Abstract

Associative networks theory is increasingly providing tools to interpret update
rules of artificial neural networks. At the same time, deriving neural learning rules
from a solid theory remains a fundamental challenge.
We make some steps in this direction by considering general energy-based asso-
ciative networks of continuous neurons and synapses that evolve in multiple time
scales. We use the separation of these timescales to recover a limit in which the
activation of the neurons, the energy of the system and the neural dynamics can
all be recovered from a generating function. By allowing the generating function
to depend on memories, we recover the conventional Hebbian modeling choice
for the interaction strength between neurons. Finally, we propose and discuss a
dynamics of memories that enables us to include learning in this framework.

1 Introduction
Associative learning and energy-based modeling are central paradigms in machine
learning. At their intersection lies the central problem of designing an energy func-
tional that leads to a well behaved and efficient network dynamics, and associative
networks theory provides us with valuable principles to set up an attractor dynamics
with the desirable properties. A significant contribution that comes from the study
of associative memories is the equivalence of the attention mechanism in transform-
ers [54] with the updating rule of an associative memory network [47] strictly related
to the Hopfield model [22, 23].
This encouraging result led to a broad interest in the application of spin glass mod-
els [43] to the Artificial Intelligence domain, which resulted in the investigation of a
new class of models that display promising computational capabilities, such as the pos-
sibility to store and retrieve a number of memories that is proportional to the number
of neurons raised to the degree of interaction; this could constitute a new frontier for
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Hopfield networks [30]. Although this investigation was at the beginning primarily
analytical, with first steps being analyzing the computational properties of dense asso-
ciative networks [1, 2] to exploit them in machine learning settings [4, 9, 10] and build
theoretical groundings for AI models [5, 21, 31, 32, 34, 49], more recently it has been
understood that large scale models based on associative networks achieve satisfactory
performances that make them suitable for practical use cases [20, 29, 35, 58].

An important common ground of associative networks and machine learning is the
description of the dynamics of their computing units, that are represented by neurons
and synapses. These learning rules should be computationally viable, for instance, the
attractor-based dynamics in associative networks poses serious computational chal-
lenges [2]. In biological networks modeling these learning rules should also be biolog-
ically plausible, for instance, in synaptic modeling, we cannot directly model synapses
as tensors of order greater than three, thus the many-body interaction terms of dense
associative memories do not fit this purpose apparently.

A significant step forward has been recently made by Dmitry Krotov, John Hop-
field, and collaborators. It consists in the development of a general framework for
artificial neural networks that directly descends from associative learning and energy-
based model theory [19, 33].

In a nutshell, Krotov and collaborators consider a network of fast (visible) neurons
connected with (slow) hidden neurons. Under the assumption of well-separated time
scales, the network dynamics can be derived from a convex function. The Legendre
transformation of this generating function can be interpreted as the network energy as
it is minimized by its dynamics. A more detailed discussion of Krotov’s work can be
found in Sec. 5.

Krotov was able to find generating functions that allow the recovery of neural up-
date rules of famous models such as modern Hopfield networks [30] and attention
mechanism [46, 54].
However, his work lacks some important features, which we are about to highlight. We
address these issues in this paper.

Krotov introduced a memory matrix whose elements correspond to the interaction
strengths between neurons that evolve to minimize the network’s energy. In traditional
associative network literature, however, the interaction strength between pairs of neu-
rons is determined by the matrix product of the memory matrix and its transpose; this
product is known as the Hebbian matrix. We show that Hebbian theory is recovered
using a generating function dependent on the memory matrix.

Moreover, memories do not evolve in Krotov’s framework, which means we cannot
learn new memories or update stored ones. To use this scheme to model learning, we
need to introduce a dynamic for memories.
We propose and theoretically study the dynamics of these parameters and show that is
compatible to Hebbian learning [3, 39].

1.1 Main Results
Our ultimate aim is to advance toward a unified perspective on learning in associative
neural networks. We take a step in this direction by presenting the following advance-
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ments:

• Extending the framework by Krotov et al. [19, 33]: We introduce two key
features:

1. Generating functions that depend on the synaptic matrix, discussed in Sec-
tions 3.2 and 5.2.

2. Synaptic evolution mechanisms, elaborated in Sec. 4.

• Connecting to other research fields: Inspired by recent efforts in linking asso-
ciative networks with probabilistic modeling [49, 51], we establish connections
with:

1. Hebbian learning theory, which forms the foundation of the Hopfield model
and its extensions (Sec. 5.3). This important connection provides the theo-
retical justification for our proposed extensions.

2. Results random matrix theory and dynamical systems theory (see Sec. 5.4
and Appendix A).

We believe that associative network theory holds significant potential for modeling
learning mechanisms, at the same time, various branches of mathematics are linked to
it. We hope to foster the application of mathematics to associative network theory. For
this reason, we provide the mathematical foundation of Krotov’s take on associative
networks, and we present our results on this theoretical ground, see section 5.1 for
further discussion on this point.

1.2 Structure of the paper
In order to reach our goals, see Sec. 1.1, we introduce the modeling tools, show that
they are sufficient to encompass Krotov’s work, and then discuss its generalization and
its connection to various mathematical disciplines. We begin by presenting the intuition
behind the theory in Sec. 2, where we also explain why this framework is well-suited
for describing machine learning architectures. Next, in Sec. 3, we shift to a more for-
mal mathematical formulation of Krotov’s work. In this section, we provide a general
description of the Lagrange transformation mechanism, which lays the foundation for
the new results introduced from Sec. 3.2.
In section 4 we highlight that the model results from the quasi-equilibrium approxi-
mation of a multiple timescale system of non-linear partial differential equations. In
this section, we discuss the synaptic dynamics, a fundamental component to be able to
describe learning within this framework.
In the discussion section, Sec. 5 we highlight the connections with various disciplines,
such as random matrix theory, dynamical systems theory, statistical physics, and as-
sociative network theory. Additionally, we provide examples that demonstrate the ne-
cessity of the generalizations introduced to describe other associative network models
within a unified theoretical framework.
Finally, we conclude our work in section 6.
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2 Modeling assumptions
The system under our consideration is a network of feature neurons, hidden neurons
and synapses, both neurons and synapses can evolve, and their dynamics happens on
different timescales.
These components can be arranged in multiple layer following the theory developed
in [31]; we will use a similar notation of the closely related paper [33].
First of all, let us consider a network of Nv visible neurons v ≡ {vi}i=1,...,Nv

, and
Nh memory neurons h ≡ {hµ}µ=1,...,Nh

, we denote N = Nv +Nh the total number
of neurons and use {x}i=1,...,N when we refer to both kinds of neurons; we defer
the description of synapses to section 4. As associative networks follow an attractor
dynamics, each of our neurons is attracted towards an attractor that depends upon the
other components of the network. We assume that this dynamics follows an exponential
decay,1

τxẋi = Bi − xi (1)

with Bi a fixed scalar, and τx being the typical timescale of the variable under consid-
eration. We set τx = τv for all the neurons in the visible layers, while τx = τh for
those in the hidden layer.
The visible neurons layer contains variables that are easier to observe, since they vary
slower; in other words, we assume τv > τh.
We will introduce non trivial dynamics by allowing Bi to be a function of the network
parameters.
We immediately notice that (1) is the continuous counterpart of a neural updating rule.
Writing equation (1) in finite differences gives

x
(t+1)
i = x

(t)
i +

dt
τx

(
Bi − x

(t)
i

)
, (2)

which for dt = τx becomes x(t+1)
i = Bi.

Thus, the network reaches the state B in a single update. Single step convergence
has been found elsewhere when modeling deep learning architectures using associative
network theory [47]. The choice dt = τx is completely arbitrary, as dt corresponds to
the discretionary characteristic time of the updating step and τx is determined within
the model. With similar considerations, in [33] is illustrated how a simple dynamics
such as (1) can recover the update rule of [47], while applying it once corresponds to
perform the dot-product attention used in transformers networks [54]. Of course, in
their analysisB is not a vector of fixed real numbers.
Now, we relax this assumption onB. Generally, for the update step (t+1), Bi = B

(t)
i

and B
(t)
i = B

(t)
i ({x(τ)}τ=1,...,t; {ξ}), where {ξ} is the set of Nh memories of the net-

work, that are vectors of Nv elements; these memories determine how pairs of neurons
interact.
We assume no infra-layer connections, as usual in machine learning. Thus, we con-
sider a [Nh ×Nv] matrix Ξ, that we call memory matrix, the row of this matrix being

1Investigating the effects of other kinds of decay is left for future work. Here we stick to the widest
spread practice in associative networks theory, see e.g. [22, 24, 33].
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individual memories ξµ, µ = 1, . . . , Nh. In principle, this matrix can change too, we
denote its typical time scale τΞ, and assume straight away that τΞ ≫ τv . This assump-
tion implies that Ξ can be seen as a matrix of parameters through the whole dynamics.
Learning coupling matrices is a central problem in both associative network theory
and energy based modeling, and it is usually accomplished through the use of gradient
descent schemas [49]. Treating synaptic variables in the same fashion as neural vari-
ables, with the difference that they evolve in a wider time scale allows for a unified
description of the whole network, and this idea has been poorly explored, see e.g. [3,
39]. Including a description of synaptic dynamics in Krotov’s picture is one of the
contributions of this work.
In section 4 we will discuss the evolution of memories within our framework.
We further assume thatB(t) does not depend on previous updates, B(t)

i = B
(t)
i ({x(t)}; Ξ),

this makes the whole dynamics Markovian. This is not an essential assumption of our
framework, but we leave the exploration of the non-Markovian setting for a future
work.
To chose the specific form ofB(t) we need to further develop our theory.

3 Energy-based modeling
We focus now on the case in which the three timescales are well separated, τΞ ≫ τv ≫
τh, we call this scenario quasi-equilibrium, as customary in multiple time scale mod-
eling [16, 55].
In this case, we are able to write the energy of our model through the Legendre trans-
formation of a convex generating function L ∈ C2.2

We consider the visible neurons timescale. In this case, the hidden neurons reach equi-
librium instantaneously, since τh → 0. This is the quasi-equilibrium approximation
and sets the value of hidden neurons equal to h = h(v).

The generating function can be written as

L = Lv + Lh,

where ∇vLh = 0, ∇hLv = 0 and L = L(v,h).
We can now Legendre transform on the v coordinates to obtain

EQE =

Nv∑
i

(vi − Ii)
∂L

∂(vi − Ii)
− L, (3)

where we added a constant field contribution to each neuron, in many cases Ii = 0 for
every neuron. The Legendre transformation changes the set of independent variables,
from {v,h} to {g,h}, where g ≡ ∇vL = ∇vLv = ∇(v−I)Lv . Since h = h(v) in
the quasi-equilibrium approximation, we also have EQE = EQE(g).

2Here, we only point out that L is called Lagrangian in [33] and related literature by virtue of the simil-
itude with classical mechanics, we find this nomenclature potentially misleading. For instance, only in the
quasi-equilibrium scenario, it is possible to straightforwardly obtain the energy by Legendre-transforming L
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The differential of the quasi-equilibrium energy reads as

dEQE = dg · (v − I)− dg · Jh ∇⊤
hLh . (4)

Where Jh = ∇gh is the Jacobian matrix, whose dimensions are [Nv × Nh], and
∇⊤( · ) = [∇( · )]⊤.
We observe that g is a vector of functions that assigns to a given vector, the gradient
∇vLv evaluated at that vector, when this vector is not specified it is intended to be v.
Analogously, to shorten the notation, we define f ≡ ∇hLh; we now compute

d
dt
EQE(t) = ġ · ∇gEQE = ġ ·

(
(v − I)− Jh f⊤) . (5)

Re-establishing the dependence of g on v we arrive at

d
dt
EQE(t) = −τvv̇

⊤Hvv̇, (6)

where we have noticed that constraining the dynamics of the visible neurons to

τvv̇ = −v + I + Jh f⊤, (7)

is equivalent to assuming (1). Moreover, Hv corresponds to the Hessian of Lv . The
convexity of the generating function leads to a positive definite Hessian, then

d
dt
EQE(t) < 0. (8)

This proves that under our assumptions the energy-based model is well behaved, since
the energy decreases along the dynamical trajectory (7). Furthermore, ∂tEQE(t) = 0 if
and only if we reach a fixed point of the dynamics, v̇ = 0.

3.1 The hidden neurons algebraic equation
After having illustrated the general approach, we now discuss the main choices for the
hidden neurons algebraic equation h−h(v) = 0. We remark that, assuming the expo-
nential decay (1), this is the equilibrium solution of the evolution τhḣ = −h+ h(v).
An interesting case arises when Jh is a constant matrix J, the hidden neurons algebraic
equation is of the form h = J∇⊤

v L + b, where b is a fixed vector of biases that corre-
sponds to the integration constant obtained by solving J = ∇gh with respect to h.
Thus, h stores the dot products between the intra-layer couplings and the gradient
∇vL, plus a bias vector. For this reason, we interpret ∂viL as the activation function
of vi.
Setting J = 1 accounts for reducing the neural space to Rm × Rm, where m =
min{Nh, Nv}, and completely relying on the generating function to produce non triv-
ial dynamics.
While, in the case J = Ξ, the visible neuron dynamics is

τvv̇ = −v + I + Ξ⊤f(Ξg⊤ + b)⊤ . (9)
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This form of the visible neurons dynamics recovers the dynamics of [33]. In that paper
it has been observed that the update rule of transformer networks [54] can be obtained
from a dynamics such as (9) discretized as (2). To sum up, under the quasi-equilibrium
approximation for slow–fast dynamical systems [16, 55], the system can be derived
from a single convex generating function.
We have thus far presented Krotov’s framework in a mathematical context; the remain-
der of this paper focuses on introducing new results.

3.2 The coupling matrix and the memory matrix
The role of the coupling matrix J is to linearly transform objects in the hidden neurons
space to the visible neurons one, J ∈ RNh ×RNv , note that it has the same dimensions
as the memory matrix.
In this work, we consider either J = Ξ or J = 1, where 1 is the extended identity
matrix; this is motivated by the fact that we want all network parameters to be stored
in the memory matrix, and, for the same reason, we allow the generating function L
to depend on the memory matrix as well. Krotov and coauthors do not allow the gen-
erating function to be dependent on the memory matrix [19, 33]. We explain in the
discussion section, namely Sec. 5.2, that this generalization can be a useful modeling
tool that can also be biologically plausible. We also provide a use case for the case
J = 1 and L = L(Ξ).

4 Multiple time scale modeling
Under the assumption of well-separated timescales both the network energy and the
neurons activations derive from the same generating function. Separating the neural
timescales is equivalent to integrating out the contribution of hidden neurons, that no
longer interact meaningfully with visible neurons, but rather are determined by their
state.
The idea of integrating out hidden neurons to recover an effective dynamics for fea-
ture neurons is not new, it is e.g. at the core of Restricted Boltzmann Machines [18,
52], whose dynamics can be recovered with Hopfield networks [9], and has been dis-
cussed also in the related work [33]. It results in considering separate subsystems, the
slow system and the fast system. The full system evolves in a subspace where the dy-
namical variables of the slow system are determined by an algebraic equation such as
h = J∇⊤

v L + b. In our case, the state of the network is determined by solving a dif-
ferential algebraic equation system, the case in which the separation of the timescales
is not complete will be a topic for a future work; here we mention that these fast–slow
dynamical systems are ubiquitous in science [12, 17, 25, 48, 57]. The study of their
multiscale structure [16, 45, 55, 57, 59] can benefit from geometric singular perturba-
tion theory [15, 26, 56].

We zoom out to grasp the bigger picture, the neural network we are considering
is a multiscale system of partial differential equations. The equation for the neural
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dynamics are {
τvv̇ = −v + I + Jh f⊤

τhḣ = −h+ h(v) .
(10)

The quasi-equilibrium approximation leads to the algebraic differential equation sys-
tem {

τvv̇ = −v + I + Jh f⊤

h = h(v)
(11)

that we have discussed in the previous section.

We now move to the update rule for the memory matrix, in the subsection 5.3.1 we
discuss the connection with the Hebbian prescription for Hopfield-like models.
The memory dynamics is governed by the following differential equation:

τΞΞ̇ = w ⊙
[
(−Ξ + Λ)+ v⊤

]
. (12)

In this expression, ⊙ represents the Hadamard (element-wise) product between the
weight vectorw and the matrix. The row vector v⊤ is broadcasted across rows indexed
by µ = 1, . . . , Nh.
The weight vector w is obtained through the softmax function:

wµ =
eβ(Ξv)µ∑Nh

ν=1 e
β(Ξv)ν

. (13)

The parameter β determines the selectivity of the weighting: as β → ∞, w converges
to a one-hot vector that selects the row of Ξ exhibiting maximal similarity with the
visible state v. The Hadamard product with w (particularly for large β, which we
hereafter assume throughout this work) ensures that updates primarily affect the se-
lected row while minimizing changes to other rows. The synaptic bias matrix Λ, which
shares dimensions with Ξ, serves a role analogous to the bias vectors b and I .
The evolution equation (12) can be expressed element-wise as:

τΞΞ̇µi = wµ [(−Ξµi + Λµi) + vi]

=
eβ(Ξµ·v)∑Nh

ν=1 e
β(Ξν ·v)

[(−Ξµi + Λµi) + vi] (14)

where Ξµ represents row µ of Ξ. Assuming zero bias Λ = 0, we can easily imagine
to start from a set of old memories {ξ(0)} that form the memory matrix Ξ(0). We
update these memories based on observed patterns {ξ′}, which correspond to the values
assumed by visible neurons and can be grouped into a new memory matrix Ξ′.
Typically, to mimic a learning process, the network “sees” through visible neurons
v that are “clamped” to patterns in {ξ′}. For example, for 0 < t < t1 we have
v(t) = ξ′µ1

, for t1 < t < t2, v(t) = ξ′µ2
, and so on. The sequence of indexes

µ1, µ2, . . . is obtained through a stochastic process so that

1. At each time t, v(t) = ξ′µ with probability pµ, where {pµ}µ=1,...,Nh
satisfies

pµ ≥ 0 and
∑Nh

µ pµ = 1.

8



2. The clamping events are independent.

During each time interval, rows of the coupling matrix that are more similar to the visi-
ble neuron configuration decay more rapidly toward it. The probabilities {pµ}µ=1,...,Nh

further tune this decay, making the products {pµwµ

τΞ

.
= τµ}µ=1,...,Nh

behave as the rel-
evant time scales for each pattern, this is an ansatz that we corroborate in Appendix B.
To ensure proper initialization of the learning process, reasonable assumptions are that
each pattern ξ′ is a perturbed version of its corresponding memory ξ(0) and that mem-
ories are well distinguishable from one another (we remand again to Appendix B for
details). This condition can be expressed as

ξ
(0)
µ · ξ(0)ν

∥ξ(0)µ ∥∥ξ(0)ν ∥
≈ δµν (15)

for each µ, ν ∈ {1, . . . , Nh}.
The goal of synaptic dynamics is for each memory row to converge to its corresponding
updated pattern:

Ξ(0) −→ Ξ(∞) = Ξ′. (16)

In the limit β → ∞ this convergence is trivially obtained, provided that pµ ̸= 0 for
each µ, since only one row is updated at the time.
A detailed analysis of synaptic dynamics across different settings is beyond the scope
of this work. However, in Appendix B, as a proof of concept, we numerically verify
the convergence stated in Eq. 16 within a typical statistical mechanics framework.

5 Discussion
We have rephrased Krotov’s picture of associative networks on a solid theoretical
ground and then extended it in two directions: we have allowed the generating function
to depend on the memory matrix, and we have proposed a dynamics for the synaptic
matrix.
Now, we elaborate on these three points.

5.1 Theoretical Takeaways
We examine here the advantages of our theoretical formulation of Krotov’s model. We
consider the case of modern Hopfield networks as an illustrative example.
Krotov assumes that the dynamics of each neural family (v, h) is linear in the outputs
of the other family (f , g).{

τv v̇i =
∑Nh

µ=1 ξiµfµ − vi + Ii ,

τhḣµ =
∑Nv

i=1 ξµigi − hµ .
(17)

This dynamics can be obtained by taking the gradients

∇gE = −τvv̇ and ∇fE = −τhḣ (18)
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of the energy

E =

[
Nv∑
i=1

(vi − Ii)gi − Lv

]
+

[
Nh∑
µ=1

hµfµ − Lh

]
−
∑
i,µ

fµξµigi. (19)

Here, Lv and Lh are chosen such that gi = ∂Lv

∂vi
and fµ = ∂Lh

∂hµ
. Krotov’s energy func-

tion (19) is thus composed of the Legendre transformations of the neural generating
function L = Lv + Lh and of the last term that has been added by hand. This is to
ensure that in the quasi-equilibrium limit τh → 0, it holds that hµ =

∑Nv

i=1 ξµigi, so
that the first term in the second bracket of (19) vanishes. Krotov’s then restricts the
discussion to the slow variables only.

We focus on the quasi-equilibrium regime highlighting that it is characterized by a
far richer structure than previously noticed. The core feature of this treatment is that the
fast variables are constrained to the slow one through the arbitrary function h = h(v).
This brings two advantages:

• First, by considering the quasi-equilibrium limit from the beginning we avoid
adding by hand the term

∑
i,µ fµξµigi. We focus on slow variables v and derive

the quasi-equilibrium energy function directly through the Legendre transforma-
tion of the generating function with respect to these variables only, see Eq. 3,
reported here

EQE =

Nv∑
i=1

(vi − Ii)gi − (Lv + Lh) .

• Second, we allow for more general learning rules than those in system (17).
Taking as a reference Eq. 7, the gradient Jh = ∇gh can still depend on h =
h(v). While this means we lose the interpretation that each neuron’s input is a
linear combination of outputs from neurons in the other family, the h variables
can now be interpreted as latent fast variables – not necessarily neurons. These
variables can model biological components (e.g., glial cells [29, 36]) or serve
as latent behavioral variables that, while not directly observable, can be inferred
through mathematical models of cognitive processes [44]. A successful example
of the latter is the inferred accumulation of sensory evidence in decision-making
studies [50]. The exploration of these connections will be pursued in future work.

5.2 Generating functions that depend on the memory matrix
Here, we discuss the implications of having a generating function that depends on the
memory matrix. In this theory, as we anticipated in Sec. 3.2, we want all parameters to
be stored in the matrix Ξ. After the discussion of Sec. 4 we can appreciate the meaning
of this choice: these parameters can now be updated through a learning mechanism,
ensuring that our modeling framework retains this flexibility.

First, this extension does not necessarily contradict the definition of “biological
plausibility” adopted in [33] where it is assumed to correspond to the absence of many-
body synapses. It is worth noting that an alternative approach to reconciling many-
body synapses with biological interpretation lies in the use of q-state Potts networks, in
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which each neuron can assume q different discrete states [28]. Notably, similar to how
many-body interactions between slow neurons emerge from an effective description of
a well-separated slow-fast system [33], many-body interactions between binary neu-
rons in Ising networks can, under certain conditions, be effectively represented using
Potts neurons interacting in pairs [27].
Another important point is that in [33], the memory patterns ξµ are interpreted as
the strengths of the synapses connecting slow and fast neurons. This interpretation
is different from the conventional interpretation, in which the strengths of the synapses
are determined by matrices which are either outer products of the memory vectors or
higher-order generalizations of outer products [33].

The conventional interpretation is the one that gave associative network theory its
modeling power in the biological domain. Extending Krotov’s framework to be able to
recover this interpretation is thus fundamental.
We see that by letting the generating function depend on the memory matrix, we can
recover the conventional interpretation through the following example.

Example: memory-dependent generating function

We adopt the choices J = 1, and L = L(v,h; Ξ). We consider a system in which
Nv = Nh and I = 0, in this case (7) becomes

τvv̇ = −v + f(g⊤ + b)⊤, (20)

Let us consider Lh =
∑

µ ln(coshhµ), Lv = β̃
2 ∥Ξv∥2, with the norm ∥Ξv∥2 =

v⊤Ξ⊤Ξv, and β̃ being a constant to be set afterward.
The generating functions are well behaved; since ∂x ln(coshx) = tanh(x) and ∇vLv =
β̃ Ξ⊤Ξv, we can write the dynamics (7) as

τvv̇ = −v + tanh(β̃ Ξ⊤Ξv⊤ + b), (21)

where the hyperbolic tangent acts element-wise.
This neural learning rule corresponds to the dynamics τvv̇ = −v+tanh(βJv⊤+βu),
that has been proposed to model classical conditioning with associative networks [3,
39]. To unveil the equivalence it is sufficient to identify b = βu, β̃ = β

Nh
, and

J = 1
Nh

Ξ⊤Ξ.
We recall that memories correspond to the (transposed) rows of the memory matrix
ξµ = (Ξµ·)

⊤. Thus, the matrix elements are given by Jij =
1
Nh

∑
µ ξ

µ
i ξ

µ
j .

In this way we have recovered the so-called Hebbian prescription [6].3 We thus recover
the conventional interpretation for neural couplings, since the matrix multiplying the
neural vector v is the outer product of memory vector, Ξ⊤Ξ.
We also observe that the evolution (21) differs from the graded response Hopfield
model [22], τvv̇ = −v + J tanh(βv⊤ + βu), only by the fact that the multiplica-
tion by the coupling matrix is carried inside the non-linearity (here, the hyperbolic

3We mention that in [3, 39] self-interaction terms are not considered ab initio, thus their update rule
results in τv v̇i = −v + tanh(β

∑
j ̸=i Jijvj + bi). We discuss connections with Hebbian theory also in

Sec. 5.3.
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tangent acts element-wise).
Applications of the quasi-equilibrium limit in the scenario J = Ξ and L independent
from Ξ can be found in [14, 33, 53].

5.3 Synaptic dynamics and Hebbian theory
In the present work, the network components consist of neurons and memories. As
highlighted previously in Sec. 5.2, in Krotov’s previous work, memories act as synapses
within this framework, which differs from the traditional interpretation of synapses as
the product of memories, as Hebb’s rule would prescribe. We have shown that by al-
lowing the generating function to depend on memories, it is possible to recover the
conventional interpretation (see Eq. 21). Here, we focus on the connections of our
framework with Hebbian learning that prescribes recipes for the synaptic matrix that
are used in Hopfield-like models.

5.3.1 Connection to Hopfield model theory

The retrieval process in Hopfield-like models works as follows [6, 23]: one starts from
an initial configuration and then updates it with a stochastic criterion that minimizes
the energy and satisfies the detailed balance condition. If the load of the network is
not too high the configuration state converges to one of the stored memories, and these
memories are binary vectors approximately orthogonal to each other by hypothesis. It
is required that the initial configuration is a noisy version of one such memory, i.e. the
distance with one of the patterns should be substantially greater than those with the
other. The whole dynamics consists in descending the energy landscape downhill the
attraction basin of this pattern.
Moving to our case, we observe that the requirement (15) is analogous to those needed
in the retrieval process of Hopfield models.
Another interesting remark concerns the relation between the coupling matrix typically
used in Hopfield model J and our memory matrix Ξ. The former is obtained from the
memories through the Hebb rule, its element are related to the memories as

Jij =
1

K

∑
µ

ξµi ξ
µ
j . (22)

In our case K = Nh, and we have already observed that J = Ξ⊤Ξ/Nh = Ξ2/Nh.
Furthermore, for every orthogonal matrix U , we still have J = (UΞ)2/Nh.4

We highlight that, while the Hebbian rule builds a Nv×Nv matrix from which memory
vectors cannot be unambiguously recovered, our method, based on the Nh×Nv mem-
ory matrix explicitly stores memories. Furthermore, when Nh < Nv holds, the mem-
ory matrix requires less storage than the Hebbian matrix. A model in which Nh < Nv

is the traditional Hopfield network [6, 23]. Here, Nh corresponds to the number of

4This also means that we can choose U so that UΞ is a triangular matrix and write J as a product of
triangular matrices. This means the representation J is invariant upon orthogonal transformation, then, we
can rotate the neural variables to diagonalize it [10]. Finally, we mention that Cholensky decomposing J
can help in computational studies.
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memory patterns K and the network works properly when the load α = limNv→∞
Nh

Nv

is below the critical threshold αcritical ≃ 0.138.

5.3.2 Recovering Hebbian learning with synaptic evolution

At this point, it also becomes important to verify that the proposed memory evolution
is consistent with Hebbian learning [8]. In section 5.2, we have recovered the neural
learning rules discussed in [3, 39], that have been used to model pavlovian classical
conditioning.
The same papers propose a synaptic dynamics that converges to the Hebbian prescrip-
tion for the coupling matrix. This dynamics can be rewritten in our notation as

d
dt
(Ξ⊤Ξ) = −Ξ⊤Ξ +NhΞ

′⊤diag(p)Ξ′. (23)

This equation depicts the convergence to the generalized Hebbian coupling matrix [39],
J = Ξ′⊤diag(p)Ξ′, or Jij =

∑
µ pµξ

′µ
i ξ′µj . Our dynamics does not lead to the gen-

eralized Hebbian coupling matrix, but rather to the traditional Hebbian prescription
J = Ξ′⊤Ξ′/N . This is because in our case each pattern consolidates the corresponding
memory matrix row, while p helps to quantify how fast each row converges (Sec. 4).
The learning rule (23) can thus be obtained only when pµ = 1/Nh for each µ =
1, . . . , Nh: in this case Nhdiag(p) = 1. The conditions for convergence (16) are the
same as discussed in Sec. 4. For instance, we need β ≫ 1, Eq. 15, ξ(0)µ ≈ ξ′µ for each
µ, we also need the convergence time scales {pµwµ

τΞ

.
= τµ}µ=1,...,Nh

to be much bigger
than the frequency of clamping events, such as in [39]). Under these condition we have
Ξµ(t) = e−t/τµΞ

(0)
µ + (1− e−t/τµ)Ξ′

µ. We can now look at the evolution

(Ξ⊤Ξ)ij(t) =

Nh∑
µ=1

{[
e−t/τµξ

(0)µ
i + (1− e−t/τµ)ξ′µi

]
×

[
e−t/τµξ

(0)µ
j + (1− e−t/τµ)ξ′µj

]}
(24)

Taking the limit as t → ∞, we obtain the traditional Hebbian prescription:

lim
t→∞

(Ξ⊤Ξ)ij(t) =

Nh∑
µ=1

ξ′µi ξ′µj = (Ξ′⊤Ξ′)ij . (25)

5.4 Eigenvalue problems in multi scale dynamics
In this section, we draw some connections with both dynamical system theory and
random matrix theory.
We consider the simple case where Lh = 1

2

∑
µ h

2
µ and Lv = 1

2

∑
i v

2
i (quadratic

terms in the energy are ubiquitous in science), both f and g are the identity function.
In the synaptic time scale, the algebraic equation for the visible neurons is v = Ξ⊤Ξv,
thus v solves an eigenvalue problem. We can solve it and rotate the neural variables to
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diagonalize the system, ṽ = diag(λ)ṽ.
We now move to the visible neuron time scale, the evolution of the visible neurons is

τvv̇ =
(
1− Ξ⊤Ξ

)
v . (26)

The system is linear and can be approached by standard methods.
However, the situation changes when considering the widely used hyperbolic tangent
as activation functions,

g(v) = tanh(v) (applied elementwise)
f(h) = tanh(h) (applied elementwise)

This choice corresponds to the generating functions Lh =
∑

µ ln(coshhµ), Lv =∑
i ln(cosh vi), and the visible neurons evolution reads as

τvv̇ = ψv(v) =− v + I + Ξ⊤f(Ξg⊤ + b)⊤

=− v + I + Ξ⊤ tanh(Ξ tanh(v)⊤ + b)⊤ , (27)

A starting point to study such non-linear evolution is to verify the conditions for the
Hartman-Grobman theorem to hold [7]. This theorem connects the behavior of a non-
linear system around its fixed points to its linear approximation. It states that for hy-
perbolic fixed points small higher-order perturbations to the system do not change the
local structure near these points. For a fixed point v̇ = 0 to be hyperbolic, we re-
quire that the Jacobian

(
dψv

dv

)
has all eigenvalues with real part different from zero.

Thus, the eigenvalues of the Jacobian play an important role in our problem. To com-
pute the Jacobian, we first observe that ∂

∂vj
(−vi + Ii) = −δij . We move to the term

Ξ⊤f(Ξg⊤ + b)⊤ and use the chain rule:

∂

∂vj

[
Ξ⊤f(Ξg⊤ + b)⊤

]
i
=

∑
µ

Ξ⊤
iµ

∂

∂vj
fµ(

∑
k

Ξµkgk(vk) + bµ)

=
∑
µ

Ξ⊤
iµf

′
µ(
∑
k

Ξµkgk(vk) + bµ)
∑
k

Ξµk
∂gk(vk)

∂vj

=
∑
µ

Ξ⊤
iµ[1− tanh2(

∑
k

Ξµk tanh(vk) + bµ)]Ξµj [1− tanh2(vj)] .

Here we used ∂
∂vj

gi(vi) =
∂

∂vj
tanh(vi) = δij [1−tanh2(vi)]. Therefore, the Jacobian

can be written in matrix form as:

∂ψv

∂v
= −1+ Ξ⊤ [

1− diag
(
tanh2(Ξ tanh(v)⊤ + b)

)]
Ξ
[
1− diag

(
tanh2(v)

)]
(28)

If the biases are set to zero b = I = 0 , a fixed point is v∗ = 0, we have:

tanh(v∗) = 0

1− diag
[
tanh2(v∗)

]
= 1

1− diag
[
tanh2(Ξ tanh(v∗)⊤)

]
= 1
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Thus, at this fixed point, the Jacobian reduces to:

∂ψv

∂v

∣∣∣∣
v∗

= −1+ Ξ⊤Ξ . (29)

Thus, in the zero bias case, linearizing Eq. 27 around the zero fixed point recovers
Eq. 26. The condition under which the fixed points of the system are hyperbolic is that
(i) all eigenvalues of the matrix Ξ⊤Ξ have a real part different from 1.
We continue this analysis by considering the random setting in which the memories are
drawn from a normalized Gaussian distribution ξµi ∼ N (0, N−1

h ), ∀i, µ. Analogous
settings are frequent in the study of spin glasses [41]. The matrix Ξ⊤Ξ is a Wishart
matrix whose eigenvalues spectrum follows the Marchenko-Pastur distribution for large
Nv and fixed α = limNv→∞

Nh

Nv
[37].5

Condition (i) is automatically satisfied if the smallest eigenvalue λmin is such that
λmin > 1. In this random setting, in the thermodynamic limit, λmin = (1 −

√
α−1)2.

Thus, in this limit, provided that α < 1/4, the equilibria of Eq. 27 system are hyper-
bolic fixed points. A slightly more general discussion can be found in Appendix A.

6 Final remarks and conclusion
In this work, we have considered an artificial neural network under the assumption of
well-separated timescales. In this network, the neural activation functions are linked to
the energy of the whole system [31, 33].
In this dynamical picture of associative networks, the energy and the activations are
obtained from a generating function through Legendre transformation and derivation
w.r.t. neural variables, respectively.

In this paper, we have established the theoretical foundations of Krotov’s picture
of the dynamics of associative networks [33]. We implemented learning in this frame-
work and used results from various branches of mathematics to connect it with Hebbian
theory.
First, we allowed the generating function to depend on the memory matrix in order
to recover the traditional interpretation of synaptic strength and to reproduce the Heb-
bian prescription for couplings within our framework. Moreover, we showed that this
“Hebbian rule” can be recovered as a stable point of our synaptic dynamics.

In conclusion, we believe that our work lays a solid mathematical foundation and
offers significant theoretical advancements in associative network theory, broadening
its relevance to various disciplines.
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5In the typical statistical mechanics setting α corresponds to the load of the network, and the limit we are
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A Further connections to dynamical systems theory
We consider the case J = Ξ and L independent from Ξ, the neural dynamics (9) corre-
sponds to the dynamical system τvv̇ = ψv(v) with ψv(v) = −v + I + Ξ⊤f(Ξg⊤ +
b)⊤. To study this system, we compute the Jacobian of ψv ,(

dψv

dv

)
= −1+ Ξ⊤HvHhΞ , (30)

where we recognize the Hessians Hv, Hh of Lv, Lh respectively; they are both posi-
tive definite since the generating functions are convex.6 This allows us to compute the
eigenvalues of the Jacobian (30) and determine whether the Hartman-Grobman theo-
rem applies to our system [7]. According to this theorem, small higher-order perturba-
tions do not alter the local structure near hyperbolic fixed points. A fixed point v̇ = 0
is hyperbolic if the Jacobian dψv

dv has no eigenvalues with zero real part. In our case,
this corresponds to requiring that ΞTHvHhΞ has no eigenvalue with real part equal to
one, and the theorem would ensure that in the neighborhoods of these fixed points the
non-linear system τvv̇ = ψv(v) behaves like the linearized system τvv̇ =

(
dψv

dv

)
v.

To conclude, we mention that the recent work by Fanaskov and Oseledets is entirely
dedicated to exploring this connection [14].

B Synaptic dynamics analysis
As a proof of concept we assume zero bias Λ = 0, and numerically simulate the
learning scenario depicted in the main text: we start from a set of old memories {ξ(0)}
that form the memory matrix Ξ(0). We update these memories based on observed
patterns {ξ′}, which correspond to the possible values visible neurons can assume.
These are patterns that be grouped into a new memory matrix Ξ′.
We consider typical assumptions of statistical mechanics of associative networks [13,
40, 42]. In particular, we assume that each observable pattern ξ′µ is a perturbed version

of the corresponding memory ξ(0)µ . A valid choice, that we adopt in our proof of
concept (Sec. B.2), could be

ξ′µi = ξ
(0)
µi + ηµi, ηµi ∼ Pη , (31)

where the noise terms are independent across both indices and are characterized by the
zero-mean distribution Pη . While, for the initial patterns, Eq. 15 holds.

B.1 Theoretical Analysis of Memory Evolution
Starting from the evolution equation for each memory row µ,

τΞ
d
dt
Ξµ = wµ(−Ξµ + v), (32)

6Moreover, the natural assumption of linearly independent memories {ξ} leads to a full rank matrix Ξ.
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where v is clamped to pattern ξ′ν with probability pν . For large β, when pattern ν = µ
is shown, wµ ≈ 1, while for ν ̸= µ, wµ ≈ 0. This leads to the effective evolution
equation,

τΞ
d
dt
Ξµ = pµ(−Ξµ + ξ′µ), (33)

where we account for the probability pµ of showing pattern µ. The solution to this
differential equation reads as

Ξµ(t) = e−t/τµΞ(0)
µ + (1− e−t/τµ)ξ′µ, (34)

with characteristic time scale
τµ =

τΞ
pµ

. (35)

We study the convergence of each memory row toward its target pattern by tracking
their similarity over time. A natural measure for this is the cosine similarity, which for
two vectors is defined as the ratio between their dot product and the product of their
norms. The cosine similarity between the evolving memory Ξµ(t) and its target ξ′µ
reads as

simµ(t) =
Ξµ(t) · ξ′µ

∥Ξµ(t)∥∥ξ′µ∥
. (36)

We denote the initial cosine similarity between memory and target pattern as αµ,

αµ =
Ξ
(0)
µ · ξ′µ

∥Ξ(0)
µ ∥∥ξ′µ∥

. (37)

Given the normalization condition ∥Ξ(0)
µ ∥2 = Nv ≃ ∥ξ′µ∥2, we express Ξ

(0)
µ · ξ′µ ≃

αµNv . Using this approximation, we compute the numerator of the cosine similarity,

Ξµ(t) · ξ′µ = Nv

[
e−t/τµαµ + (1− e−t/τµ)

]
, (38)

and the norm of the evolving memory,

∥Ξµ(t)∥2 = Nv

[
e−2t/τµ + (1− e−t/τµ)2 + 2e−t/τµ(1− e−t/τµ)αµ

]
. (39)

Combining these results, the cosine similarity evolves as

simµ(t) =
e−t/τµαµ + (1− e−t/τµ)√

e−2t/τµ + (1− e−t/τµ)2 + 2e−t/τµ(1− e−t/τµ)αµ

. (40)

We appreciate that in the limit t → ∞, the similarity approaches unity. Moreover,
since (Ξ

(0)
µ · ξ′µ) ∝ Nv , the similarity evolution does not depend on Nv .
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B.2 Numerical Analysis of Memory Evolution
For our proof of concept, each entry of the observed patterns includes an additive in-
dependent Gaussian noise:

ξ′µi = ξ
(0)
µi + ηµi, ηµi ∼ N (0, σ2) (41)

where the noise terms are independent across both indices. While, for the initial pat-
terns, it holds the perfect orthogonality condition

ξ
(0)
µ · ξ(0)ν

∥ξ(0)µ ∥∥ξ(0)ν ∥
= δµν (42)

for each µ, ν ∈ {1, . . . , Nh}. Numerically, we follow a Gram-Schmidt process to
ensure orthogonality, and then we scale the vectors so that their norms are ∥ξ(0)µ ∥2 =
Nv . Consequently, since visible neurons are always clamped to one of the ξ′ vectors,
it holds that ∥v∥2 ≃ Nv . We illustrate that we obtain the desired outcome Ξ(0) −→
Ξ(∞) = Ξ′. in Fig.1. Strikingly, the result is in perfect agreement with the theoretical
prediction given by Eq. 40. The numerical simulations have been performed with a
moderate system size Nv = 50 and Nh = 4 memories. The time evolution spans
T = 2000 time steps, with a memory time scale τΞ = 250. We set a noise level
σ = 0.4 and an inverse temperature β = 2 to match the theoretical predictions for
large β.7 While we present results for this specific set of parameters, we have verified
the robustness of our findings across different parameter ranges. The complete Python
implementation is available at [38] 8.

7Setting β > 3 results in the desired behavior in all tested settings.
8https://github.com/danielelotito/softmax-synapses

23



Figure 1: Evolution of cosine similarity between each memory row Ξµ(t) and its target
pattern ξ′µ as described by Eq.36. Solid lines represent numerical simulations obtained
by simulating the synaptic dynamics (see Eq.14) with parameters Nv = 50, Nh = 4,
τΞ = 250, β = 2, and noise level σ = 0.4. Initial memories are constructed to be per-
fectly orthogonal through a Gram-Schmidt process and scaled to norm

√
Nv . Dashed

lines show the theoretical prediction from Eq.40, where the characteristic time scales τµ
follow from Eq.35 with uniform probabilities pµ = 1/Nh. The perfect agreement con-
firms our analytical understanding of the memory evolution process for a wide range
of parameter values.
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