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Abstract –In neural network’s Literature, Hebbian learning traditionally refers to the procedure
by which the Hopfield model and its generalizations store archetypes (i.e., definite patterns that
are experienced just once to form the synaptic matrix). However, the term learning in Machine
Learning refers to the ability of the machine to extract features from the supplied dataset (e.g.,
made of blurred examples of these archetypes), in order to make its own representation of the un-
available archetypes. Here, given a sample of examples, we define a supervised learning protocol by
which the Hopfield network can infer the archetypes, and we detect the correct control parameters
(including size and quality of the dataset) to depict a phase diagram for the system performance.
We also prove that, for structureless datasets, the Hopfield model equipped with this supervised
learning rule is equivalent to a restricted Boltzmann machine and this suggests an optimal and
interpretable training routine. Finally, this approach is generalized to structured datasets: we
highlight a quasi-ultrametric organization (reminiscent of replica-symmetry-breaking) in the an-
alyzed datasets and, consequently, we introduce an additional broken replica hidden layer for its
(partial) disentanglement, which is shown to improve MNIST classification from ∼ 75% to ∼ 95%,
and to offer a new perspective on deep architectures.

Forty years have elapsed since Hopfield’s seminal work,
yielding a model for biological information-processing [1];
meanwhile, we have witnessed a striking development of
artificial machine-learning (see e.g., [2–4]) and we are fi-
nally in a stage where ideas, techniques and results stem-
ming from biological and artificial sides can be fruitfully
compared (see e.g., [5,6,8,9,16]). Here we revise and lever-
age their analogies to unveil the internal mechanisms of a
learning machine, focusing on two paradigmatic models,
that is, respectively, the Hopfield neural network (HNN)
and the restricted Boltzmann machine (RBM). In order
for this comparison to be exhaustive, we first need to
profoundly revise the assumptions underlying the theory
developed by Amit, Gutfreund and Sompolinsky (AGS)
[10], who, in the eighties, gave a pioneering statistical-
mechanical treatment of the HNN based on spin glasses
[22]. The problem lies in the fact that, in the AGS theory,
the HNN actually does not learn, rather it stores definite
patterns – hereafter called archetypes – by the so-called
Hebb’s rule (or countless variations on theme); on the
other hand, in standard machine learning the network has
to infer these archetypes by solely experiencing (a finite

number of) their noisy versions – hereafter called examples
– while the original archetypes remain unknown. Hence,
in order to match biological and artificial information-
processing, we must supply the HNN with examples rather
than directly archetypes and therefore turn Hebb’s rule
into a genuine learning rule. In the following we will reach
such a framework, whence we will show that standard
machine-learning rules based on contrastive divergence al-
gorithms collapse onto Hebb’s learning rule, and we will
highlight quantitative control parameters whose tuning
determines the learning-machine failure or success. These
results are obtained analytically by statistical-mechanics
tools for random, unstructured datasets, where we can
also establish a direct connection between the number of
archetypes and the number of hidden neurons in the RBM.
As for structured datasets, the robustness of these results
is checked numerically for the MNIST and the fashion-
MNIST datasets [2, 3] and we also generalize the connec-
tion between the size of the hidden-layer(s) and the in-
trinsic complexity of the dataset, exploiting an iterative
rule, reminiscent of the replica-symmetry-breaking (RSB)
paradigma [22].
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Let us start with the theoretical approach and introduce
the information the network has to deal with: we define
K archetypes denoted with ξµ, µ ∈ {1, ...,K}, as binary
vectors of length N and whose entries are i.i.d. variables
drawn from

P(ξµi ) =
1

2
δ(ξµi − 1) +

1

2
δ(ξµi + 1), (1)

for any i ∈ {1, · · · , N} and µ ∈ {1, ...,K}, then, for each
of them we generate M examples ηµa, a ∈ {1, ...,M}, that
we obtain by corrupting the archetype flipping its digits
randomly as

ηµai = ξµi χ
µa
i , (2)

P(χµai ) =
1 + r

2
δ(χµai − 1) +

1− r
2

δ(χµai + 1) (3)

for any i, µ, a, being r ∈ (0, 1] a parameter tuning the
quality of the sample. We now feed the HNN on the
dataset S = {ηµa}a=1,...,M

µ=1,...,K and, for this operation to
be unambiguous, we also need to specify how these
examples are presented to the network, mirroring su-
pervised and unsupervised learning. In fact, the HNN
Hamiltonian reads as H(HNN)(σ|J) = −

∑N,N
i<j Jijσiσj ,

where σ = {σi}i=1,...,N ∈ {−1,+1}N are N binary
neurons and the synaptic connections Jij ’s incorporate
the accessible information: in the original setting, where
archetypes are available, the Hebbian (storing) rule
reads as Jij ∝

∑
µ ξ

µ
i ξ

µ
j , while here Jij = Jij(S) and we

envisage the following protocols:

Supervised Hebbian learning. A teacher discloses the
example labels and they can therefore be combined as

J sup
ij ∝

K∑
µ=1

(

M∑
a=1

ηµai )(

M∑
b=1

ηµbj ); (4)

Unsupervised Hebbian learning. Without a teacher that
tells how to cluster examples, we mix them up obtaining

Junsup
ij ∝

K∑
µ=1

M∑
a=1

ηµai ηµaj . (5)

Clearly, when r = 1, M becomes a dummy variable be-
cause examples coincide with the related archetype and
we recover the classical Hebbian rule in both cases. Here
we focus on the former (4), while we refer to the Supple-
mentary Material (SM) [14] for a discussion on the latter
(5).

A convenient control parameter to assess the informa-

tion content in S is ρ := 1−r2
Mr2 . To see this, let us focus on

the µ-th pattern and the i-th digit, whose related block
is ηµi = (ηµ1

i , ηµ2
i , ..., ηµMi ); the error probability for any

single entry is P(χµai = −1) = (1 − r)/2 and, by ap-
plying the majority rule on the block, it is reduced to
P(sgn(

∑
a χ

µa
i ) = −1) ≈

M�1
[1 − erf(1/

√
2ρ)], thus, the

conditional entropy H(ξµi |η
µ
i ), that quantifies the amount

of information needed to describe the original message ξµi ,
given the related M -length block ηµi , is monotonically in-
creasing with ρ, saturating to 1 bit. Hence, in order for the
dataset to retain information on the original archetypes,
ρ must be finite, that is, Mr2 must be non-vanishing.

This scaling, arising from an information-theory per-
spective, is recovered and sharpened in the neural network
framework. We start with the signal-to-noise analysis on
the HNN to check for local stability of the archetype-
retrieval configurations in the noiseless limit, that is,
we study the conditions under which the internal field
hi(σ) =

∑N
j=1
j 6=i

Jij(S)σj , namely the post-synaptic poten-

tial experienced by the neuron i, is aligned with the neural
activity σi while σ = ξµ, for any arbitrary µ and i. As
detailed in the SM [14], this approach can be recast into
the one-step contrastive divergence scheme [4] and returns

K
N

(
1 + 1−r2

Mr2

)2

+ 1−r2
Mr2 . 1; this relation advises on the

suitable rescaling of the dataset size (M & r−2), as the
dataset quality is impaired (r → 0), in order to preserve
network’s abilities: note that power-law scalings were al-
ready evidenced in the machine-learning context, see e.g.
[16]. To achieve a quantitative picture and control of the
network behavior, we work out a statistical-mechanics in-
vestigation and we start by introducing the Boltzmann-
Gibbs measure for the system:

Pβ(σ|S) =
1

Z(HNN)

β (S)
e−βH

(HNN)(σ|J(S)) (6)

where Z(HNN)

β is the partition function and β := 1/T ∈ R+

tunes the distribution broadness; β along with the load
α := limN→∞K/N and the dataset “entropy” ρ = (1 −
r2)/Mr2, make up the set of control parameters. Further,
we introduce the macroscopic observables (order parame-
ters) useful to describe the system behavior, namely

m :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

ξ1
i σi, (7)

n :=
1

r(1 + ρ)

1

NM

N,M∑
i,a=1

η1a
i σi, (8)

q12 :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

σ
(1)
i σ

(2)
i , (9)

where we defined, respectively, the Mattis magnetization
of the archetype (eq. 7), the typical magnetization of the
example (eq. 8), and the two-replica overlap (eq. 9); for
m and n we referred to µ = 1 without loss of generality.

Under the replica-symmetry (RS) ansatz, all the or-
der parameters do not fluctuate in the thermodynamic
limit, i.e., being P(x) the probability distribution for the
observable x = (m,n, q12) and 〈x〉 its expectation, then
limN→∞ P(x) = δ(x− 〈x〉). These expectation values can
be obtained by extremizing the quenched free-energy of
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Fig. 1: Behaviour of the supervised HNN as the control pa-
rameter are varied. Panel a: phase diagram highlighting the
ergodic (E), the spin-glass (SG) and the retrieval (R) phase
versus T and α; the transition line between the SG phase and
the R phase depends on ρ and three cases are shown: ρ = 0
(dashed line, corresponding to AGS theory), ρ = 0.1 (dashed-
dotted line), and ρ = 0.2 (dotted line). Panel b: critical load
αc obtained for T = 0 and as a function of ρ. Panel c: Esti-
mate of the Mattis magnetization versus ρ by MC simulations
for systems of size N = 5000; different loads are considered
and plotted in different colors (brighter nuances correspond to
larger values of α, as reported on the right); the vertical lines
represent the transition points as predicted by statistical me-
chanics. Panel d: From data presented in panel c we derive the
susceptibility w.r.t. ρ and notice that the peaks approximately
match the transition points (by a finite-size scaling we checked
that the match gets closer as N is made larger).

the model w.r.t. the order parameters and, as explained
in the SM [14], for N → ∞ and M � 1, we obtain the
following set of self-consistent equations

〈m〉 = Ez tanh

{
β〈n〉+ zβ

√
〈n〉2ρ+

α〈q〉
[1− β (1− 〈q〉)]2

}
(10)

〈n〉 =
〈m〉

(1 + ρ)− ρβ(1− 〈q〉) (11)

〈q〉 = Ez tanh2

{
β〈n〉+ zβ

√
〈n〉2ρ+

α〈q〉
[1− β (1− 〈q〉)]2

}
(12)

where Ez denotes the average w.r.t. the standard Gaus-
sian variable z. The inspection of eqs. (10)-(12) provides
a quantitative picture of the system behavior in the space
of the control parameters as reported in Fig. 1 a-b. In par-
ticular, like in the classical HNN, we recognize the emer-
gence of an ergodic region corresponding to large values
of T and a retrieval region for relatively small values of
α and T , yet, the Hebbian learning rule (4) makes the
phenomenolgy much richer: here we have an additional
tuneable parameter ρ which controls the width of the re-
trieval region. Denoting with αc(T, ρ) the first-order tran-
sition line between the spin-glass phase and the retrieval
phase, we show that αc(T = 0, ρ) is a decreasing function

of ρ and, as expected, αc(T = 0, ρ = 0) ≈ 0.138, consis-
tently with the AGS theory. Signatures of this transition
are also found by means of finite-size Monte Carlo (MC)
simulations as shown in Fig. 1 c-d. Further, looking at
eqs. (10)-(12) and requiring a non-vanishing magnetiza-
tion 〈m〉, we derive that ρ must be finite and therefore we
recover the scaling M ∼ r−2; also, in the zero fast-noise
limit T → 0, these equations can be treated to get explicit
expressions as achieved in the SM [14].

We now bridge this theory with the machine learn-
ing counterpart. We consider a RBM made of two
layers, a visible one endowed with N binary neurons
σ = {σi}i=1,...,N ∈ {−1,+1}N , and a hidden one
built of K real-valued neurons z = {zµ}µ=1,...,K ∈ RK
with a Gaussian prior, and whose Hamiltonian reads
as H(RBM)(σ, z|W ) = −

∑N,K
i,µ Wi,µσizµ. We choose

the length of the hidden layer to match the number of
archetypes in such a way that, as we will see, we can as-
sign to each hidden neuron the recognition of a unique
archetype. The Boltzmann-Gibbs distribution associated
to H(RBM) is

Pβ(σ, z|W ) =
1

Z(RBM)

β (W )
e−βH

(RBM)(σ,z|W )−β z2

2 . (13)

Now, the goal is to find the weight setting such that
this measure mimics the target one, referred to as Q,
which generated the examples in S. Focusing on a clas-
sification task, we adopt the so-called grandmother-cell
scheme: during training, the generic input-output pair is
(ηνa, z(ν)), where z(ν) is the one-hot vector whose ν-th
entry is the single non-null entry [5, 18]. Thus, the target
distribution reads as

Q(σ, z) =
∑
µ,a

δ(ηµa − σ)δ(z(µ) − z), (14)

and, if training is successful, we expect that, initializing
the visible layer as a test example η̃ν of the ν-th archetype
and letting the neurons evolve freely up to thermaliza-
tion, the hidden layer will provide the estimated class as
argmax[〈z(η̃ν)〉].
The learning rule can be derived by a gradient descent
on the Kullback-Leibler (KL) cross entropy DKL(Q‖P)
between the distributions Q and P, that is, Wn+1

i,µ =

Wn
i,µ − ε

dDKL(Q‖P)
dWi,µ

, where n accounts for training itera-

tions and ε is the learning rate; recalling (14) this yields

Wn+1
i,µ = Wn

i,µ + ε (〈σizµ〉σ&z − 〈σizµ〉) , (15)

where the brackets denote the expectation under the
Boltzmann-Gibbs measure (13) and the bracket subscript
specifies the clamped variables.
In the case of orthogonal patterns, the configuration where
weight entries are set as the empirical average of example
entries, i.e., Wiµ = η̄iµ := 1

M

∑M
a=1 η

µa
i , is a fixed point for

the contrastive divergence and therefore compatible with a
trained machine [14,18]. Further, with this choice we can
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Fig. 2: Comparison between HNN and RBM performances.
Panel a: we fix a certain value for the expected magnetiza-
tion 〈m〉 and we derive from Eq. (10), obtained theoretically
for the HNN, how r and M should be tuned in order to re-
tain this value constant (solid line); an analogous analysis is
repeated numerically for the RBM where now m is evaluated
as the overlap between the visible layer and a given archetype
(symbols); different values of magnetization are considered and
represented with different symbols. Panel b: Expected value
of the RBM magnetization versus the training time and for
given values of r and M , under on-line contrastive divergence
(CD-1) [4]; the long-time value corresponds to the theoretical
estimate obtained for the HNN for the same choice of r and
M (horizontal lines). Panel c: we sampled 1.5 × 104 couples
(α, ρ) ∈ (0, 0.2)× (0, 0.5) by Sobol’s low-discrepancy sequence;
for each extraction (represented by a cross in the inset) we
build a RBM of size N = 5000 and K = αN , we generate a
set S of examples and we set the machine weights as W = η̄.
Then, we initialize the visible layer as a test example η̃ν , we
run MC simulations and we evaluate 〈zν〉, whose histogram is
depicted in the main plot, distinguishing between cases inside
(blue) and outside (grey) the retrieval region.

prove that the RBM is equivalent, in distribution, to the
HNN with supervised Hebbian rule; in fact, by a Gaussian
integration

Z(RBM)

β (W = η̄) =

2N∑
σ

∫
e

β√
N

∑
µ(

∑
i σiη̄iµ)zµ)−

βz2µ
2 (16)

=

2N∑
σ

e
β

2N

∑
µ

∑
ij σiη̄iµη̄jµσj = Z(HNN)

β (S).

This equivalence implies that the phase diagram out-
lined for the HNN (see Fig. 1 a-b) also applies to the RBM,
as confirmed in Fig. 2. In particular, the retrieval re-
gion corresponds to a parameter setting where the trained
RBM relaxes to configurations such that the overlap be-
tween the visible layer and the archetype are close to one.
Remarkably, this is consistent with the usual performance
and score values [19] or error-based measures as in the
Vapnik-Chervonenkis learning theory [20] where one aims
to minimize the distance between the output and the in-

stances of a test set. In fact, −(σ − ξ1)2 ∝ σ · ξ1 = m
and −(σ − η1)2 ∝ n: whenever the network is in the re-
trieval region, for some archetype µ it is minimizing one of
these Loss functions Lµ± = (1/2N)||ξµ ± σ||2 = 1±mµ as
the Hopfied Hamiltonian can be written as H(HNN)(σ|J) =

−N
∑K
µ (1−Lµ+L

µ
−) (in fact it learns both the pattern ξµ

and its gauge symmetric copy −ξµ).
In order to appreciate further the equivalence between

HNN and RBM, we show that it can be reached from a
different perspective, namely using the maximum-entropy
principle, according to Jaynes’ inferential interpretation
[1, 13]. Let us look for the least structured probability
distribution P(σ, z) that is compatible with the set of

data {(ηµa, z(µ))}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K to inspect which kind of cor-

relations the machine detects in the dataset. While ex-
tensive calculations are provided in the SM [14], here we
report the main findings: the minimal constraints needed
to recover the HNN and RBM’s Boltzmann-Gibbs distri-
bution concern the variance of hidden units and the cor-
relations between visible and hidden units – set equal to
their empirical estimates Cz2µ and Ci,µσ,z for i = 1, ..., N and
µ = 1, ...,K, respectively – beyond those for P to be well
defined. The constrained optimization problem therefore
reads: max{λ0,λ1,Λi,µ}i,µ S[P] with

S[P] = −〈P lnP〉P + λ0 (〈P〉P − 1) + (17)

+ λ1 (〈
K∑
µ=1

z2
µ〉P − Cz2µ) +

N,K∑
i,µ

Λi,µ
[
〈σizµ〉P − Ci,µσ,z

]
where 〈·〉P denotes the expectation over P. The solution
yields the following Lagrange multipliers:

eλ0−1 =
∑
σ, z

P(σ,z), λ1 = 1, Λi,µ =

√
β

Nr2(1 + ρ)

1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai .

Therefore, this machine captures correlations between the
two classes of neurons and, under the supervised learning
protocol chosen here, these are recast into empirical av-
erages over examples. In particular, the hidden-layer size
can be interpreted as a measure of the model flexibility:
a larger K allows for a larger number of degrees of free-
dom and for a finer inference, yet too large a flexibility
can imply overfitting phenomena which in our framework
are naturally recast as the emergence of a pure spin-glass
phase. According to the phase diagram in Fig. 1a, the
maximum flexibility allowed is Kc = αc(ρ)N ; this esti-
mate is successfully checked in Fig. 2c.

Up to now, we proved that, when dealing with a ran-
dom, structureless dataset, the HNN with supervised Heb-
bian rule and the RBM trained under a grandmother-cell
scheme are equivalent, and that parameters that emerge
naturally in a statistical mechanics framework can be re-
lated to standard quantifiers in a machine learning con-
text. More challenging datasets can also be treated as
long as the intrinsic structure is properly encoded in the
system as we are going to explain. Let us denote with
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Fig. 3: Evidence of RSB in structured datasets. Upper Plots:
we compare the empirical overlap distribution P(q) obtained
for the random (panel a), the MNIST (panel b), and the
fashion-MNIST (panel c) datasets; three different item sizes
are also considered, see the legend. From left to right, we
move from a RS scenario where P(q) exhibits two peaks that
get sharper as the item size increases, to a RSB scenario
where P(q) is bimodal but with increasing broadness as the
item size increases. Lower plots: we report the violation of
the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities (GG1, GG2) and the viola-
tion of self-averaging SA as obtained for the random (panel
d), the MNIST (panel e) and the fashion-MNIST (panel f)
datasets. Again from left to right we move from a replica-
symmetric scenario where the self-averaging relations hold and
the Ghirlanda-Guerra relations (corresponding to trivial iden-
tities) are fast vanishing, to a picture resembling broken replica
symmetry, where self-averaging does not hold any longer but
the Ghirlanda-Guerra relations are still preserved (this time in
a not trivial manner). See the SM [14] for further explanation.

S = {ζµa}µ=1,...,K
a=1,...,M the sample of examples, where the

change of notation underlines that now, in general, there
is no archetype available hence ζµai can not be obtained by
flipping some pixels in the related archetype as in Eq. 2.
Moreover, in the structureless case, scrolling though the
various examples belonging to the same class, pixels are
all homogeneously subject to a flipping probability, while
in the structured case some pixels turn out to be more per-
sistent than others. This recalls the difference between er-
godic and glassy configurations in spin models. In particu-
lar, glassy configurations are characterized by peculiar sta-
tistical properties (e.g., lack of self-averaging) which are in
turn related to a ultrametric organization. The existence
of an analogous organization for dataset items may suggest
effective strategies for their processing of a learning ma-
chine. In Fig. 7 we show some evidence in this sense: the
distribution of item overlaps – mirrorring replica overlaps
in spin systems – resembles the Parisi distribution [22],
further (as deepened in the SM [14]) Ghirlanda-Guerra
identities [23] are numerically shown to hold.
In the light of this result we extend the previous
grandmother-cell scheme: We pre-treat each sub-sample
Sµ = {ζµa}a=1,...,M to assess its intrinsic structure (e.g.,
by principal component analysis), whence we determine
Kµ disjoint and exhaustive sub-groups {S`µ}`=1,...,Kµ and

z = W ⋅ σ

σ

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

π = softmax(Γ ⋅ z2)

Fig. 4: Schematic representation of a three-layer RBM for the
MNIST dataset based on RSB hierarchy. From left to right:
visible layer σ ∈ [−1,+1]N receiving digits to be classified (raw
data); hidden layer z ∈ RK where each node corresponds to a
pseudo archetype as sketched (1-RSB effective representation);
softmax layer π ∈ [0,+1]K for classification (RS effective rep-
resentation).

we allocate as many hidden neurons for each class, the
overall size of the hidden layer therefore reads as K̂ =∑K
µ=1Kµ. The weight matrix W ∈ RK̂×N is deter-

mined by averaging over instances assigned to each sub-
group S`µ for ` = 1, ...,K. Classification is finally per-
formed over this hidden layer by an additional softmax
layer π = softmax[Γ · (W · σ)2] ∈ [0, 1]K , where Γ can
again be determined by simple, algebraic operations over
the training set, see Fig. 4 and the SM [14]. The ratio-
nale underlying this scheme is that we want to achieve a
“simplified” representation of data that can be supplied
to the classifier: each sub-sample in the structureless case
displays a RS representation that allows for an identifi-
cation between the class and the archetype and therefore
to a direct classification; conversely, in the MNIST and
in the fashion-MNIST datasets each sub-sample exhibits
an intrinsic organization, much as like there were several
(pseudo) archetypes for each class in such a way that we
need (at least) one extra layer to lift them before classify-
ing them. This procedure can be iterated so to establish
a connection between more and more abstract representa-
tions in deep learning layers and more and more general
representations in RSB steps, hence moving from the leafs
(items) toward the common ancestor (archetype).
The machine obtained in this way has been tested over the
two benchmark datasets obtaining an accuracy of about
95% for MNIST and 84% for fashion-MNIST, to be com-
pared with, respectively, 75% and 63% obtained for the
simple (RS) machine, see Fig. S6-S7 in the SM [14].
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Introduction. – In this Supplementary Material we discuss in details the analytical and computational techniques
underlying the results presented in the main text.
In particular, in Sec. we inspect the trade-off between the dataset quality and the dataset size from a probabilistic
perspective. Then, Secs. and are dedicated to the analysis of the Hopfield network (HN) equipped with the Hebbian
learning rule (bio-inspired computing): in the former we revise the signal-to-noise approach, while in the latter we
detail the statistical mechanics approach. Next, Secs. and deal with Restricted Boltzmann machines (RBMs, artificial
computing): in the former we prove that the scaling laws for a successful learning by the HN hold also for the RBM,
while in the latter we discuss why and how these two (apparently distant) learning schemes can be related, tackling
their equivalence from Jayne’s maximum-entropy perspective [1]. The last Sec. extends the treatment to include
structured datasets like the MNIST and the fashion-MNIST [2,3].
Before starting, it is useful to recall the basic definitions concerning the random dataset and the HN cost functions
implementing the unsupervised and the supervised Hebbian learning.

Definition 1. The archetype dataset is made of K binary vectors of length N , denoted as ξµ = (ξµ1 , ..., ξ
µ
N ), for

µ = 1, ...,K, whose entries are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables

P(ξµi = +1) = P(ξµi = −1) =
1

2
, (1)

for any i = 1, ..., N and µ = 1, ...,K.
The dataset available to the machine, denoted as S := {ηµa}a=1,...,M

µ=1,...,K , is made of M corrupted examples of each
archetype: ηµa is the a-th example of the µ-th archetype and its entries are defined as

ηµai = χµai ξµi (2)

where χµai is a binary random variable drawn as

P(χµai = ±1) =
1± r

2
, r ∈ (0, 1] (3)

for any i = 1, ..., N , µ = 1, ...,K, and a = 1, ...,M .
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Definition 2. The averaging with respect to ξµ and χµa are

Eξµf(ξµ) :=

∫ N∏
i=1

{
dξµi
2

[δ(ξµi − 1) + δ(ξµi + 1)]

}
f(ξµ), (4)

Eχµf(χµ) :=

∫ N,M∏
i,a=1

{
dχµai

2
[(1 + r)δ(χµai − 1) + (1− r)δ(χµai + 1)]

}
f(χµ), (5)

Eξ :=

K∏
µ=1

Eξµ , Eχ :=

K∏
µ=1

Eχµ , (6)

where f is a generic function.

Definition 3. The Hamiltonian of the unsupervised Hopfield model is defined as

HHN,unsup(σ|S) := − N

2MR

K∑
µ=1

M∑
a=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

ηµai σi

)2

, (7)

while the Hamiltonian of the supervised Hopfield model is defined as

HHN,sup(σ|S) := − N

2R

K∑
µ=1

 1

NM

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai σi

2

(8)

where σi ∈ {−1,+1} for i = 1, · · · , N is a binary neuron (i.e., an Ising spin) and R := r2 + 1−r2
M is a normalization

factor.

Remark 1. In the physical model under investigation self-interaction terms are excluded, that is, a neuron σi interacts
with any other neuron σk with k 6= i. This should be accounted for in (7) and (8) by inserting a corrective contribution
that neutralizes diagonal terms, however, since this contribution is constant, here it is neglected in order to retain the
notation simple.

Dataset quality and quantity trade-off. – In this section we analyse the supervised and the unsupervised
settings, looking for a trade-off between the dataset sizeM and the dataset quality r by simple probabilitistic arguments
based on the

Theorem 1. (Hoeffding’s inequality for bounded random variables) Let X1, ..., XN be independent r.v. such that
Xi ∈ [mi,Mi], with −∞ < mi ≤Mi < +∞, ∀i = 1, ..., N . Then, ∀t ≥ 0

P

(
N∑
i=1

(Xi − EXi) ≥ t

)
≤ exp

(
− 2t2∑N

i=1(Mi −mi)2

)
. (9)

Let us for first focus on supervised learning, where we have an a priori knowledge of the mapM : {1, . . . ,K×M} →
{1, . . . ,K} that assigns to each example ηµa,∀a = 1, . . . ,K×M the related archetype ξµ, µ = 1, . . . ,K. For simplicity,
let us assume that each sample {ηµa}a=1,...,M has the same cardinality M independent of µ.

We recall that the examples are generated according to (2) where χµai ∈ {−1,+1} is a binary random variable,
whose value determines whether the i-th pixel of the a-th example of the µ-th archetype shall be flipped or not, and
it is drawn from (3). Now, the data available can be combined by a majority rule and the probability for a correct
prediction on ξµi is

P

(
M∑
a=1

χµai > 0

)
≥ 1− ε ⇒ P

(
M∑
a=1

χµai ≤ 0

)
≤ ε, (10)

for some ε ∈ (0, 1), where in the right-hand side we moved to the complimentary event which allows for a direct
application of Hoeffding’s inequality:

P

(
M∑
a=1

χµai ≤ 0

)
= P

(
−

M∑
a=1

χµai ≥ 0

)
= P

[
−

(
M∑
a=1

χµai − r

)
> Mr

]
(11)

≤ exp

(
−2M2r2

4M

)
= exp

(
−Mr2

2

)
. (12)
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For a correct generalization we therefore ask that

exp

(
−Mr2

2

)
≤ ε⇒M ≥ 2

r2
log

1

ε
(13)

whence we derive the scaling Mr2 ∼ O(1).
For a higher-accuracy estimate of the success probability, in the case M � 1, we can exploit the relation

M∑
a=1

χµai ∼Mr + λ
√
M(1− r2), with λ ∼ N (0, 1). (14)

Then, recalling ρ = 1−r2
Mr2 ,

P
(
Mr + λ

√
M(1− r2) ≥ 0

)
=

1√
2πM(1− r2)

∫ ∞
0

exp

(
− (λ−Mr)2

2M(1− r2)

)
dλ =

1

2

[
1 + erf

(
1√
2ρ

)]
. (15)

Therefore, the probability of correctly reconstructing the pixel of the archetype given the set of examples is

P(ξµ|{ηµa}Ma=1) =
1

2

[
1 + erf

(
1√
2ρ

)]
(16)

and in order for the sample to play a role, i.e., P(ξµ|{ηµa}Ma=1) > 1/2 to guess better than purely random, ρ must be
finite, and so we recover Mr2 ∼ O(1).

As for the unsupervised setting, here the examples are provided without disclosing the class label and a possible
way to clusterize them is by means of the k-means algorithm which allows us to group the K ×M examples into K
classes and to realize a posteriori a map M̃ : {1, . . . ,K ×M} → {1, . . . ,K} under some margin of error.
For simplicity, also in this case, we introduce a constraint on the cardinality of the classes that must be class-
independent and equal to M , so at the end we will obtain K classes including M examples each.
The error margin can be quantified in terms of the fraction mismatched examples.

Once examples have been clusterized, and therefore once each example has been assigned a label µ, we estimate the
archetypes as the centroids of the various classes that are denoted as ξ̂µ for µ = 1, ...,K and obtained by averaging
over the examples assigned to the µ-th class. Let us assume that the algorithm has placed in the first cluster µ = 1,
c ×M examples that actually belong to the first cluster, and (1 − c) ×M examples that would actually belong to
other clusters (without loss of generality these mismatched examples may correspond to the second archetype); the
parameter c ∈ [0, 1] regulates the quantity of examples correctly assigned to the class µ = 1.

The centroid pixels are determined as

ξ̂1
i =

1

M

 cM∑
a=1

χ1a
i ξ

1
i +

(1−c)·M∑
a=1

χ2a
i ξ

2
i

 . (17)

In order to faithfully reproduce the archetype, we would like to have that ξ1
i ξ̂

1
i positive with a high probability and

therefore that, being ε ∈ (0, 1),
cM∑
a=1

χ1a
i +

(1−c)·M∑
a=1

ξ1
i χ

2a
i ξ

2
i ≥ 1− ε (18)

with high probability. We notice that ξ1
i ξ

2
i is still a Rademacher variable and to lighten the notation we replace

it with λi := ξ1
i ξ

2
i , where λi is Rademacher’s. Now, we use Hoeffding’s inequality to estimate the probability

P
(∑cM

a=1 χ
1a
i +

∑(1−c)·M
a=1 χ2a

i λi ≥ 0
)

P

 cM∑
a=1

χ1a
i +

(1−c)M∑
a=1

χ2a
i λi ≤ 0

 = P

− cM∑
a=1

(
χ1a
i − cr

)
−

(1−c)M∑
a=1

λiχ
2a
i ≥ crM


≤ exp

(
− 2c2r2M2

4cM + 4(1− c)M

)
= exp

(
−c

2r2M

2

)
(19)
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Fig. 1: Comparison between signal-to-noise predictions (solid lines) and MC simulations (symbols) for the unsupervised (dark
color, ◦) and the supervised (bright color, �) Hebbian learning in the noiseless β → ∞ limit. More precisely, the theoretical
estimates are obtained by eq. (22) and eq. (23), while the numerical estimates are obtained by fixing a certain number
M of examples and determining the minimal value of the dataset quality r such that the mean overlap between the neural
configuration σ and a chosen archetype, say ξ1, i.e., the magnetization 〈m〉, is (approximately) unitary, the operation is then
repeated for several values of M ranging exponentially from 2 to 212. Note that the theoretical estimates perfectly interpolate
the numerical outcomes.

then,

P

 cM∑
a=1

χ1a
i +

(1−c)·M∑
a=1

ξ1
i χ

2a
i ξ

2
i > 0

 ≥ 1− exp

(
c2r2M

2

)
. (20)

Therefore, we need to ask

1− exp

(
−c

2r2M

2

)
≥ 1− ε =⇒ M ≥ 2

c2r2
log

1

ε
. (21)

Now, by setting c = r we obtain a scaling of the type Mr4 ∼ O(1), on the other hand, if c = 1 we return to the
supervised case in which the rate of cluster contamination (1− c)M takes on a null value.

Signal-to-noise Analysis. – By the signal-to-noise technique we find the conditions for the HN to successfully
generalize from examples, namely to retrieve one of the archetypes although it was never presented to them, in the
noiseless β →∞ limit. The idea is to assume that the network is in a retrieval state of an archetype, say ξ1, evaluate
the internal fields hi(ξ

1) acting on each neuron in such a configuration, and check that the constraints for stability
hi(ξ

1)σi > 0 are all satisfied. The analysis is led in the high-storage regime, where the load α := limN→∞K/N is
finite. Clearly, we expect an interplay between α, M and r as, by raising α we need a large and good-quality dataset
(i.e., large M and r) to disentangle examples, and, for a given load, by reducing r we need a larger M to retain enough
information in the dataset. In fact, as proved in the following subsections and , respectively, the optimal tradeoff in
the unsupervised regime reads as

α

(
1 +

1− r4

Mr4

)
+

1− r2

Mr2
. 1, (22)

while in the supervised regime it reads as

α

(
1 +

1− r2

Mr2

)2

+
1− r2

Mr2
. 1. (23)

Before proceeding, we anticipate that these scalings are in excellent agreement with Monte Carlo (MC) simulations
(see Fig. 1) and obviously in full accordance with the statistical mechanical predictions reported in the Sec. . Moreover,
in the present treatment, the standard signal-to-noise approach is recast into the one-step Hinton’s prescription for
fast MC sampling [4]: the reward in this reformulation of the signal-to-noise technique is that it is predictive also for
those numerical algorithms that, in turn, we implement in the simulations presented in Sec. , see Eq. (134).
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Signal vs Noise Analysis: Unsupervised Hebbian Learning. The unsupervised case has been previously addressed
by signal-to-noise technique in [5] whose results are here recovered and refined, further, the previous investigation is
now reformulated in analogy with Hinton’s one-step MC recipe [4].

Proposition 1. In the unsupervised setting, the condition determining if the HN (7) successfully retrieves one of the
archetypes is

1√
2
[
α
(
1 + 1−r4

r4M

)
+ 1−r2

Mr2

] > θ (24)

where θ ∈ R+ is a tolerance level, erf(θ) representing a lower-bound for the overlap between the neural configuration
and the retrieved archetype (we omit plots in this case as the results are qualitatively the same as those already reported
in [5]).

Proof. First we recall the unnormalized log-density of the model:

− βHHN, unsup(σ|η) =
βN

2M

K,M∑
µ,a=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

ηµai σi

)2

=
β

2NM

K∑
µ=1

N,N∑
i,j=1

M∑
a=1

ηµai ηµaj σiσj =
1

2

N∑
k=1

hk(σ)σk (25)

where

hk(σ) :=
β

NM

K∑
µ=1

N∑
i 6=k

M∑
a=1

ηµai ηµak σi (26)

is the internal field acting on σk.
The discrete time MC dynamics is given by the following update rule

σ
(n+1)
k = σ

(n)
k sign

{
tanh

[
h

(n)
k (σ(n))σ

(n)
k

]
+ ζ

(n)
k

}
, ζ

(n)
k ∼ U(−1,+1). (27)

where n ∈ N, k = 1, . . . , N and U(−1, 1) is the uniform probability density in the interval (−1,+1).
By performing the zero fast-noise limit β →∞, equation (27) becomes

σ
(n+1)
k = σ

(n)
k sign

(
h

(n)
k (σ(n))σ

(n)
k

)
. (28)

Since we want to study the stability of the archetype retrieval, we set as the initial configuration for the MC dynamics

σ
(1)
k = ξ1

k for k = 1, ..., N . The one-step MC approximation for the magnetization is then

m
(2)
1 =

1

N

N∑
k=1

ξ1
kσ

(2)
k =

1

N

N∑
k=1

sign
(
h

(1)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k

)
(29)

and, if N � 1, by the central limit theorem, equation (29) can be approximated as

m
(2)
1 ≈

N�1

∫
dz√
2π

exp

(
−z

2

2

)
sign

(
µ1 + z

√
µ2 − µ2

1

)
= erf

(
µ1√

2(µ2 − µ2
1)

)
, (30)

where we posed

µ1 := EξEχ
[
h

(n)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k

]
, (31)

µ2 := EξEχ
[
h

(n)
k (ξ1)2

]
. (32)

First, we calculate µ1:

µ1 =
β

NM
EξEχ

 K∑
µ=1

M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµkχ
µa
k ξµi χ

µa
i ξ1

i ξ
1
k

 =
β

NM
EξEχ

 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµai +

M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1a
i

 . (33)

Exploiting the fact that, by construction, archetypes are orthogonal in the average, that is Eξ[ξµi ξ
µ
k ] = 0 for any i 6= k

EξEχ

 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµai

 = 0, (34)
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and, recalling (3),

EξEχ

 M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1a
i

 = (N − 1)Mr2, (35)

we get

µ1 =
β

N
(N − 1)r2 ≈

N�1
µ1 = βr2. (36)

Then, we calculate µ2:

µ2 = EξEχ
[
hk(ξ1)2

]
=

β2

N2M2
EξEχ


 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a=1

N∑
i6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµai +

M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1a
i

2
 = (37)

=
β2

R2N2M4
EξEχ


 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a=1

N∑
i6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµai

2

+

 M∑
a=1

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1a
i

2
 . (38)

For the sake of simplicity we pose A :=
(∑K

µ>1

∑M
a=1

∑N
i 6=k ξ

µ
k ξ

µ
i χ

µa
k χµai

)2

and B :=
(∑M

a=1

∑N
i 6=k χ

1a
k χ

1a
i

)2

such that

µ2 =
β2

N2M2
(EξEχ [A] + EξEχ [B]) . (39)

After minimal manipulations we can write these terms as

EξEχ [A] = EξEχ

∑
µ>1

∑
a,b

∑
i6=k

χµak χµai χµbk χ
µb
i

 , (40)

EξEχ [B] = EξEχ

 M∑
a,b

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1a
i χ

1b
k χ

1b
i

+ EξEχ

 M∑
a,b

N∑
i,j 6=k

λijχ
1a
k χ

1a
i χ

1b
k χ

1b
j

 , (41)

where λij := 1− δij . By merging the results in (40) and (41) we get

EξEχ [A] + EξEχ [B] = EξEχ

∑
µ=1

∑
a,b

∑
i 6=k

χµak χµai χµbk χ
µb
i

+ EξEχ

 M∑
a,b

N∑
i,j 6=k

λijχ
1a
k χ

1a
i χ

1b
k χ

1b
j

 = (42)

= K(N − 1)
[
M + r4M(M − 1)

]
+ (N − 1)(N − 2)

[
r2M + r4M(M − 1)

]
(43)

≈
N�1

KNr4M2

(
1 +

1− r4

r4M

)
+N2r4M2

(
1 +

1− r2

r2M

)
(44)

and, by direct substitution of (44) into (39), we get

µ2 ≈
N�1

β2r4

[
α

(
1 +

1− r4

r4M

)
+ 1 +

1− r2

r2M

]
. (45)

Finally, by plugging equations (36) and (45) into the expression of the magnetization (30), we get

m
(2)
1 ≈

N�1
erf

 1√
2
[
α
(
1 + 1−r4

r4M

)
+ 1−r2

Mr2

]
 (46)

and, by requiring that this one-step MC magnetization is larger than erf(θ) we recover Eq. (24).

Signal vs Noise Analysis: Supervised Hebbian learning. We now repeat analogous passages for the supervised
setting that lead to
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Fig. 2: Signal-to-Noise analysis. Left panel: Contour plot for the one-step-MC magnetization m(2) defined in (53) and evaluated
by MC simulations, run at different values of α and ρ; the solid line corresponds to the curve α (1 + ρ)2 + ρ = 1 obtained by
eq. (47) by setting as tolerance level θ = 1√

2
. Right panel: Contour plot for the one-step-MC magnetization m(2) defined

in (53) and evaluated by MC simulations, run at different values of r and M (notice the log-scale); the solid lines are again
obtained by eq. (47) but now plotted as a function of (r, log2M) and we see that, as the quality |r| reaches zero, more and more
examples are needed to ensure the retrieval of the archetype. The colormap on the right is shared by the two panels.

Proposition 2. In the supervised setting, the condition determining if the HN (8) successfully retrieves one of the
archetypes is

1√
2α (1 + ρ)

2
+ 2ρ

> θ (47)

where θ ∈ R+ is a tolerance level, erf(θ) representing a lower-bound for the overlap between the neural configuration
and the retrieved archetype (for instance, the case θ = 1/

√
2 is shown in Fig. 2).

Proof. First we recall the unnormalized log-density of the model:

− βHHN, sup(σ|η) =
βN

2R

K∑
µ=1

 1

NM

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai σi

2

=
β

2RNM2

K∑
µ=1

N∑
i,j=1

M∑
a,b=1

ηµai ηµbj σiσj =
1

2

N∑
k=1

hk(σ)σk (48)

where

hk(σ) :=
β

RNM2

K∑
µ=1

N∑
i 6=k

M∑
a,b=1

ηµai ηµbk σi (49)

is the internal field acting on σk.
The discrete-time MC dynamics is given by the following update rule

σ
(n+1)
k = σ

(n)
k sign

{
tanh

[
h

(n)
k (σ(n))σ

(n)
k

]
+ ζ

(n)
k

}
, ζ

(n)
k ∼ U(−1,+1), (50)

where n ∈ N and k = 1, . . . , N . By performing the low temperature limit β →∞ equation (50) becomes

σ
(n+1)
k = σ

(n)
k sign

(
h

(n)
k (σ(n))σ

(n)
k

)
. (51)

We want to study the stability of the archetype retrieval thus we set as an initial configuration for the MC dynamics

σ
(1)
k = ξ1

k; the one-step MC approximation for the magnetization is then

m
(2)
1 =

1

N

N∑
k=1

ξ1
kσ

(2)
k =

1

N

N∑
k=1

sign
(
h

(1)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k

)
. (52)

If N � 1, by the central limit theorem, equation (52) can be approximated as follows

m
(2)
1 ≈

N�1

∫
dz√
2π

exp

(
−z

2

2

)
sign

(
µ1 + z

√
µ2 − µ2

1

)
= erf

(
µ1√

2(µ2 − µ2
1)

)
(53)
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where we posed

µ1 := EξEχ
[
h

(n)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k

]
, (54)

µ2 := EξEχ
[
h

(n)
k (ξ1)2

]
. (55)

First, we calculate µ1:

µ1 =
β

RNM2
EξEχ

 K∑
µ=1

N∑
i6=k

M∑
a,b=1

ξµkχ
µa
k ξµi χ

µb
i ξ

1
i ξ

1
k

 =
β

RNM2
EξEχ

 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a,b=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµbi +

M∑
a,b

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1b
i

 .
(56)

Exploiting the fact that, by construction, archetypes are orthogonal in the average, that is Eξ[ξµi ξ
µ
k ] = 0 for any i 6= k,

EξEχ

 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a,b=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµbi

 = 0, (57)

and recalling (3)

EξEχ

∑
a,b

∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1b
i

 = (N − 1)M2r2, (58)

we get

µ1 =
β

(1 + ρ)N
(N − 1) ≈

N�1
µ1 =

β

(1 + ρ)
. (59)

Then, we calculate µ2:

µ2 = EξEχ
[
hk(ξ1)2

]
=

β2

R2N2M4
EξEχ


 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a,b=1

N∑
i6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµbi +

M∑
a,b

N∑
i 6=k

χ1a
k χ

1b
i

2
 = (60)

=
β2

R2N2M4
EξEχ


 K∑
µ>1

M∑
a,b=1

N∑
i 6=k

ξµk ξ
µ
i χ

µa
k χµbi

2

+

 M∑
a,b

N∑
i6=k

χ1a
k χ

1b
i

2
 . (61)

For the sake of simplicity we pose A :=
(∑K

µ>1

∑M
a,b=1

∑N
i 6=k ξ

µ
k ξ

µ
i χ

µa
k χµbi

)2

and B :=
(∑M

a,b

∑N
i6=k χ

1a
k χ

1b
i

)2

such that

µ2 =
β2

R2N2M4
(EξEχ [A] + EξEχ [B]) . (62)

After minimal manipulations we can write these terms as

EξEχ [A] = EξEχ

∑
µ>1

∑
a,b,c,d

∑
i 6=k

χµak χµbi χ
µc
k χ

µd
i

 , (63)

EξEχ [B] = EξEχ

 M∑
a,b,c,d

N∑
i6=k

χ1a
k χ

1b
i χ

1c
k χ

1d
i

+ EξEχ

 M∑
a,b,c,d

N∑
i,j 6=k

λijχ
1a
k χ

1b
i χ

1c
k χ

1d
j

 , (64)

where λij := 1− δij . By merging the results in (63) and (64) we get

EξEχ [A] + EξEχ [B] = EξEχ

∑
µ=1

∑
a,b,c,d,

∑
i 6=k

χµak χµbi χ
µc
k χ

µd
i

+ EξEχ

 M∑
a,b,c,d

N∑
i,j 6=k

λijχ
1a
k χ

1b
i χ

1c
k χ

1d
j

 = (65)

= K(N − 1)M4r4 (1 + ρ)
2

+ (N − 1)(N − 2)M4r4 (1 + ρ)

≈
N�1

KNM4r4 (1 + ρ)
2

+N2M4r4 (1 + ρ) . (66)
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By direct substitution of (66) into (62) we obtain

µ2 ≈
N�1

β2

(
α+

1

1 + ρ

)
. (67)

Finally, by plugging equations (59) and (67) into the expression of the magnetization (53) we get

m
(2)
1 ≈

N�1
erf

 1√
2α (1 + ρ)

2
+ 2ρ

 , (68)

and, by requiring that this one-step MC magnetization is larger than erf(θ) we recover Eq. (47).

Remark 2. Recalling Eq. (53), one can see that setting θ = 1√
2

in (47) corresponds to the condition

EξEχ
[
h

(n)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k

]
>

√
Var(h

(n)
k (ξ1)ξ1

k), that is the standard condition used in signal-to-noise analysis; this is also

depicted in Fig. 2

Statistical mechanics of Supervised Hebbian Learning. – Here we follow a standard route in glassy
statistical-mechanics [6]: first, we outline the control parameters of the system (i.e., α, β, ρ), introduce the parti-
tion function ZHN

β (S) and quenched free-energy fα,β,ρ related to the cost function (8), as well as the order parameters
necessary to describe the macroscopic behaviour of the system. Then, we achieve an explicit expression of the quenched
free-energy in terms of these parameters: this will be accomplished in the replica symmetric (RS) regime, namely under
the assumption that the order parameters do not fluctuate in the thermodynamic limit. Finally, we extremize the
free energy w.r.t. the order parameters to force the thermodynamic requirements of minimum energy and maximum
entropy. This extremization returns a set of self-consistent equations for the evolution of the order parameters in the
space of the control parameters whose inspection allows us to draw a phase diagram for the network and thus to obtain
an exhaustive characterization of its emergent information-processing skills.
We will address this investigation in a mathematical rigorous way, by relying on the generalized Guerra’s interpolation
scheme [7–9], rather than pseudo-heuristic tools like replica-trick: the basic idea of this approach is to introduce a
suitable functional that interpolates between the original model and a series of simpler (and solvable) models and then
to solve for these simpler models and propagate the solution back to the other extremum of the interpolation, namely
the model under study.
The statistical mechanical treatment of the unsupervised HN (7) has been already addressed in [5] hence here we will
just focus on the supervised case (8) and we can drop the superscript “sup” without ambiguity.

Definition 4. The control parameters that tune the performance of the HN implementing a supervised Hebbian learning
(8) are

• the network storage α := limN→∞
K
N , that is, the ratio between the number K of archetypes that we aim to retrieve

and the number N of neurons employed for this task,

• the inverse noise β := T−1 tuning the stochasticity in the network dynamics,

• the dataset entropy1 ρ := 1−r2
Mr2 , that is the amount of information needed to describe the archetype set {ξµ}µ=1,...,K

given the sample S.

Definition 5. The partition function of the supervised HN (8) is defined as

ZHN

β (S) :=

2N∑
{σ}

exp [−βHHN(σ|S)] =

2N∑
{σ}

exp

βN
2R

K∑
µ=1

 1

NM

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai σi

2
 (69)

and the related quenched free-energy is defined as

fα,β,ρ := − 1

βN
EξEχ

[
logZHN

β (S)
]

(70)

where the average EξEχ is specified in Definition (2).

1Strictly speaking, ρ is not an entropy, yet here we allow ourselves for this slight abuse of language because, as discussed in the main
text, the conditional entropy H(ξµi |η

µ
i ) is a monotonically increasing function of ρ.
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Definition 6. The order parameters required to describe the performance of the HN implementing a supervised Hebbian
learning (8) are

• the archetype magnetization m := 1
N

∑N
i=1 ξ

1
i σi,

• the mean example magnetization n := r
R

1
NM

∑N,M
i,a=1 η

1a
i σi,

• the two-replica overlap for the Ising neurons qab := 1
N

∑N
i=1 σ

(a)
i σ

(b)
i ,

• the two-replica overlap for the Gaussian neurons (vide infra) pab := 1
K−1

∑K
µ=2 z

(a)
µ z

(b)
µ .

Notice that m and n are referred to the first archetype without loss of generality.
Further, being x the generic order parameter, we denote with 〈x〉 its expectation under the Boltzmann-Gibbs measure
Pβ(σ|S) = [ZHN

β (S)]−1 exp [−βHHN(σ|S)].

Proposition 3. The integral representation of the partition function of the HN implementing supervised Hebbian
learning (8) reads as

ZHN

β (λ,η1) =
∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

[
−

K∑
µ=2

z2
µ

2
+

√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi zµσi +
βN

2
n2(1 + ρ)

]
, (71)

where λ = {λµi }
µ=1,...,K
i=1,...,N represent i.i.d standard-Gaussian random fields.

Proof. First, we split the Hamiltonian HHN(σ|S) into two contributions: one containing the terms related to examples
with label µ = 1 (playing as a “signal”) and the other containing the terms related to examples with labels µ 6= 1
(playing as slow noise). Then, exploiting the relation

∫
dz exp(−z2/2 + Az) =

√
2π exp(A2/2), we linearise the noise

terms inside (69) obtaining

ZHN

β (S) =
∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

− K∑
µ=2

z2
µ

2
+

√
β

NR
1

M

K∑
µ=2

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai σizµ +
βN

2R

 1

NM

N,M∑
i,a=1

η1a
i σi

2
 , (72)

and, recalling Definition (6), we rewrite the signal contribution, namely

ZHN

β (S) =
∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

− K∑
µ=2

z2
µ

2
+

√
β

NR
1

M

K∑
µ=2

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai σizµ +
βN

2
(1 + ρ)n2

 . (73)

We now handle the noise contribution trying to make it analytically more treatable: from (73) we extract the noise
contribution, namely

1

M

√
β

NR

K∑
µ=2

N,M∑
i,a=1

ηµai zµσi =

√
β

NR

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

(
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai

)
zµσi (74)

and we see that the random field acting on the pairs σizµ is 1
M

∑M
a=1 η

µa
i , hence, in the large dataset scenario M � 1,

this random field can be replaced by a Gaussian-distributed random field with the same mean and variance that turn
out to be, respectively,

EχEξ
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai =
1

M

M∑
a=1

Eξξµi Eχχ
µa
i = 0 (75)

EχEξ

(
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai

)2

=EχEξ

(
1

M

M∑
a=1

χµai ξµi

)2

=

=Eχ

(
1

M

M∑
a=1

χµai

)2

=

=
1

M2
Eχ

 M∑
a=1

(χµai )
2

+

M,M∑
a6=b=1

χµai χµbi

 =

=
1

M2

[
M +M(M − 1)r2

]
= r2 +

1− r2

M
= R.

(76)
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Therefore, the noise term in the free energy can be replaced by√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi zµσi with λµi ∼ N (0, 1) (77)

recovering eq. (71).

Remark 3. The partition function ZHN

β (S) given in (73) can be seen as the partition function of a two-species spin-

glass model, where one species is made of binary spins σ ∈ {−1,+1}N and the other species is made of Gaussian

spins z ∼ N (0, 1)K−1; spins of different nature interact pairwisely by a random coupling given by
√

β
N λ

µ
i , binary spins

interact pairwisely by a Hebbian-like coupling β
2R η̄

1
i η̄

1
j ; interactions between real spins are absent.

Remark 4. The previous proposition is consistent with the universality of the quenched noise proved for the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick spin-glasses [10] and extended to bipartite spin-glasses and neural networks [11, 12]. Re-
markably, it allows us to substitute the digital i.i.d. entries that contribute to the slow noise with Gaussian random
variables and this, in turn, allows us to apply the Wick-Isserlis theorem to analytically treat the expression of the
quenched free-energy.

As a result of the previous proposition we can recast the quenched free-energy (70) as

fα,β,ρ := − 1

βN
E log

∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

[
−

K∑
µ=2

z2
µ

2
+

√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi zµσi +
βN

2
n2(1 + ρ)

] (78)

where the operator E := Eχ1Eξ1Eλ is defined by Definition (2) and by

Eλf(λ) :=

∫ M∏
a=1

N∏
i=1

{
dλµi√

2π
exp

[
− (λµi )

2

2

]}
f(λ), (79)

where f is a generic function.
We are now ready to introduce the Guerra functional that will guide us toward the solution of the model. In a

nutshell, the idea is that the Guerra functional interpolates between two extrema: one corresponds to the original
model (and the functional coincides with the model free-energy), the other corresponds to a solvable model (and the
functional coincides with the free-energy of a one-body model); therefore, one can solve for the Guerra functional in
this second extremum and then propagate the solution back to the original model via the fundamental theorem of
calculus. We start this journey by giving the following

Definition 7. The Guerra interpolating functional Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) is defined as:

Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) = − 1

βN
E log

{∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

[
− 1− (1− t)β(1− 〈q〉)

2

K∑
µ=2

z2
µ +
√
t

√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi zµσi+

+t
βN

2
n2(1 + ρ) + β〈n〉(1 + ρ) (1− t)Nn+

√
αβ〈p〉 (1− t)

N∑
i=1

θiσi +
√
β〈q〉 (1− t)

K∑
µ=2

ψµzµ − JmβNm
]} (80)

where t ∈ [0, 1] is the interpolation parameter, Jm is an auxiliary field coupled to the Mattis magnetization of the
archetype, the operator E is defined as

E := Eχ1Eξ1EλEθEψ (81)

with

Eθf(θ) :=

∫ K∏
µ=2

{
dθµ√

2π
exp

[
−θ2

µ/2
]}

f(θ), (82)

Eψf(ψ) :=

∫ N∏
i=1

{
dψi√

2π
exp

[
−ψ2

i /2
]}

f(ψ), (83)

and the brackets 〈·〉 represent the Boltzmann-Gibbs measure, as further specified in Definitions (8)-(9).
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Remark 5. By setting t = 1 and Jm = 0 in Guerra’s functional, we recover immediately the correct expression for
the free energy of the model (78): Gα,β,ρ(t = 1, Jm = 0) = fα,β,ρ. On the other hand, by setting t = 0 we end up with
a one-body system that is exactly solvable. The fictitious field yielded by Jm will allow us to determine the expectation

of the magnetization by deriving the free energy, namely, 〈m〉 =
dGα,β,ρ(t=1,Jm)

dJm

∣∣∣
Jm=0

.

Definition 8. The functional (80) yields an interpolating Boltzmann-Gibbs measure under which the expectation of
the generic function f(σ, z) reads as

〈f(σ, z)〉t :=

∑
{σ}
∫ ∏K

µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
f(σ, z) · exp [B(σ, z)]∑

{σ}
∫ ∏K

µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp [B(σ, z)]

(84)

where B(σ, z) is the generalized Boltzmann-Gibbs weight given by

B(σ, z) :=− 1− (1− t)β(1− 〈q〉)
2

K∑
µ=2

z2
µ +
√
t

√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi zµσi+

+ t
βN

2
n2(1 + ρ) + β〈n〉(1 + ρ) (1− t)Nn+

√
αβ〈p〉 (1− t)

N∑
i=1

θiσi +
√
β〈q〉 (1− t)

K∑
µ=2

ψµzµ − JmβNm.

Definition 9. Theoretical setting (Replica Symmetric Ansatz): In the replica-symmetric framework we assume
that, in the thermodynamic limit N →∞, the following variance and covariance

∆
[
n2

1

]
:= E

〈
(n− 〈n〉)2

〉
t

= E
〈
n2
〉
t

+ 2〈n〉E 〈n〉t + 〈n〉2 (85)

∆ [q12p12] := E 〈(q12 − 〈q〉) (p12 − 〈p〉)〉t = E 〈q12p12〉t − 〈q〉E 〈p12〉t − 〈p〉E 〈q12〉t + 〈p〉〈q〉 (86)

go to 0, namely limN→∞∆
[
n2

1

]
= 0 and limN→∞∆ [q12p12] = 0. Which implies

lim
N→∞

〈n〉t = 〈n〉, (87)

lim
N→∞

〈q12〉t = 〈q〉, (88)

lim
N→∞

〈p12〉t = 〈p〉. (89)

As we want to calculate the free energy (i.e., Guerra’s functional at t = 1) by evaluating Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) and then
propagating it to t = 1, a technical aspect we need to preliminary address is the t−derivative, or the streaming, of
Guerra’s interpolating functional and this is achieved in the next

Lemma 1. The streaming equation for Guerra’s functional Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) is

d

dt
Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) =

〈n〉2

2
(1 + ρ) +

α

2
〈p〉(1− 〈q〉) + ∆ [q12p12]− 1

2
∆
[
n2
]
. (90)

Proof. By a direct evaluation

d

dt
Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) =

1

βN
E

(
β (1− 〈q〉)

2

K∑
µ=2

〈z2
µ〉t −

1

2
√
t

√
β

N

K∑
µ=2

N∑
i=1

λµi 〈zµσi〉t + (91)

− βN(1 + ρ)

2
〈n2〉t + β〈n〉(1 + ρ)N〈n〉t +

√
βα〈p〉

2
√

1− t

N∑
i=1

θi〈σi〉t +

√
β〈q〉

2
√

1− t

K∑
µ=2

ψµ〈zµ〉t

)
,

Now, we can introduce the order parameters in the above expression, obtaining

d

dt
Gα,β,ρ(t, Jm) = E

(
βα (1− 〈q〉)

2
〈p11〉t −

αβ

2
(〈p11〉t − 〈p12q12〉t) + (92)

− 1 + ρ

2

〈
n2
〉
t

+ (1 + ρ)〈n〉 〈n〉t +
βα〈p〉

2
(1− 〈q12〉t) +

βα〈q〉
2

K∑
µ=2

(〈p11〉t − 〈p12〉t)

)
.

By expressing in terms of mean values, variances and covariances all the correlation functions contained in the above
expression and by forcing all the ∆’s to go to 0 in the thermodynamic limit (i.e., by assuming the RS ansatz), we
obtain (90).
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We are now ready to state the main

Theorem 2. The replica symmetric free-energy of the HN implementing the supervised Hebbian learning (8), in the
infinite volume limit N → ∞ and large dataset scenario M � 1, can be expressed in terms of control and order
parameters as

fα,β,ρ =
α

2β
log [1− β (1− 〈q〉)]− α

2

〈q〉
1− β (1− 〈q〉)

+
〈n〉2

2
(1 + ρ) +

α

2
〈p〉(1− 〈q〉)

− 1

β
log 2− 1

β
EχEθ log cosh

(
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa − Jmβ +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)∣∣∣∣∣
Jm=0

.

(93)

Proof. Via the fundamental theorem of calculus we write

fα,β,ρ(Jm) = Gα,β,ρ(t = 1, Jm) = Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) +

∫ 1

0

dt′
dGα,β,ρ
dt

(t′, Jm) (94)

so that we are left with the evaluation of two terms, the Cauchy datum Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm), that can be faced by direct
calculation, and the integral of the streaming of Guerra’s functional, that was provided in Lemma 1. It will be in this
last computation that the RS assumption will allow us to obtain an explicit expression for the free energy in terms of
the order parameters and thus solve for the model, as shown hereafter.
We start by evaluating Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm):

Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) = − 1

βN
E log

{∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=2

(
dzµ√

2π

)
exp

[
− 1− β (1− 〈q〉)

2

K∑
µ=2

z2
µ +

√
β〈q〉

K∑
µ=2

ψµzµ

+
β〈n〉
rM

N,M∑
i,a=1

ξ1
i χ

1a
i σi +

√
αβ〈p〉

N∑
i=1

θiσi − Jmβ
N∑
i=1

ξ1
i σi

]}
, (95)

as this is a trivial one-body problem (i.e., its probability structure is completely factorized), we immediately can write

Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) = − 1

βN

K∑
µ=2

E log
{∫ ( dzµ√

2π

)
exp

[
− 1− β (1− 〈q〉)

2
z2
µ +

√
β〈q〉ψµzµ

]}

− 1

βN

N∑
i=1

E log
{ ∑
σi=±1

exp
[
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

ξ1
i χ

1a
i σi +

√
αβ〈p〉θiσi − Jmβξ1

i σi

]}
, (96)

hence, by direct evaluation of the Gaussian integral in z and sum in σ, we reach

Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) = −α
β
Eψ log

{ 1√
1− β (1− 〈q〉)

exp

[
β〈q〉ψ2

2 [1− β (1− 〈q〉)]

]}
− 1

β
log 2− 1

β
EχEθ log

{
cosh

[
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa − Jmβ +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

]}
(97)

where the first average can be carried out directly returning

Gα,β,ρ(t = 0, Jm) =
α

2β
log [1− β (1− 〈q〉)]− α

2β

β〈q〉
1− β (1− 〈q〉)

− 1

β
log 2− 1

β
EχEθ log cosh

(
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa − Jmβ +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
. (98)

Now, by using Eq. (90) into the initial scheme (94) we reach

fα,β,ρ(Jm) =
α

2β
log [1− β (1− 〈q〉)]− α

2β

β〈q〉
1− β (1− 〈q〉)

+
〈n〉2

2
(1 + ρ) +

α

2
〈p〉(1− 〈q〉) + ∆ [q12p12]− 1

2
∆
[
n2

1

]
− 1

β
log 2− 1

β
EχEθ log cosh

(
β〈n〉 1

M

M∑
a=1

χa − Jmβ +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
,

(99)

such that, finally, sending N →∞, under the RS assumption, at Jm = 0 we obtain Eq. (93).
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Corollary 1. In the infinite volume limit N → ∞ and large dataset scenario M � 1, the replica-symmetric self-
consistent equations for the evolution of the order parameters of the HN implementing the supervised Hebbian learning
(8) in the space of the tuneable parameters are

〈p〉 =
β〈q〉

[1− β (1− 〈q〉)]2
,

〈n〉 =
1

1 + ρ
EχEθ

1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa tanh

(
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
,

〈q〉 = EχEθ tanh2

(
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
,

〈m〉 = EχEθ tanh

(
β〈n〉 1

Mr

M∑
a=1

χa +
√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
.

(100)

Proof. Let us consider the explicit expression for the quenched free-energy given in (93) and extremize w.r.t. the order
parameters:

∂fα,β,ρ(Jm)

∂〈n1〉
=
∂fα,β,ρ(Jm)

∂〈q〉
=
∂fα,β,ρ(Jm)

∂〈p〉
= 0, (101)

we also pose, by construction,
∂fα,β,ρ(Jm)

∂Jm
= 〈m〉. (102)

With some algebra and by sending Jm → 0, we obtain eqs. (100).

Corollary 2. In the large dataset scenario M � 1, the replica-symmetric self-consistent equations (100) for the HN
(8) implementing the supervised Hebbian learning can be expressed as

〈n〉 =
1

1 + ρ

〈m〉
1− ρ

1+ρβ(1− 〈q〉)
,

〈q〉 = Ez tanh2

[
β〈n〉+ zβ

√
〈n〉2ρ+

α〈q〉
[1− β (1− 〈q〉)]2

]
,

〈m〉 = Ez tanh

[
β〈n〉+ zβ

√
〈n〉2ρ+

α〈q〉
[1− β (1− 〈q〉)]2

]
.

(103)

Proof. Note that, for M � 1, we can write

1

M

M∑
a=1

χa ∼ r + λ

√
1− r2

M
with λ ∼ N (0, 1). (104)

First, let us tackle 〈n1〉 as follows

(1 + ρ)〈n〉 = EλEθ (1 +
√
ρλ) tanh

(
β〈n〉 (1 +

√
ρλ) +

√
αβ〈p〉θ

)
=

= 〈m〉+
√
ρEλEθ∂λ tanh

[
β〈n〉 (1 +

√
ρλ) +

√
αβ〈p〉θ

]
=

= 〈m〉+ β〈n〉ρ(1− 〈q〉) (105)

then we move on to 〈m〉

〈m〉 = EλEθ tanh
[
β〈n〉 (1 +

√
ρλ) +

√
αβ〈p〉θ

]
=

= EλEθ tanh

[
β〈n〉+

√
(β〈n〉)2

ρλ+
√
αβ〈p〉θ

]
=

= Ez tanh

[
β〈n〉+ z

√
(β〈n〉)2

ρ+ αβ〈p〉
]
, (106)

and, analogously for 〈q〉, we obtain (103).
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As a last manipulation we work out explicitly the self-consistencies in the zero fast-noise limit β →∞ as this allows
a characterization of the ground state of the network too; results are provided in the next

Corollary 3. The zero-temperature β → ∞, large dataset scenario M � 1 and infinite volume limit N → ∞ of the
self-consistencies for the order parameters of the Hopfield model implementing the supervised Hebbian learning (8)
read as

〈m〉 = 〈n〉 [1 + ρ(1−∆)] ,

G =

√
2〈n〉2ρ+ 2

α

(1−∆)
2 ,

∆ =
1

G
∂erf

(
〈n〉
G

)
,

〈n〉 =
1

1 + ρ(1−∆)
erf

(
〈n〉
G

)
,

(107)

where

erf(x) :=

∫ x

0

2√
π

exp(−t2) dt,

∂erf(x) :=
2√
π

exp(−x2).

(108)

Proof. Following the strategy already used by AGS (e.g., see [13]) we pose ∆ := β(1− 〈q〉) and we use this definition
in Eq. (103) obtaining

〈n〉 =
1

1 + ρ

〈m〉
1− ρ

1+ρ∆
, (109)

∆ = β

1− Ez tanh2

β〈n〉+ zβ

√√√√〈n〉2ρ+
α
(

1− ∆
β

)
[1−∆]

2


 , (110)

〈m〉 = Ez tanh

β〈n〉+ zβ

√√√√〈n〉2ρ+
α
(

1− ∆
β

)
[1−∆]

2

 . (111)

Then, we add a field βx inside the hyperbolic tangents, as this allows to rewrite ∆ as ∂m(x)
∂x and thus

〈n〉 =
1

1 + ρ

〈m〉
1− ρ

1+ρ∆
, (112)

∆ =
∂m(x)

∂x
, (113)

〈m〉(x) = Ez tanh

βx+ β〈n〉+ zβ

√√√√〈n〉2ρ+
α
(

1− ∆
β

)
[1−∆]

2

 , (114)

such that, by taking the limit β →∞ and afterwards x→ 0, we get (107).

The numerical solution of the self-consistent equations (100) were used to draw the phase diagram presented in
the main text, while here we explicitly show the numerical solution for the magnetization in Fig. 3 a and results
obtained by MC simulations in Fig. 3 b-c, and discuss their consistency. In particular, in Fig. 3 b-c we compare the
outcomes for the estimates of the magnetization 〈m〉 and its derivative ∂〈m〉/∂ρ w.r.t. ρ that plays as a susceptibility
of system performance versus the dataset entropy. Notice that 〈m〉 exhibits a flex at a point ρc that corresponds to
the peak in the susceptibility and this point gets closer and closer to the transition point derived analytically. Further,
by increasing the network size N , peaks in the susceptibility get sharper. Therefore, these sizes can nicely spot the
existence and the location of the phase transition, on the other hand, the first-order nature of the transition is well
evidenced by the numerical solution of self-consistencies, as shown in Fig. 3 a.

p-21



F. Alemanno et al.

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

;

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
hm

i

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

;

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

hm
i

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

;

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

!
@
hm

i
@
;

0.12
0.08
0.04
0.02
0.01

a) b) c)

Fig. 3: Theoretical solution and finite-size scaling by MC simulations. Panel a: numerical solution of the self-consistent equation
(103) for the archetype magnetization versus ρ. Notice that, as expected for first-order transitions, the order parameter exhibits
a first-order singularity and this happens at a value ρc(α, β) that is the one highlighted by vertical lines in panels b and c.
Panel b: expected magnetization for the archetype versus the entropy of the dataset resulting from MC simulations. Panel c:
Susceptibility w.r.t. ρ versus the dataset entropy resulting from MC simulations. For different choices of α, corresponding to
curves of different colors as explained by the legend, we varied the network size N and the network load K from N ×K = 3000
(solid line) to N × K = 14000 (dotted line) and to N × K = 43000 (dashed line); vertical lines represent the transition
points ρc(α, β) as predicted theoretically. Note that, in panel b, the curves exhibit a flex approximately corresponding to the
intersection with the vertical lines and in panel c the curves peak approximately at the intersection with the vertical lines, and
these matches get sharper as the network size is increased. Simulations and numerical solutions are obtained for β = 10.

RBM training. – In this section we briefly address machine learning by one of its classical architecture, that is
the RBM, in order to derive its supervised learning rules and compare their learning skills with those shown by the
HN described in the previous sections, see Fig. 4. For the sake of simplicity here, as standard in machine learning
investigations, we fix β = 1, with no loss of generality as the fast noise can always be re-introduced in the network by
rescaling the couplings. In a statistical-mechanics framework RBMs are nothing but bipartite spin-glasses [14] and,
from this perspective we give the following

Definition 10. We consider a RBM built of two-layers made of, respectively, N binary neurons σi, i ∈ (1, ..., N) and
K real-valued neurons zµ, µ ∈ {1, ...,K} equipped with a standard Gaussian prior and whose Hamiltonian reads as

HRBM(σ, z|W ) = − 1√
N

N,K∑
i,µ=1

Wiµσizµ (115)

where W ∈ RN×K is the matrix of weights among the two layers, while there are no interactions within the same layer
(whence the restriction).

Definition 11. The partition function of the RBM (115) is

ZRBM(W ) =
∑
{σ}

∫ K∏
µ=1

dzµ exp

 N,K∑
i,µ=1

Wiµσizµ

 exp

(
−1

2

K∑
µ=1

z2
µ

)
, (116)

where the factor ∝ e−( 1
2

∑K
µ=1 z

2
µ) is the Gaussian prior for the z neurons. The joint probability density related to the

partition function (116) assumes the following form

P(σ, z|W ) =
1

ZRBM(W )
exp

 N,K∑
i,µ=1

Wiµσizµ −
K∑
µ=1

z2
µ

2

 . (117)

As a learning criterion, we minimize the Kullback-Leibler cross-entropy DKL(Q‖P) between the model distribution
P and the target distribution Q, that is the empirical distribution of the experimental dataset. For the moment
we retain an arbitrary expression for Q, depending on both σ and z, and then we shall discuss specific choices for
unsupervised and supervised protocols. The KL cross-entropy is defined as

DKL(Q‖P) = −
∑
{σ,z}

Q(σ, z) log
P(σ, z|W )

Q(σ, z)
(118)
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Jij = ∑
ν

η̄ν
i η̄

ν
j

σ = (σ1, ⋯, σN)

z = (z1, ⋯, zK)

⋯
Packets of examples :

Fig. 4: Schematic representation of the models investigated in this work. In the upper part of this figure we show the HN
implementing the supervised Hebbian learning discussed in Secs. and . Notice that the coupling between each neuron pair
can be written as the scalar product between the empirical averages of the blocks ηµi = (ηµ1i , ..., ηµMi ). In the lower part of the
figure we show a RBM which is trained according to the grandmother-cell protocol: while the examples pertaining to the first
archetype are presented and the visible neurons are clamped as σ = η1a for a = 1, ...,M , the first hidden neuron is clamped as
active, while the remaining hidden neurons are set quiescent. The same operation is repeated for the other group pf examples.

and its minimization takes place by properly tuning the weights W in order for P(σ, z|W ) to be as “close” as possible
to Q(σ, z). This can be accomplished by the gradient descent method that yields the following iterative rule for W

W
(n+1)
iµ = W

(n)
iµ − ε

dDKL(Q‖P)

dWiµ
, (119)

where ε > 0 is the learning rate.

Definition 12. Given an observable O(σ, z) depending on the variables {σ, z}, we indicate with 〈·〉free the standard
average with respect to the model probability density (117)

〈O〉free :=
∑
{σ,z}

P(σ, z|W )O(σ, z), (120)

and with 〈·〉clamped the average with respect to the empirical probability density Q(σ, z)

〈O〉clamped :=
∑
{σ,z}

Q(σ, z)O(σ, z). (121)

Remark 6. By using the fact that

dDKL(Q‖P)

dWiµ
= 〈zµσi〉free − 〈zµσi〉clamped, (122)

iteration (119) can be written as

W
(n+1)
iµ = W

(n)
iµ + ε (〈zµσi〉clamped − 〈zµσi〉free) . (123)

As for the clamped average, we outline the following training modes:

Definition 13. Supervised setting (grandmother-cell ansatz). Given a training set S := {ηµa}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K gener-

ated according to Definition (1), where for each item we are aware of the label µ, we envisage the following supervised-
learning protocol to clamp the σ’s and the z’s variables: for every new example presented to the network, say ηνa, we

set σ = ηνa and z = z(ν), where z(ν) has entries z
(ν)
µ = δµν . The target distribution therefore reads as

Qsup(σ, z) =
∑
µ,a

δ(ηµa − σ)δ(z(µ) − z) (124)
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and the (batch) clamped-average appearing in the learning rule (123) reads as

〈σizµ〉clamped → 〈σizµ〉σ&z =
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai = η̄µi , (125)

where in the bracket subscript we highlighted that both kinds of degrees of freedom are clamped. Thus, the iterative
scheme (119) turns out to be

Wn+1
i,µ = Wn

i,µ + ε (〈σizµ〉σ&z − 〈σizµ〉free) . (126)

Definition 14. Unsupervised setting. Given a training set S := {ηµa}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K generated according to Definition

(1), where for each item the label µ is not disclosed, we envisage the following unsupervised-learning protocol to clamp
the σ’s variables: for every new example presented to the network, say ηνa, we set σ = ηνa, while the machine is left
free to arrange its hidden degrees of freedom, namely it simply learns the statistical properties of the set of examples.
The target distribution therefore reads as

Qunsup(σ) =
∑
µ,a

δ(ηµa − σ), (127)

and the (batch) clamped-average appearing in the learning rule (119) reads as

〈σizµ〉clamped → 〈σizµ〉σ. (128)

Thus, the iterative scheme (119) turns out to be

Wn+1
i,µ = Wn

i,µ + ε (〈σizµ〉σ − 〈σizµ〉free) . (129)

As for the free average, it can be estimated by MC simulations or similar computational routes; here we followed the
“Persistent Contrastive Divergence” criterion, see e.g., [15]. In particular, at the beginning of the simulation (in the
first epoch) the set of variables (σ, z) is sampled randomly (i.e., σi ∈ {−1,+1} is sampled by a symmetric Bernoulli
distribution with parameter 1/2 and zµ ∈ R is sampled by a standard Gaussian distribution, i.i.d. for any i = 1, ..., N
and µ = 1, ...,K), then they are updated for 10 steps by applying an alternating Gibbs sampling [16]: σ is drawn from
the following probability density

P(σ|z,W ) =
P(σ, z|W )∑
{σ} P(σ, z|W )

=

N∏
i=1

1

2

[
1 + tanh

(
K∑
µ=1

zµWiµσi

)]
, (130)

and, analogously, z is drawn from

P(z|σ,W ) =
P(σ, z|W )∫
dz P(σ, z|W )

=

K∏
µ=1

1√
2π

exp

−1

2

(
zµ −

N∑
i=1

Wiµσi

)2
 . (131)

Computationally, it is convenient to realize the sampling according to the simplified rules:

σ
(t+1)
i = sign

[
tanh

(
K∑
µ=1

Wiµz
(t)
µ

)
+ ζt+1

i

]
ζt+1
i ∼ U(−1,+1), (132)

z(t+1)
µ =

N∑
i=1

Wiµσ
(t+1)
i + ζt+1

µ ζt+1
µ ∼ N (0, 1). (133)

At the end of each epoch averages are performed and the weights are updated.
The learning rate ε is chosen according to the Robbins-Monro scheme [17], namely εn = 50

100+n that is
∑∞
n=1 εn =

∞,
∑∞
n=1 ε

2
n < ∞. Finally, the magnetization of the archetype 〈m〉 is cheaply evaluated via Hinton’s one-step MC

approximation

〈m〉 =
1

K

K∑
µ=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

ξµi tanh (Wiµ)

∣∣∣∣∣ . (134)

Even if this is only an approximation of the magnetization, it has very low variance and computational cost and still
captures the essential behavior of the model.
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Results for supervised learning of structureless datasets are presented in Fig. 2 in the main text, where we showed
that, remarkably, the values of α, ρ that ensure a successful information-processing are the same for both biological
learning (i.e., by the HN via Hebb’s rule) and artificial learning (i.e., by the RBM via contrastive divergence).

As evidenced in [18–20] for structureless datasets, by training the RBM following the protocols described above one
ends up with weight distributions that are sharply peaked and, in particular, the expected value for Wiµ corresponds
to η̄µi , therefore, in this case, the setting Wiµ = η̄µi corresponds to a trained machine that is able to reconstruct
archetypes and to generate new examples. To see this, one can look at the conditional probabilities: Pβ(z|σ =

ηνa,W ) ∝
∏
µ e
−β(zµ−(W ·ηνa)µ)2/2 should be peaked at z(ν), while Pβ(σ|z = z(ν),W ) ∝

∏
i e
βσiWiν should be

peaked at ξν , therefore W µ should be simultaneously orthogonal to ηνa for any ν 6= µ and parallel to ξµ for any µ, so
the optimal solution is given by W = η̄. Notably, in the structured case, the setting Wiµ = η̄µi does not correspond
to an accomplished training but still it provides an effective pre-training as highlighted in [20,21].

Maximum Entropy Approach for the supervised Hebbian learning. – In this section we aim to reach the
expression for the probability distribution of the trained RBM, that is PRBM(σ, z|W = η̄), which, in turns, coincides
with the probability distribution stemming from the linearized partition function ZHN

β=1(S) found for the supervised
HN in Proposition 3, from another perspective. Let us recall the learning rule for the supervised RBM,

W
(n+1)
iµ = W

(n)
iµ + ε (〈zµσi〉clamped − 〈zµσi〉free) , (135)

which makes use of the correlation function 〈zµσi〉clamped, thus this is the only information that the RBM requires
from a dataset. In this section we will show how it is possible to retrieve both the RBM and the HN by looking for
the least structured density function that reproduces the clamped correlation function. This construction requires the
minimal number of constraints in order to recover the key models of this work. Let us spell out the crucial assumptions
of this derivation:

• the density function depends on the set of binary variables σ ∈ {−1,+1}N and on the set of real variables z ∈ RK ,

• we require that the expected value of the L2−norm of the z variables is bounded;

• we require that the density function correctly reproduces the correlations between the z′s and the σ’s variables.

Definition 15. We introduce the following two-point empirical correlation functions

Cz2 =

K∑
µ=1

z2
µ, (136)

Ci,µσz = σizµ. (137)

where the bar denotes the empirical average evaluated over the examples making up the dataset S.

Definition 16. Given a probability density function P(σ, z), the expectation of an observable O(σ, z) is defined as

〈O〉P =
∑
σ

∫ K∏
µ=1

(
dzµ√

2π

)
O(σ, z)P(σ, z), (138)

and, to lighten the notation, we introduce the trace operator Tr

Tr[O(σ, z)] :=
∑
σ

∫ [ K∏
µ=1

dzµ√
2π

]
O(σ, z) (139)

such that
〈O〉P = Tr[O(σ, z)P(σ, z)]. (140)

Theorem 3. The least structured probability distribution reproducing the sets of correlation functions Cz2 and Ci,µσz is

P(σ, z) =
1

Z
exp

−λ1

2

K∑
µ=1

z2
µ +

N,K∑
i,µ=1

Λiµσizµ

 (141)

where Z is the normalizing factor, the parameters λ1, {Λiµ}µ=1,...,K
i=1,...,N are Lagrangian multipliers to be set in order

constrain the correlation functions as prescribed in Definition (15) and therefore their value is dataset dependent; this
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probability distribution corresponds to the density function of a RBM and, by marginalising w.r.t. the zµ variables, we
recover the density function of a HN

P(σ) =
1

Z
exp

 1

2λ1

K∑
µ=1

N,N∑
i,j=1

ΛiµσiΛjµσj

 . (142)

Proof. We introduce the following Lagrangian

S[P] = −Tr(P logP) + λ0[Tr(P)− 1] +
λ1

2

[
Tr

(
K∑
µ=1

z2
µP

)
− Cz2

]
+

N,K∑
i,µ=1

Λiµ
[
Tr(σizµP)− Ci,µσz

]
, (143)

that accounts for maximum entropy and the above-mentioned constraints. By extremizing S[P] with respect to P and
λ0,1, Λiµ, playing as the Lagrangian multipliers, we obtain

P(σ, z) = exp

1− λ0 −
λ1

2

K∑
µ=1

z2
µ +

N,K∑
i,µ=1

Λi,µσizµ

 , (144)

and, posing Z = exp(λ0 − 1), we recover (141). By integrating (144) with respect to zµ we get the marginal, that can
be recast in the probability distribution for the HN

P(σ) ∝ exp

 1

2λ1

K∑
µ=1

N,N∑
i,j=1

Λi,µσiΛj,µσj

 . (145)

Remark 7. The dataset-dependent expression for the Lagrangian multipliers λ1, Λiµ that reproduce the specific cor-
relation functions of our trained RBM model are

λ1 = 1, (146)

Λiµ =

√
β

NR
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai . (147)

In fact, with this choice, we get

P(σ, z|S) ∝ exp

[
−

K∑
µ=1

z2
µ

2
+

√
β

NR
1

M

K∑
µ=1

N∑
i=1

(
M∑
a=1

ηµai

)
σizµ

]
. (148)

and, by marginalizing over the z’s variable, we recover the probability distribution for the supervised HN defined in
Eq. (8)

P(σ|S) ∝ exp

1

2

β

NR

K∑
µ=1

N,N∑
i,j=1

(
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµai

)(
1

M

M∑
a=1

ηµaj

)
σiσj

 . (149)

RBM for structured datasets. – In this section we show how to generalize the previous grandmother-cell
setting, worked out for RBMs dealing with structureless datasets, to the case of structured datasets. To this goal we
must inspect the structure of the information content in the dataset: the underlying idea is that the machine inner-
representation should be a “carbon copy” of the external information available, hence understanding its organization
is pivotal to suitably generalize the processing scheme.

Before proceeding in that direction we introduce the notation. We consider a structured dataset {ζ̆
µa
}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K ,

with ζ̆
µa
∈ RN , where µ labels the class each item belongs to and a labels the items pertaining to the same class2.

In the following we will consider as examples of structured datasets the MNIST [2] and the fashion-MNIST [3], each
counting K = 10 classes and M = 6000 items per class, also, items are made of N = 28× 28 = 784 pixels each.
As mentioned in the main text, before designing the network and setting the related weights, data must be pre-treated
as we are going to explain.

2Here we assume that classes display the same size to simplify the presentation, but this constraint can be relaxed.
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First we binarize data, namely for each pixel i we evaluate the average ¯̄ζi over µ and over a, that is

¯̄ζi :=
1

KM

K∑
µ=1

M∑
a=1

ζµai (150)

and set

ζµai =

{
+1 if ζ̆µai > ¯̄ζi

−1 if ζ̆µai < ¯̄ζi
. (151)

The original dataset {ζ̆
µa
}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K has therefore been mapped into the binary dataset {ζµa}a=1,...,M

µ=1,...,K .

Ultrametricity in the structured datasets. Given the dataset {ζµa}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K , we start inspecting its structure by

tools inspired by the statistical mechanics of glassy systems. More precisely, looking at the items pertaining to the
same class as different replicas, we aim to evidence any signature of replica-symmetry or replica-symmetry-breaking.
A straightforward approach consists in measuring the distribution of the replica overlaps that is estimated by a MC
routine as explained hereafter.
In each MC step, we draw a class µ uniformly in the range {1, ...,K} and in that class we draw two labels (a, b)
uniformly and without repetition in the range {1, ...,M}; to simplify the notation let us take (a, b) = (1, 2) without
loss of generality. With these extracted items we evaluate the replica overlap

q12 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

ζµ1
i ζµ2

i . (152)

We repeat the operation 1.5 × 104 times and we build the histogram represented in panels a, b, c of Fig. 5, which
provides our empirical representation of the overlap distribution P(q). To check the robustness of results versus the
item size, we mimicked a finite-size scaling by progressively drop out a subset of the pixels making up the items selected.
More precisely, denoting with 1 the characteristic function, for any pixel i we introduce N+

i =
∑
µ,a 1[ζµai = 1] and

N−i =
∑
µ,a1[ζµai = −1], whence we evaluate ri =

|N+
i −N

−
i |

N+
i +N−i

, representing the pixel quality. Then, pixels are ranked

based on their quality and we select the first quartile to make up the low-size sample, the second quartile to make up
the medium-size sample and finally the fourth quartile (namely all pixels are retained) to make the large-size sample.
Remarkably, unlike the random dataset 3 that gives rise to a replica-symmetric overlap distribution (see Figure 5a), the
histograms obtained for MNIST and fashion-MNIST (see Figure 5b, c) both exhibit a bimodal shape whose broadness
does not shrink as the size of the dataset is enlarged and, for the latter, a central plateau also emerges as the item
size N gets larger.

To further inspect this point, we analyze another feature characterizing ultrametricity induced by replica symmetry
breaking, namely the validity of relations known as “Ghirlanda-Guerra identities” [23–27] and that read as follows:

lim
N→∞

(
〈q4

12〉 − 2〈(q12q13)2〉+ 〈q2
12〉2

)
= 0 (153)

lim
N→∞

(
〈q4

12〉 − 3〈(q12q34)2〉+ 2〈q2
12〉2

)
= 0, (154)

where qab is the standard replica between two spin configurations labelled as, respectively, a and b, sampled from the
same Boltzmann-Gibbs distribution (see Definition 6), and the brackets 〈·〉 denote the Boltzmann-Gibbs expectation.
On the other hand, for configurations exhibiting replica symmetry we expect that

lim
N→∞

(
〈q2

12〉 − 〈q12〉2
)

= 0, lim
N→∞

(
〈q4

12〉 − 〈q2
12〉2

)
= 0. (155)

We now evaluate the validity of the previous equations for overlaps built over the dataset items. Again, we rely on
MC estimates as described hereafter. In each MC step, we draw a class µ uniformly in the range {1, ...,K} and in that
class we draw four labels (a, b, c, d) uniformly and without repetition in the range {1, ...,M}; to simplify notation let
us take (a, b, c, d) = (1, 2, 3, 4) without loss of generality. From the extracted sample {ζµ1, ζµ2, ζµ3, ζµ4} we evaluate
the replica overlaps

q12 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

ζµ1
i ζµ2

i (156)

3which has been generated in order to satisfy this two lowest order moments 〈 1
N

∑N
i=1 ζ

µa
i 〉 = 0 , 〈 1

N

∑N
i=1 ζ

µa
i ζνbi 〉 = δµν [δab+(1−δab)r2]

p-27



F. Alemanno et al.

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
qab

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5
Random Dataset

0 5 10
log2(Mq)

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
qab

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5
MNIST

0 5 10
log2(Mq)

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
qab

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1
Fashion-MNIST

196
392
784

N

0 5 10
log2(Mq)

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0

GG1
GG2
SA
SA;GG

a) b) c)

d) e) f)

Fig. 5: Evidence of replica-symmetry breaking in datasets. In the first row we compare the empirical overlap distribution P(q)
obtained for the random (panel a), the MNIST dataset (panel b), and the fashion-MNIST (panel c) datasets; three different
item sizes are also considered, as explained by the legend. From left to right, we move from a replica-symmetry scenario where
P(q) exhibits two peaks that get sharper and shaper as the item size is larger and larger, to a replica-symmetry-breaking
scenario where P(q) is bimodal but with increasing broadness mirroring Parisi’s overlap distribution [22]. In the second row
we compare the value of the quantities introduced in eqs. (157)-(160), obtained for the random (panel d), the MNIST (panel
e), and the fashion-MNIST (panel f) datasets. Again, from left to right, we move from a replica-symmetry scenario where
the self-averaging relations hold and the Ghirlanda-Guerra relations (corresponding to trivial identities) are fast vanishing, to
a replica-symmetry-breaking scenario where the self-averaging relations do not hold and the Ghirlanda-Guerra relations (this
time not trivial) are also satisfied. We point out that, although these plots are built by aggregating results pertaining to all
classes (for each µ = 1, · · · ,K), we checked that they are in agreement with single-class results, in fact, the results have been
aggregated in order to increase the statistics at our disposal.

and analogously for q13, q14, q24. We repeat the procedure Mq times, collect these overlaps and finally obtain averages
of overlaps and overlaps correlations that are denote by the brackets 〈·〉. These quantities are then combined to build
the following quantities

εGG1 = 〈q4
12〉 − 2〈(q12q13)2〉+ 〈q2

12〉2 (157)

εGG2 = 〈q4
12〉 − 3〈(q12q34)2〉+ 2〈q2

12〉2 (158)

εSA = 〈q4
12〉 − 〈q2

12〉2 (159)

εSA,GG = 2〈(q12q13)2〉 − 3〈(q12q34)2〉+ 〈q4
12〉 (160)

The first three equations stem directly from the Ghirlanda-Guerra relations (153)-(154) and from the self-averaging
property (155); the forth relation was obtained by combining

εGG1 − εGG2 = −2〈(q12q13)2〉+ 3〈(q12q34)2〉 − 〈q2
12〉2 (161)

and reconstructing εSA as

εSA = εGG1 − εGG2 + 2〈(q12q13)2〉 − 3〈(q12q34)2〉+ 〈q4
12〉

= εGG1 − εGG2 + εSA,GG. (162)

Therefore, any evidence of non-vanishing εSA and εSA,GG could be interpreted as a signature of replica-symmetry-
breaking and, in that case, non-null values for εGG1 and εGG2 would suggest a non-trivial information organization.
Our empirical estimates for εGG1, εGG2, εSA, εSA,GG are shown in Fig. 5d-f versus the number of MC steps, namely
versus the number of extracted items on a logarithmic scale. First, we notice that, as expected, for Mq = 1 the SA
ansatz is exact. Moreover, for the random dataset the replica-symmetry scenario holds, while for structured datasets
we see that, as Mq gets larger, and therefore as our estimates get more and more reliable since based on larger and
larger samples, εSA and εSA,GG tend to settle on non-null values that approximately coincide, while εGG1 and εGG2

tend to vanish.
Summarizing these empirical findings, we can speculate that:

- the replica-symmetry characterizing the structureless datasets guarantees that a unique hidden layer suffices to
classify (note that classification is intrinsically a replica symmetric concept), hence the grandmother-cell setting stands
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π = softmax(Γ ⋅ z2)

Fig. 6: Schematic representation of a three-layer RBM for the MNIST dataset. From left to right: visible layer σ ∈ {−1,+1}N

receiving digits to be classified; hidden layer z ∈ RK̂ where each node corresponds to a pseudo archetype as sketched; softmax
layer π ∈ [0,+1]K for classification.

alone in that simple limit.
- the replica-symmetry-breaking characterizing the structured datasets – that we infer by the lack of self-averaging in
the overlap distribution and by the validity of ultrametric identities – suggests that the grandmother-cell alone is no
longer enough for structured datasets and hints at a generalization.
How generalizing? Let us focus on the MNIST case as a practical example (the same holds also for other datasets):
by construction, the last layer should be composed of 10 neurons (one per archetype, namely one per digit) and that
layer performs the replica-symmetric classification. Therefore, we must introduce in the machine architecture further
internal layers, between the input layer and the final replica-symmetric layer, where the assumption that any example
pertaining to the same digit (archetype) lights a unique hidden neuron does not hold any longer. In other words, we
must introduce at least a 1-RSB extra hidden layer, where there are a few 1-RSB-archetypes for the same digit (e.g.,
a vertical line, a right-oriented oblique line and a left-oriented oblique line, that are all corresponding to the number
1 in the last layer where replica symmetric classification takes place, etc.), see Fig. 6 for a sketch. We discuss the
consequences of this idea in the next subsection.

Ultrametric generalized grandmother-cell ansatz. We now proceed with the pre-treatment of data to reach a
generalized setting.

First, for each class we assess the related quality denoted as rµ and obtained as follows: given i and µ, we count
the number of positive N+

iµ and negative N−iµ pixels over the class sample {ζµai }a=1,...,M and set

rµ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|N+
iµ −N

−
iµ|

N+
iµ +N−iµ

. (163)

Exploiting the scaling (13), for an arbitrary ρ ∈ R, we can also introduce

Mµ =
1− r2

µ

ρr2
µ

(164)

that represents the number of items needed to correctly process the µ-th class.
Further, we define the centroids ζ̂µ` ∈ RN , for ` = 1, ...,Mµ, obtained by applying the k-means clustering algorithm
within the µ-th sample and setting k = Mµ.

We are now ready to design the RBM to classify this dataset, that shall be made of i. an input visible layer of size
N = 784, corresponding to the number of pixels of each item and whose neurons are denoted as σ = (σ1, ..., σN ), ii. a
hidden layer of size K̂ =

∑
µMµ, corresponding to the overall number of centroids and whose neurons are denoted as

z = (z1, ..., zK̂), iii. an output visible layer of size K and whose neurons are denoted as π = (π1, ..., πK), see Fig. 4 in
the main text. As explained below, the latter is a softmax layer in such a way that πµ represents the probability that
the input supplied to the network belongs to the µ-th class.
Let us now specify the activation functions of the hidden and of the output neurons. Inputting a generic item ζµ

pertaining to the µ-th class, we initialize the visible layer as σ = ζµ, and, accordingly, the hidden layer is set as

z = W · σ = W · ζµ, where the weight matrix W ∈ RK̂×N is built analogously to the random case described in the
main text, but here we refer to the K̂ centroids instead of the empirical averages, thus the matrix has rows W j = ζ̂j/N
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Fig. 7: The ultrametric RBM (URBM) has been tested on two structured datasets, namely Fashion-MNIST (left) and MNIST
(right). In the upper panels the classification probabilities are summarised as P+, the probability of correctly classifying a given
example (πν(σ = ζ̃ν)), and P−, the class-specific probability of misclassifying a given example (πµ(σ = ζ̃ν)), and these are
shown by varying the parameter β. These probabilities are normalised as P+ + 9P− = 1 since in total there are 10 different
classes for both datasets. Remarkably, the URBM achieves an accuracy of 95% on the MNIST dataset and, as expected, for
the more-challenging Fashion-MNIST dataset (which exhibits stronger RSB-like effects), the accuracy is reduced to 85%. In
the lower panels the performance of these classifiers is more thoroughly analysed by the classical ROC approach; both datasets
at the optimal threshold show excellent TPR/FRP ratios and AUC values which are very close to the ideal value of 1.

for j = 1, ..., K̂ (here with a slight abuse of notation, the couple (µ, `) indexing the centroids has been recast in the

simple label j). Finally, as anticipated, the output layer is determined as π = softmax(Γ · z2), where Γ ∈ RK×K̂ ,
and returns the classification probability for the input; the square of the hidden neuron amplitude z2 = z � z is an
Hadamard product (i.e. it is carried out element-wise) and it is meant to preserve the gauge invariance characterizing

the model. The matrix Γ has to be determined by handling the sample {ζµa}a=1,...,M
µ=1,...,K : the procedure can indeed be

looked at as a training and it can be accomplished by directly accounting for the whole sample in a simple algebraic
passage as detailed hereafter.
Basically, our goal is to obtain a matrix that, applied to z2 = (W · ζµ)2, returns a one-hot vector c = Γ · z2 =
Γ · (W · ζµ)2 ∈ {0, 1}K whose unique non-null entry is the one corresponding to the wanted class µ.
In order to account for the whole training set, we introduce a capital notation, namely

Σ = (ζ11, ζ12, ..., ζ1M ; ζ21, ζ22, ..., ζ2M ; ...; ζK1, ζK2, ..., ζKM ) ∈ {−1,+1}N×(KM), Z = W ·Σ ∈ RK̂×(KM) and C =
Γ ·Z2 ∈ {0, 1}K×(KM) defined in such a way that Cµ,(ν,`) = δµ,ν , then we solve

Γ ·Z2 = Γ · (W ·Σ)2 = C. (165)

for Γ by applying the pseudo-inverse rule as

Γ = C(Z2)T · [Z2 · (Z2)T ]−1. (166)

In this way Γ is tailored in such a way that c = Γ ·z2 is approximately binary and has entry approximately equal to 1
for the correct class and approximately equal to zero for the remaining, hence generalizing the grandmother cell setting
described in Sec. . Notice that the obtained matrix Γ has size K × K̂ and can therefore be directly implemented in
the RBM receiving single items as inputs.

Before proceeding we also recall that in the softmax layer is applied with a free parameter denoted with β, that is

πν =
eβcν∑K
µ=1 e

βcµ
, (167)

in such a way that β tunes the broadness of the distribution (playing a role similar to the temperature in the
statistical mechanics framework). Notice that if we let β → ∞ the softmax collapses to a delta function peaked at
argmaxµ=1,...,K(Γz2), while if we let β → 0 the softmax collapses to a uniform distribution.
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Fig. 8: Confusion matrices for the MNIST (first row) and the fashion-MNIST datasets (second row) obtained by a RBM trained
under the grandmother-cell protocol and made up of one hidden layer of size K = 10 corresponding to the number of classes
(first column) and made up of one hidden layer of size K̂ = 300 corresponding to the overall number of pseudo archetypes
identified (second column).

We trained the RBM as specified above for the MNIST and the fashion-MNIST dataset and then evaluated their
accuracy over the test sample; results are shown in Fig. 7. In particular, in panels a and b, we present the probability
πν(σ = ζ̃ν) that the network classifies correctly a test example and the probability πµ(σ = ζ̃ν) that the network
misclassifies; in both cases probabilities are averaged over the test sample. Notice that, as β gets larger, the former
grows and the latter decreases, anyhow the former is always larger than the latter – the two trivially coincide when
β = 0. The accuracy of this machine, defined as the ratio of correct answers versus the number of trials, coincides
with the test-sample average of πν(σ = ζ̃ν) as β → ∞ and this quantity is as well reported in Fig. 7. Further, we
built the ROC curve and obtained an area under the curve which is approximately 1 for MNIST and approximately
0.98 for Fashion-MNIST.

Finally, it is instructive to compare the confusion matrices obtained for the same structured datasets exploiting a
simple (RS) RBM and an ultrametric (RSB) RBM, see Fig. 8. Again, we notice that the performance for the fashion-
MNIST is slightly lower than that for the MNIST and this may be related to a larger extent of internal structure as
discussed in Sec. . However, in both cases, the accuracy resulting from the URBM is significantly larger than that
resulting from the bare RBM. indeed, for the former we reach an accuracy of about 95% for MNIST and 84% for
fashion-MNIST, to be compared with, respectively, 75% and 63% obtained for the simple RBM.
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