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We study the space of functions computed by random-layered machines, including deep neural
networks and Boolean circuits. Investigating the distribution of Boolean functions computed on the
recurrent and layer-dependent architectures, we find that it is the same in both models. Depending
on the initial conditions and computing elements used, we characterize the space of functions com-
puted at the large depth limit and show that the macroscopic entropy of Boolean functions is either
monotonically increasing or decreasing with the growing depth.

Deep-layered machines comprise multiple consecutive
layers of basic computing elements aimed at represent-
ing an arbitrary function, where the first and final layers
represent its input and output arguments, respectively.
Notable examples include deep neural networks (DNNs)
composed of perceptrons E| and Boolean circuits con-
structed from logical gates |2]. Being universal approx-
imators E, @], DNNs have been successfully employed
in different machine learning applications [m] Similarly,
Boolean circuits can compute any Boolean function even
when constructed from a single gate E]

While the majority of DNN research focuses on their
application in carrying out various learning tasks, it is
equally important to establish the space of functions
they typically represent for a given architecture and the
computing elements used. One way to address such a
generic study is to consider a random ensemble of DNNs.
The study of random neural networks using methods of
statistical physics has played an important role in un-
derstanding their typical properties for storage capacity
and generalization ability ﬂa, ﬁ] and properties of energy-
based [@@] and associative memory models , ], as
well as the links between energy-based models and feed-
forward layered machines ] In parallel, there have
been theoretical studies within the computer science com-
munity of the range of Boolean functions generated by
random Boolean circuits , ] Both the DNNs and
the Boolean circuits share common basic properties.

Characterizing the space of functions computed by
random-layered machines is of great importance, since
it sheds light on their approximation and generalization
properties. However, it is also highly challenging due to
the inherent recursiveness of computation and random-
ness in their architecture and/or computing elements.
Existing theoretical studies of the function space of deep-
layered machines are mostly based on the mean field ap-
proach, which allows for a sensitivity analysis of the func-
tions realized by deep-layered machines due to input or

parameter perturbations @, @]

To gain a complete and detailed understanding of the
function space, we develop a path-integral formalism that
directly examines individual functions computed. This is
carried out by processing all possible input configurations

sitmultaneously and the corresponding outputs. For sim-
plicity, we always consider Boolean functions with binary
input and output variables.

The main contribution of this Letter is in providing
a detailed understanding of the distribution of Boolean
functions computed at each layer. It points to the equiv-
alence between recurrent and layer-dependent architec-
tures, and consequently to the potential significant reduc-
tion in the number of trained free variables. Additionally,
the complexity of Boolean functions implemented mea-
sured by their entropy, which depends on the number of
layers and computing elements used, exhibits a rapid sim-
plification when rectified linear unit (ReLU) components
are employed, which arguably explains their generaliza-
tion successes.

Framework—The layered machines considered consist
of L + 1 layers, each with N nodes. Node i at layer [ is
connected to the set of nodes {i1, s, ..., 1%} of layer [ — 1;
its activity is determined by the gate al, computing a
function of k inputs, according to the propagation rule

P(SHS"™Y) =[St ak(Sit st LS ()

where § is the Dirac or Kronecker delta function, de-
pending on the domain of S!. The probabilistic form
of Eq. (1) adopted here is convenient for the generating
functional analysis and inclusion of noise IE, |ﬂ] We
primarily consider two structures here: (i) densely con-
nected models where £ = N and node ¢ is connected to
all nodes from the previous layer—one such example is
the fully connected neural network with S! = ol (H!),
where H! = Ejvzl W}Sj_l/\/ﬁ + bl is the preactivation
field and o' is the activation function at layer [, (we will
mainly focus on the case b = 0; the effect of nonzero bias
is discussed in [29]); (ii) sparsely connected models where
k € O(N")—examples include the sparse neural networks
and layered Boolean circuits where ol is a Boolean gate
with £k inputs, e.g., majority gate.

Consider a binary input vector § = (s1,...,8,) €
{—1,1}", which is fed to the initial layer [ = 0. To ac-
commodate a broader set of functions, we also consider
an augmented input vector, e.g., (i) ST = (8,1), which
is equivalent to adding a bias variable in the context of
neural networks; (ii) ST = (8, —8,1,—1), which has been
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Figure 1. A deep-layered machine computing all possible 2"
inputs. The direction of computation is from bottom to top.

The binary string 8% € {-1, 1}2n represents the Boolean
function computed on the blue nodes of the output layer L.
The augmented vector ST = (5,1) is used as an example of
input here. The constant 1 is represented by the dashed circle.

used to construct all Boolean functions [@] Each node

i at layer 0 points to a randomly chosen element of ST
such that

N
PO(5°]3) = HPO [S15. ()] = [T 81875, 3], @)

where n; = 1,...,|S7| is an index chosen from the flat
distribution P(n;) = 1/|57].

The computation of the layered machine
is governed by the propagator P(S%|3) =
Y gL-1..50 P(S°3) Hlel P(SYS=1), where each

node at layer L computes a Boolean function
{-1,1}" — {-1,1}. When the gates a! or the
network topology are random, then the layered machine
can be viewed as a disordered dynamical system with
quenched disorder , ] To probe the functions
being computed, we consider the simultaneous layer
propagation of all possible inputs 5, € {—1,1}", labeled
by v = 1,...,2" governed by the product propagator
[12_, P(S¥|5,). The binary string §F € {-1,1}*"
represents the Boolean function computed at node
i at layer L, as illustrated in Fig. I Note that we
use the vector notation S' = (St,..., 84 ..., S%) and
St = (Sl,,..., S}, ..., Slon) to represent the states and
functions, respectively. Using the above formalism, the
distribution of Boolean functions f computed on the
final layer is given by

Py NZ<H5 frs ST > (3)

where components of f satisfy f, = f(5,), and
angular brackets represent the average generated by

1—[’2;1 P(S’HVL|§V) To compute PE(f) and averages of
other macroscopic observables, which are expected to
be self-averaging for N — oo ], we introduce the

disorder-averaged generating functional (GF) F[{ﬂ’éﬁ}] =
sy I, P(SOISI T, P(SL| S5 1 )e "2 ¥iaSin | where
the overline denotes an average over the quenched dis-
order. To keep the presentation concise, we outline the
GF formalism only for DNNs in the following and refer
the reader to ] for the details of the derivation used in
Boolean circuits.

Layer-dependent and recurrent architectures.—We fo-
cus on two different architectures: layer-dependent archi-
tectures, where the gates and/or connections are differ-
ent from layer to layer, and recurrent, where the gates
and connections are shared across all layers. Both archi-
tectures represent feed-forward machines that implement
input-output mappings.

Specifically, we assume that the weights Wilj in fully
connected DNNs with layer-dependent architectures are
independent Gaussian random variables sampled from
N(0,0%). In DNNs with recurrent architectures, the
weights are sampled once and are shared among layers,
ie. Wil;rl = Wilj. We apply the sign activation function
in the final layer, i.e. al(hl) = sgn(hl), to ensure that
the output of the DNN is Boolean.

We first outline the derivation for fully connected re-
current architectures. It is sufficient to characterize the
disorder-averaged GF by introducing cross-layer overlaps

qu’,ly,, = (1/N)>2,; (S} SV.,) as order parameters and the
corresponding conjugate order parameter Ql’ll,, which

leads to a saddle-point integral I' = [{dgq dQ}eN‘I’[q QI
with the potential [22]
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where M,,,[H, S] is an effective single-site measure

My, = ¢~ St $45, 1501y Q1511 (5)
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Due to weight sharing, the preactivation fields H =
(h', ..., k"), where h! € R?", are governed by the Gaus-
sian distribution A (H|0,C) and correlated across lay-

. : LU g2l =1 . 7
ers with covariance [C']7, = 0%q _, Setting v, to

vy
zero and differentiating ¥ with respect to {q%,,@l l,}
yields the saddle point of the potential ¥ dominating T’
for N — oo, at which the conjugate order parameters
Ql’l,, vanish [22], leading to

Y
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Notice that in the above Gaussian average, all preactiva-
tion fields but the pair {hlw hﬁy,} can be integrated out,
reducing it to a tractable two-dimensional integral.

The GF analysis can be performed similarly for layer-
dependent architectures. Here the result has the same
form as Eq. (IEI) with qlv’i, = 61,l/q%/, ie. t.he over-
laps between different layers are absent [@], implying

[C]%/ = 0251—1,1’—1‘1%/1’[/_1 for the covariances of pre-
activation fields. In this case, we denote the equal-layer

covariance matrix as ¢ ;= C"L.

We remark that the behavior of DNNs with layer-
dependent architectures in the limit of N — oo can also
be studied by mapping to Gaussian processes M, , ]
However, it is not clear if such analysis is possible in the
highly correlated recurrent case while the GF or path-
integral framework is still applicable M}

Marginalizing the effective single-site measure in
Eq. (@) gives rise to the distribution of Boolean func-
tions f € {—1,1}?" computed at layer L of DNNs with
recurrent architectures

on

PL(f):/th(h|0,cL)Hé[fw,aL(hw)], (7)

=1

where in the above the element of the covariance ma-

trix is [CL]W, = [C]sj = UQq,f,;l"L*l Note that

the physical meaning of PL(f) is the distribution of
Boolean functions defined in Eq. @) averaged over disor-

der PL(f) = limy_00 PE(f).

Moreover, Eq. (@) also applies to layer-dependent ar-
chitectures since the equal-layer covariance matrix ¢’ is
the same in two scenarios. Therefore we arrive at the
first important conclusion that the typical sets of Boolean
functions computed at the output layer L by the layer-
dependent and recurrent architectures are identical. Fur-

thermore, if the gate functions o are odd, then it can be

shown that all the cross-layer overlaps qi’lv/, of the recur-
rent architectures vanish, implying the statistical equiv-
alence of the hidden layer activities to the layered archi-
tectures as well [22).

A similar GF analysis can be applied to sparsely
connected Boolean circuits constructed from a single
Boolean gate «, keeping in mind that distributions of
gates can be easily accommodated. In such models, the
source of disorder are random connections. In layer-
dependent architectures, a gate is connected randomly
to exactly k € O(NV) gates from the previous layer and
this connectivity pattern is changing from layer to layer.
In recurrent architectures, on the other hand, the ran-
dom connections are sampled once and the connectivity
pattern is shared among layers. Note that in Boolean
circuits, the activities at every layer Sf- always represent
a Boolean function. For layer-dependent architectures,
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Figure 2.  Test accuracy of trained fully connected DNNs
applied on the MNIST dataset. Images have been downsam-
pled by a factor of 2 to reduce training time, and each hidden
layer has 128 nodes. Each data point is averaged over 5 ran-
dom initializations. The accuracies of recurrent architectures,
with weight Fsharing between hidden layers, are comparable
to those of layer-dependent architectures.

investigating the distribution of activities gives rise to

P = Y {ﬁPl(fj)} (5)

fionfe =1
2n

X H 5[f’ya04(f1,’yv SRR fky’Y)L
y=1

which describes how the probability of the Boolean func-
tion f € {—1,1}%" is evolving from layer to layer [28] [22].
We note that for recurrent architecture the equation for
the probability of Boolean functions computed is ex-
actly the same as above M], suggesting that in ran-
dom Boolean circuits the typical sets of Boolean func-
tions computed on layers in the layer-dependent and re-
current architectures are identical. Note that the cou-
pling asymmetry plays a crucial role in this equivalence
property , ,@]

The equivalence between two architectures points to
a potential reduction in the number of free parameters
in layered machines by weight sharing or connectivity
sharing among layers, useful in devices with limited com-
putation resources M] For illustration, we consider
the image recognition task of Modified National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology (MNIST) handwritten
digit data [32] using DNNs with both layer-dependent
and recurrent architectures (weight shared from hidden
to hidden layers only; for details see ]) The experi-
ment shown in Fig. 2l demonstrates the feasibility of us-
ing recurrent architectures to perform image classifica-
tion tasks with a slightly lower accuracy but significant
saving in the number of trained parameters.

Boolean functions computed at large depth.—We con-
sider the typical Boolean functions computed in random-
layered machines by examining PL(f) in the large depth
limit . — oo for specific gates in the following examples.

In DNNs using the ReLU activation function o!(z) =
max(z,0), in the hidden layers (the sign activation func-



tion is always used in the output layer), which is com-
monly used in applications, all covariance matrix ele-
ments [CL]W, in the Eq. (@) converge to the same value
in the limit L — oo, implying that all components of the
preactivation field vector h are also the same and hence
the components of f are identical. Therefore, random
deep ReLU networks compute only constant Boolean
functions in the infinite depth limit, echoing recent find-
ings of a bias toward simple functions in random DNNs
constructed from ReLUs ], which arguably plays a role
in their generalization ability [33, [34].

In DNNs using sign activation function also in hid-
den layers, ie., Eq. (0) enforces the rule S! =
sgn(d_; WiljS’é-_l/\/N), those cross-pattern overlaps

qfw, = (1/N)>, <S£7,YSZ@W,) satisfying |qu,¥,| < 1 mono-
tonically decrease with an increasing number of layers
and vanish as [ — oo, such “chaotic” nature of dynamics
also holds in random DNNs with other sigmoidal activa-
tion functions such as the error and hyperbolic tangent
functions M, @] The consequences of this behavior is
that for the input vector S = 3, PL(f) is uniform on
the set of all odd functions ], i.e., functions satisfying
f(=5) = —f(5). Furthermore, for 57 = (5,1), PL(f) is
uniform on the set of all Boolean functions |22].

For Boolean circuits, there are also scenarios where
the distribution PZ*(f) has a single Boolean function
in its support or it is uniform over some set of func-
tions , , @] The latter depends on the gates «
used in Eq. (1) and input vector ST. For example, in the
AND gate with «(S1,S2) = sgn(S; + Sz + 1) or the OR
gate with a(S1,S2) = sgn(S; + S2 — 1) 22|, their out-
put is biased, respectively, toward +1 or —1 [@, 22, @]
The consequence of the latter is that the distribution
PL(f) has only a single Boolean function in its sup-
port , @] On the other hand, when the majority
gate a(S1,...,S;) = sgn(Z?Zl S;), which is balanced
Y55, @St 5%) = 0 and nonlinear 36], is used
with the input vector ST = (8,—8,1,—1), then the distri-
bution PL(f) is uniform over all Boolean functions [35],
which is consistent with the result of [16].

Entropy of Boolean functions.—Having considered the
distribution of Boolean functions for a few different ex-
amples, we observed that random-layered machines ei-
ther reduce to a single Boolean function or compute
all (or a subset of) functions with a uniform proba-
bility on the layer L, as L — oo. We note that
for the Shannon entropy over Boolean functions H' =
—>0f PL(f)log PL(f), these two scenarios saturate its
lower and upper bounds, respectively, given by 0 and
2" log 2. Thus, the entropy H% can be seen, at least in-
tuitively, as a measure of function space complexity.

In Fig. Bl we study the entropy H”, computed us-
ing Egs. (@) and (), as a function of the depth L in
random-layered machines constructed from different acti-
vation functions or gates and computing different inputs.

The initial increase in entropy after layer L = 0, seen in
Fig.Bl(a), (b), can be explained by the properties of gates
used and the initial set of (simple) Boolean functions at
layer L = 0; functions from the layer L = 0 are “copied”
onto layer L = 1, while new functions are also created,
as illustrated in Fig. Blc), (d). Note that the minimal
depth in ReLU networks to produce a Boolean function
is L = 2. The dependence of entropy H’ on L after
the initial increase depends on the specific gate functions
used. For the ReLU activation function in DNNs and the
AND gate in Boolean circuits, the entropies H#” mono-
tonically decrease with L, suggesting that sizes of sets of
typical Boolean functions computed are decreasing with
increasing numbers of layers L. Random initialization
of layered machines with such gates/activation functions
serves as a biasing prior toward a more restricted set of
functions @, @] On the other hand, for balanced gates,
with appropriate initial conditions, e.g., sign in DNNs
and majority vote in Boolean circuits, the entropy H%
is monotonically increasing with the depth L, indicat-
ing that the sizes of sets of the typical Boolean functions
computed are increasing.

In summary, we present an analytical framework to
examine Boolean functions represented by random deep-
layered machines, by considering all possible inputs si-
multaneously and applying the generating functional
analysis to compute various relevant macroscopic quan-
tities. We derived the probability of Boolean functions
computed on the output nodes. Surprisingly, we discover
that the typical sets of Boolean functions computed by
the layer-dependent and recurrent architectures are iden-
tical. It points to the possibility of computing complex
functions with a reduced number of parameters by weight
or connection sharing, as showcased in an image classi-
fication experiment. We also study the Boolean func-
tions computed by specific random-layered machines. Bi-
ased activation functions (e.g., ReLU) or biased Boolean
gates (e.g., AND/OR) can lead to more restricted typ-
ical sets of Boolean functions found at deeper layers,
which may explain their generalization ability. On the
other hand, balanced activation functions (e.g., sign) or
Boolean gates (e.g., majority) complemented with appro-
priate initial conditions, lead to a uniform distribution on
all Boolean functions at the infinite depth limit. It will
be interesting to investigate the functions realized by dif-
ferent DNN architectures with structured data and by
different learning algorithms ﬂ, @—@]

We also showed the monotonic behavior of the entropy
of Boolean functions as a function of depth, which is of
interest in the field of computer science. We envisage
that the insights gained and the methods developed will
facilitate further study of deep-layered machines.
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Figure 3. Normalized entropy and distribution of functions
of deep-layered machines. (a) Normalized entropy H™ /2" of
Boolean functions computed by DNNs with sign or ReLLU
activation in the hidden layers as a function of the network
depth L; the initial condition is set as ST = (5,1). (b) H#" /2"
vs L for Boolean circuits constructed by MAJ3 or the AND
gate with initial condition §7 = (5, - 1,—1). (c) The dis-
tribution of Boolean functions PL(_f) computed by Boolean
circuits with two inputs n = 2 (the number of all possible
functions is 16) is represented by the sizes of circles on a 4 x 4
grid. Upper panel: MAJ3-gate-based circuits, in which more
functions are created at larger depth L and PL( f) converges
to a uniform distribution. Lower panel: AND-gate-based cir-
cuits, in which new functions are created from L =0to L = 1,
while PL(_f) converges to a distribution with supports in a
single Boolean function as network depth increases.
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I. CONVENTION OF NOTATION

We denote variables with overarrows as vectors with site indices (e.g., 4, j), which can be of size k, n or N. On the
other hand, we denote bold-symbol variables as vectors of size 2" with pattern indices (e.g., 7,7'), or matrices of size
2™ x 2™, For convenience, we define M := 2.

The function d(-, -) stands for Kronecker delta as §(¢,j) = d; ; if arguments ¢, j are integer variables, while it stands
for Dirac delta function as é(z,y) = d(z — y) if the arguments xz,y are continuous variables; in the latter case, the
summation operation should be interpreted as integration, such that > (z,y)f(y) := Jdy 8(z —y) f(y).

The binary variables S € {41, —1} in this work are mapped onto the conventional Boolean variables z € {0,1}
(z = 0 represents False, z = 1 represents True) through S = 1 — 2z (S = 41 represents False, S = —1 represents
True). This choice of notation has the advantage that Boolean addition (0+0 =10, 0+1=1, 141 =0) can be
represented as integer multiplication (1 x 1 =1, 1x (=1) = —1, (=1) x (—=1) = 1). Under this convention, the
AND gate is defined as sgn(S; +S; + 1), the OR gate is defined as sgn(S; + S; — 1), while the majority vote gate is

sen(35_, ;).

II. GENERATING FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF FULLY CONNECTED NEURAL NETWORKS

To probe the functions being computed by neural networks, we need to consider the layer propagation of all 2™

input patterns as H?;l P(§$|§£(§7)) We introduce the disorder-averaged generating functional in order to compute
the macroscopic quantities

2n L

Tl Y= S [IPGSYUSHT] PSLISE e 20 viasts
=1

{S! vy 7=1

l L
:EW Z /HH dh/’L 'ydzl ~ H P SO|SI HP Sl |hl —i Zl’iﬁ wiﬁsﬁﬁ
{S! iy - =16y = =1
xeXp[wa ZZ—WZJ MSM (S)
L,y

where we have introduced the notation P(S’Mﬁly) = sz\il P(Sfﬁ,y|hl- ) = vald( i l(hﬁﬁ)) and inserted the

. . . dh! _da! . . .
Fourier representation of unity 1 = f % exp [m:éﬁ (hlm — E WzlJS]l f)],Vl,z,’y. Noisy computation can be

easily accommodated in such probabilistic formalism.

A. Layer-dependent Architectures

We first consider layer-dependent weights, where each element follows the Gaussian distribution Wilj ~ N(0,02).
Assuming self-averaging, averaging over the weight disorder component in the last line of the Eq. (SI)) yields

Ewexp[ ZZZ—WZlJ Z,YSi 1]

=1 ~ 13

~e [ gzzzx o (5 st (s2)

I=1~vn" 1 J
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By introducing the overlap order parameters {qu,y,}lLZO through the Fourier representation of unity

dQl /dql ’ . 1 1 1
= / W exp {UVQW/ <qw, Z Sy ] o )] (S3)

the generating functional can be factorized over sites as follows

dQ!_,dg!
/HH QW/]\]W exp [IN Z Qw’qw}

1=0 v’ Lyy!

xexp[Zlog/HHdh > Mm(hi,Si)]

=1 v {8t Yviy

xexp[ (Z Zémm)log/HHdh > Mm(hi,Si)},

=1~ {S! Jviy

where h;, S; are shorthand notations of {h.},{S}} with h := (bl |, ...k} ..., hl5.) and S} := (S} ,,..., 5! ..., 5! 50).
The single-site measure M,, in the above expression is defined as

2" L
Mun(hi, 8;) = [[ e Ze 50 P(S2 |5 ) T P(SL, IR ) exp [— > QS!S }
y=1 =1 Ly’
= 1 1
X || ——=———=exp [— = hé (cl)_l,hé ,} (S4)
11;[1 (2m)2" || 2 %; YAE ey Py
In Eq. (84), ¢! is a 2" x 2" covariance matrix with elements cfy,y, = Ufuqlw,l and m is a random index following the

empirical distribution 3; Efvzl d(m,n;).

Setting 1/1577 =0 and considering imy_,o Efvzl §(m,n;) — P(m) = 1/|S|, we arrive at

T z/{deq}eN'y(Q’q), (S5)
B
Zlew,qw +ZP 1og/HHdhl > Mu(h,S). (S6)
1=0 v’ =1~ {SL}vi,y

The saddle point equations are obtained by computing O/ 8qlw, =0 and 0¥/ (?Qlw, =0

[dhY g %Mm(h, S)

QL = - ZP(n) TS Mg LSSk (S7)

1QL , =0, (S8)
Ed

qw,—ZP )(SLSE ) v 0<I< L. (S9)

Back-propagating the boundary condition iQ%/ = 0 results in inw’ =0,VI [1].



The measure M,,, becomes

2" L
=[[ PSSk, ) [T P(stint)
y=1 =1
L 1
l IN—1 71
H m Xp[ 2Zh (c )th} (S10)

el

while the saddle point equations of overlaps have the form of

qry'y/ - ZP m el (Sll)

! LR,
¢ = /dhl dht, M exp [— [ 59% I 0 S L0 R Lo SO R (S12)
(2m)2[% |
where the 2 x 2 covariance matrix Elw, is defined as
-1 -1
q q
E%YV/ = 0-121) ( 7’71 ?/’Yl ) . (813)
vy yy
B. Recurrent Architectures
In this section, we consider recurrent topology where the weights are independent of layers Wl =W, ~N(0,02).

The calculation resembles the case of layer-dependent weights, except that the disorder average yields cross-layer
overlaps

L
Ewexp[_zgzﬁw ol

9 L
T ’
_exp[_7zzzxm < >SSl ﬂ (s14)
LU=1~," i
Introducing order parameters q,y,y = Z 5’7 5 J v/ and setting 1/1%77 = 0, we eventually obtain
= / {dQdgq}eN"( @), (S15)
Eil
v(Q, q)_lTr{qQ}—I—ZP 1og/HHdhl S Mu(h,S), (S16)
=1 v {SL iy
an L
=[I PsSist ) [T P(SLint) eXp[ 3k, SQSQ}
y=1 =1 vy’
X __ 1 exp {— —HTC’_lH]7 (S17)
(2m)>"E|C| 2

where iTr {qQ} = 121 . OZ’Y’Y nyfy,q,w, and H = (h',...,h") € R?"l expresses the preactivation fields of all
patterns and all layers, while C'is a 2" L x 2" L covariance matrix.



The corresponding saddle point equations are

9
f dh ES aq;,l,z/—l Mm(h‘v S)

l ll 1
P(n , 1<LU<L, S18
-2 Jahy g Mu(h. S) = (318)
QY =0, VI (S19)
Lo ’
¢ =Y Pm)(SLSh),, . 0<I<L. (S20)

All conjugate order parameters {iny’le,} vanish identically similar to the previous case, such that the effective
single-site measure becomes

2" L

S) =[] PesSIsh ) TT PSLint)
y=1 =1

1

X ———== — —HTC’_lH}, 521

and the saddle point equation of the order parameters follows

q'w' B ZP mv mv ’ (522)

qw'_zp SZSO

- <;p(m)s{nﬁ,) dn! j% exp [— %(hg)ﬂ, (S23)

2
, ¢H(hL)e! (hL, 1 , , ,
¢’ —/dhl dhl 1)9 (”/)exp{ [RL, hL] - (sh )~ [hg,hg/r} (S24)
(2m)?|Z5, |
where the 2 x 2 covariance matrix Efy’fyl, is defined as
—-1,1-1 I-1,0'—1
Ll qry~ Ay
E V= a < 17—1 -1 1711,1’—1 ) . (S25)
vy vy

Similar formalism was derived in the context of dynamical recurrent neural networks to study the autocorrelation of
spin/neural dynamics [2].

C. Strong Equivalence Between Layer-dependent and Recurrent Architectures for Odd Activation Functions

In general, the statistical properties of the activities of machines of layer-dependent architectures and recurrent
architectures are different, since the fields {h'} of different layers are directly correlated in the latter case. However,
one can observe that the equal-layer overlaps qu",ly, in the recurrent architectures is identical to qu,y/ in the layer-
dependent architectures, by noticing the same initial condition in Eq. (S22)) and Eq. (S1I) and the same forward
propagation rules in Eq. (S24) (with I’ =1) and Eq. (S12)).

If the cross-layer overlaps {q%’, |l # 1’} vanish, then the direct correlation between h! of different layers also vanish
such that

1

1
) (S - = hl T Cl 71hl . S26
(27T)2nL|C| X Xp 2( ) ( ) ( )

1.+ 1
[ dm]
2 oV (2P|
In this case, the distributions of the macroscopic trajectories {h!, §'} of the two architectures are equivalent. One
sufficient condition for this to hold is that the activation functions ¢!(-) are odd functions satisfying ¢'(—z) = —¢'(z).

Firstly, this condition implies that qu’g/ =0,V by Eq. (§23); secondly, ¢"°, = 0 and the fact that ¢'(-) is odd implies

Tyy
qlvi;l ' = 0, which leads to qlv{y' =0,Vl # ' by induction.



D. Weak Equivalence Between Layer-dependent and Recurrent Architectures for General Activation
Functions

As shown above, in general the trajectories {h!, '} of layer-dependent architectures follow a different distribution
from the case of recurrent architectures with shared weights except for some specific cases such as DNNs with odd
activation functions. Here we focus on the distribution of activities in the output layer.

For layer-dependent weights, the joint distribution of the local fields and activations at layer L is obtained by
marginalizing the variables of initial and hidden layers

P(h*, ") = /H /HHdhlZP m) Y My(h,S)

=1 ~ {8 oyi<n

L
1 _
/Hdhl <HHP(S§|M >H 2n| ] exp —E(hl)T(cl) Lpt
{8 Yvmic S I=1 Y =1
2’71
N(h*|0,c"(g" ) [T P(SEIRE), (S27)
y=1

where N (h1|0,cl(g*~1)) is a 2" dimensional multivariate Gaussian distribution. The distribution of Boolean func-
tions f(-) computed at layer L is

on

“g) = [ant Y Pt sh TLa(sE.1(5)
St =1

.
— [ anlo.c) T a0t ), (528)

=1

where the binary string f of size 2" represents the Boolean function f(-) with f, = f(3,).
For shared weights, the fields of all layers H = (h!,...,h!,...,h%) € R2"L are coupled with covariance C

P(ht, 8% = /Hdhl > <HHP (SLIR) >W Xp[—%(H)TCIH]

{8, vryi< TI=1 Y

N | =

(H)Tc—lﬂ}

_ L|pLy l exp | —
_IJIP(S,YVL /Hdh\/Tm p|:

= HP(Sﬂh{;)W exp {— %(hL)T(C’L,L)—th}
on
= N(r*[0,C" (g" 2 ) T P(SE D). (529)

y=1

Since the equal-layer overlap follows the same dynamical rule with the case of layer-dependent weights such that
ChL = ¢k the distributions P(h%, ST) of the two scenarios are equivalent. This suggests that if only the input-
output mapping is of interest (but not the hidden layer activity), the distributions of the Boolean functions P (f)
computed at the final layer of the two architectures are equivalent.

III. REMARK ON THE EQUIVALENCE PROPERTY

We observed that although auto-correlations generally exist in recurrent architectures, they do not complicate the
single-layer macroscopic behaviors of the system studied. This is due to the fact that the weights/couplings being used
are asymmetric (i.e., W;; and W, are independent of each other), such that there are no intricate feedback interactions
of a node with its state at previous time steps, which renders a Markovian single-layer macroscopic dynamics [3]. If
symmetric couplings are present, then the whole history of the network is needed to characterize the dynamics |3].



Similar effect of coupling asymmetry was also observed in sparsely connected networks [4]. Early works investigating
asymmetric coupling in neural networks include |53, 16].

Although we only consider finite input dimension, we expect that the equivalence property also holds in the cases
where n has the same order as N as long as the couplings are asymmetric.

IV. EXTENSION OF THE THEORY ON DENSELY-CONNECTED NEURAL NETWORKS

While the theory on densely-connected neural networks was developed in the infinite width limit N — oo, we expect
that it applies to large but finite systems (some properties investigated below require N > n). In [7], it is found that
the order parameters in such systems satisfy the large deviation principle, which implies an exponential convergence
rate to the typical behaviors as the width N grows. Typically, order parameters of systems with N ~ 103 are well
concentrated around their typical values as predicted by the theory.

Accommodating the cases where n has the same order as N (both tend to infinity) in the current framework is a bit
subtle, as it requires an infinite number of order parameters and may result in the loss of the self-averaging properties.

While Boolean input variables are of primary interest here, the input domain can be generalized to any countable
sets; this is relevant for adapting the theory to real input variables with defined numerical precision, e.g., if a real input
variable s € [0, 1] is subject to precision of 0.01, then only a finite number of possible values of s € {0,0.01,0.02, ..., 1}
need to be considered. On the other hand, real input variables with arbitrary precision are difficult to deal with,
as there is an uncountably infinite number of input patterns and the product Hv -+« is ill-defined. It is worthwhile
noting [§] that random neural networks on real spherical data shares similar properties with those on Boolean data
in high dimension; therefore we expect that the equivalence between layer-dependent and recurrent architectures also
applies to real data.

Other than being able to treat the highly correlated recurrent architectures, the GF or path-integral framework
also facilitates the characterization of fluctuations around the typical behaviors [9], and the computation of large
deviations in finite-size systems |[1].

V. TRAINING EXPERIMENTS

Figure 2 of the main text demonstrates the feasibility of using DNNs with recurrent architectures to perform an
image recognition task on the MNIST hand-written digit data. In this section, we describe the details of the training
experiment. The objective is not to achieve state-of-the-art performance, but to showcase the potential in using
recurrent architectures for parameter reduction. Therefore, we pre-process the image data by downsampling with a
factor of 2 through average pooling, which saves runtime of training by reducing the size of each image from 28 x 28
to 14 x 14. See Fig. [SI}a) for an example.

We consider DNNs of both architectures, layer-dependent and recurrent, where the input § is directly copied onto
the initial layer go’ and a softmax function is applies to the final layer. We remark that the theory developed in
this work is applicable to random-weight DNNs implementing Boolean functions, while it is not directly applicable to
trained networks. For recurrent architectures, since the dimension of input and output layers are fixed, only weights
Whid hetween hidden layers are shared, i.e.

S0 Wwin o phid o pphid — pyhid o pyhid whid oo o pout o
S0 St S? ok N e L (S30)

where all the hidden layers have the same width. The corresponding DNNs of both architectures are trained by
the ADAM algorithm with back-propagation |10]. In Fig. [SIb), we demonstrate that for different widths of hidden
layers, DNNs with recurrent architectures can achieve performance that is comparable to those with layer-dependent
architectures.

VI. BOOLEAN FUNCTIONS COMPUTED BY RANDOM DNNS

To examine the distribution of Boolean functions computed at layer L (we always apply sign activation function in
the final layer), notice that nodes at layer L are not coupled together, so it is sufficient to consider a particular node
in the final layer, which follows the distribution of the effective single site measure established before.

Further notice that the local field h” € R?" in the final layer follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution with zero

mean and covariance c&, = ¢2,¢%'. Essentially the local field h” is a Gaussian process with a dot product kernel

Yy wyy
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Figure S1. (a) The MNIST data are pre-processed by average pooling to downsample the images, in order to reduce training
time. (b) Test accuracy of trained fully connected DNNs with 6 hidden layers applied to MNIST dataset. For different widths
of the hidden layers, DNNs with recurrent architectures can achieve comparable performance to those with layer-dependent
architectures.

(in the limit N — oo) |8, [11]

= —/
K7 7) = ’“(x - ) = Thd (531)

where Z,7" are n-dimensional vectors.
The probability of a Boolean function f(s1,, ..., Sn,~) being computed in the fully connected neural network is

PL(f) = /th h|0, ¢t H 5(sgn(hL), f,). ($32)

We focus on systems of layer-dependent architectures, where the overlap q,w/ is governed by the forward dynamics

o(hl)e(hl,) 1 -1
l U apl U gl l -1 U3l T
Ty = /dh dh, WGXP {— 5 lhy, el (B, (1) [hy h5] T |- (S33)
e For sign activation function, choosing o, = 1 yields
1 ql_/l
L Y
E'Y'Y/ < qujy/l 1 ) ’ (834)
! 2 1
Gyy = —sin (q,w/), vl >0, (S35)
1 n_ Sm,ySm,y’, §I:§7
q'oy'y’ — nlsznl Y Y =1 e (836)
e Yot (L4 SmySmar). ST =(5,1).
e For ReLU activation function, choosing o, = v/2 yields
-1 -1
Efw’ =2 < qlwl qlwl ) =2 <q7vl qiwl ) ) (S37)
Dyt Gyry Dyyr Dyryr
¢, = izlw 1, Vv (S38)
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) Yo (L4 8mySmyr). ST =(51).
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Figure S2. Iteration mappings of overlaps of fully connected neural networks in the absense of bias variables. (a) sign activation
function. ¢' = 0 is a stable fixed point while ¢/ = 1, —1 are two unstable fixed points. (b) ReLU activation functions with
0w = V2. ¢ =1 is a stable fixed point.

The iteration mappings of overlaps of the two activation functions considered are depicted in Fig.

A. ReLU Networks in the Large L Limit

In this section, we focus on the large depth limit L — oo. For ReLU activation function, all the matrix elements
of ¢& become identical in the large L limit, leading to ¢®(q) o J (where J is the all-one matrix) and a degenerate
Gaussian distribution of the vector h” enforcing all its components to be the same. To make it explicit, we consider
the distribution of h” as follows

PINY) = o |~ )
= / ﬂ exp <iwL -ht — ﬁ(a:L)TJacL> (541)
(2m)M 2
dzl o2
=lim [ ——exp (iz?-hl - — (arg)Q +K xﬁxﬁ} , (542)
1 o FIZ e en 3 etet))

Now define ¢(k) = 02 [(1 — k)I + £J] and notice

= SR S (S N
[e(r)] ! = ~ )<1 J+— J>, (S43)

K
I—
U?U(l—fi)< Mp—i—(l—m)J) o2(1—-k M M2k

P(hl) = lim 1

— X — (KM Te(k)]ThE
iy (- 50" et nt)

i e o - s (ar 2 - Gy 2’

xexp{—ﬁ(%?hﬁf}. (S44)

N = DN =

In the limit £ — 1, P(h") has support only in the subspace with 7 3= (h2)? — (37 22, hﬁ)Q = 0, requiring all bl to
be identical.
Therefore, the output node computes a constant Boolean function in the limit L — oo

PE(f) =

5 with f(-) =1or f(-) = —1. (S45)



B. Sign Networks in the Large L Limit

1. Input Vector §' = (81,82, .y Sn)

For the input vector §7 = (s1, 82, ..., Sn ), the overlap at layer 0 is computed as

1 n
0y = n Z Sm,ySm.y's (S46)
m=1
which satisfies —1 < S,Y, <1 q,oy,y, = 1iff v =/, while qg,y, = —1iff §, = —§, (input 4/ is the negation of input ).
We label the M = 2" patterns according to
7—1+Z S"”z” m (S47)
v—1
Sm,y = 1—2 x mod \‘W—_WJ ) 2. (848)

We note that, the mapping from «y to s,, ~ is as follows: (i) represent the integer v —1 € {0, 1, ..., M — 1} by its binary
string; for example, for n = 3, the M = 8 configurations are arranged in the ordered [000,001, 010,011,100, 101,110, 111];
(ii) turn the binary variable 0(1) at each site of the binary string into Ising variable +1(—1) or 4+(—).

Under this convention, for two negating inputs v,~’ §,, = —&,, the indices satisfied

" (1= 5, 14 sm, _
7+71_2+Z< 5 ='Y+ 5 17)2nm
m=1

=242"—1=M+1. (S49)

In the large L limit, all matrix elements of ¢’ vanish except the diagonal terms E,%,Y and anti-diagonal terms
E,%,Y,(SWJW/) a1 For instance, for n = 2, the covariance matrix X% has the following structure

|+4+ +— —+ ——

++[1 0 0 -1
»hjo2 = 4= 0 1 -1 0, (S50)

—+|0 -1 1 0

—|-1 0 0 1

which is singular and corresponds to a degenerate Gaussian distribution of h”. Essentially, it implies that the input
~ and its negation 4’ are anti-correlated in the local fields <h$h§,> Jo2 = —1.

To make the constraints of the degenerate Gaussian distribution explicit, we consider replacing the anti-diagonal
elements of ¢’ by k, make use of the identities in Sec. [X] and take the limit x — —1 in the end of the calculation,

L . da* L L Two INT L
P(h ): lim Wexp ix” - h —7(33 ) AM(K})CE y
™

K——1
= lim ! exp | — L(hL)T - Apn(r)7H-RE (S51)
r=1/(2m)M g2M (1 — (2)M/2 202 ’
(hL)TA]u(Ii)_th = /{2 Z thL KJ6M+V,M+1)

TRZE

1 M 1 1
= 1 — K2 Z [§(hﬁ)2 + 5(@5) - 'ith }5u+u M+1

pw,r=1

=1 %2 hL + i) = (14 KWL | Spsv nr1, (S52)
nv= 1
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1 ) M/2
Y 72 th
X (27T)M/20-1]1\14 exp ( 20_2 (1 _ Ii Zl M+1— 'y)
M/2 ) .
— L L\2
- g { (hy + RIS ) 2mo2, exp | - H(hw) }} (S53)

Therefore, the first 4 5 fields are independent of each other, while the last & 5 fields have the opposite sign. The
probablhty of a Boolean function F' being computed is

PL(f) = /dhLN(hLm,EL)Ha(sgn(hg),f(sZ))

M2 ’
-1I / AREN (WE10,0%)3 (sen(hE). F(S1))5(sen(—h2). F(Shyr )
1\/1/21
= §H(f(§M+1f'y) =—f(5))
y=1
| M2
= [[M(F(=5) = — (), ($54)

where I(-) is the indicator function returning 1 if the condition is met and zero otherwise. The space of functions
computed is uniformly distributed among all the odd functions (negated inputs lead to negated output). The restriction

to odd functions can be understood by the fact that both Al(S™1) = > WllJS’]l ! and sgn(h!) in the forward

propagation are odd functions, which imposes a symmetry constraint in the input -output mappings. Such symmetry
is broken by the bias in the input vector ST = (5,1) as is shown in the following section.

2. Input Vector ST = (81,82, ey Sny 1)

If we consider the input vector ST = (5,1) = (s1, 52, ..., Sn, 1), the overlap at layer 0 is given by

1 n
0o _
b =g (1 2 - (5)

which satisfies —1 < qg,y, <1 and qg,y, = 1 iff v = «+/. This choice of input set is equivalent to adding a bias variable

in the first layer. For the sign activation function, ¢/ = 0 is a stable fixed point unless ¢° = 1. Therefore, in the large
L limit, all off-diagonal matrix elements of the 2"-dimensional covariance matrix vanish, leading to ¢’(q) I, the
identity matrix. The distribution of functions computed at the output node is

PL(f) = /dhL/\/' ht0,02 H(s (sen(hk), £(S1))
= H/dhﬁ/\/(hﬂo,afu)a(sgn(hg),f(gﬁ))
»
o
=] % = 2% (S56)
y=1

i.e. the uniform distribution over all Boolean functions.
In the above analysis, if the input dimension n is large, the smallest overlap qgv, can get very close to —1 and
convergence to the uniform distribution of functions (as network depth increase) becomes very slow. In this case,



11

(a) 1.0 ‘ ‘ ‘ (b) 1.0
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Figure S3. Iteration mappings of overlaps of fully connected neural networks in the presence of bias variables. (a) sign activation
function with o, = 1. The overlap ¢' = 1 is an unstable fixed point, and there exists a stable fixed point with ¢* > 0. (b)
ReLU activation functions with 02 = 2 — ¢2. ¢ = 1 is a stable fixed point. It shows how the fixed point drifts to a higher
value with the increasing bias.

one can set the biased input vector as §7 = (8, const) = (s1, S2, ..., Sn, const) where the constant variable satisfies
const € O(n), such that qg,y, deviates from —1 and the convergence to a uniform distribution over all Boolean functions
becomes faster.

3. Introducing Bias Variables

In this section, we introduce the conventional bias variables of neural networks as follows

( Sll_

ijg

1 N
ZW Sl (S57)
VN —

where Wilj ~ N(0,02) and b} ~ N'(0,0%). The only difference from the case without bias is the average

S D B RATEREES 3 3 SR
_exp{__zzzxzw( Zsl 15ty b)] ($58)

=1~y
This leads to the following overlap dynamics

e Sign activation

2 o2d 47
l _ so—1 wayy
q’Y’Y/ = ; S (T—i—o‘?)’ Vl > O, (859)

e ReLU activation with o2, + o7 = 2 (to ensure ¢!, = 1)

1 Wy H O\ Lty t o (o (0hd t 0
qfw,z;[\/l—<%> +# 5 +sin ! # LV >0, (S60)

The iteration mappings of overlaps considered are depicted in Fig. [S3l
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(a)o.10; : Sign : . (b)o.10; : relu
0.08 e =20 gl Tt 152
___0.06¢ | _0.06
< <
R 0.04} 1 0.04}
0.02} 1 0.02}
O'091.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0'091.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
q q

Figure S4. Frequency of appearance of matrix elements qfwl in ¢t on=64. (a) Sign activation. (b) ReLU activation.

C. Finite L

Perhaps the more interesting scenario is the case with finite L. The entropy of the Boolean functions that the
output node computes is

HE == PY(f)log PX(f)
f

—— > [N wH0.cH T (7, semind)

{f~ Yo~y Y

X log/dhL/\/(h,L|O7 ch) Hé(fy, sgn(hl)), (S61)

which is fully determined by the covariance matrix ¢*(g1).
For input set of ST = (81,52, ..., Sn), we have qg,y, e {-1,-1+ %, ..., 1}; the forward propagation rule implies

that the overlap qlw, at any layer [ has only n + 1 possible values. The Hamming distance between s,IY and sﬁ/ is

dyy = 5(1 - q,oy,y/), therefore at each row/column of the matrix c”, there are (d;g') elements which take the value
q,f,; 1. Fig. 84l depicts the frequency of qu,y, in different layers defined as

P(¢") = (dy') / 2, (S62)

Intuitively, the local fields h,% that are more correlated lead to a lower entropy of the Boolean functions computed.
See Fig. [SHl for an illustration of the case of single variable input. It shows a gradual concentration (in layers) around
zero of the overlap for sign activation-based layered networks and a concentration while drifting away toward one
of the overlap value in the ReLU case. We conjecture that the entropy is monotonically increasing with L for sign
activation function for L > 1, while it is decreasing with ReLU activation functions after the initial increase.

D. Numerical Computation of Entropy of Functions

In this section we provide some numerical examples of the resulting entropy in different cases. The entropy of S¥,
HE is computed according to Eq. (S61)); for n = 2, the entropy can be computed exactly by calculating the orthant
probability Prob(h,% > 0); for n > 2, we can use Monte Carlo method to sample h* (which is straightforward since
it follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution) and estimate H%[P(S)] accordingly. The obtained entropy H for
neural networks with sign and ReLU activation functions without bias variables are shown in the main text.
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(a) (b) nk,

Figure S5. Local field distribution in the case of n = 1. (a) Uncorrelated Gaussian distribution. The probability mass in the
first quadrant corresponds to the function f(-) = 1 being computed with probability %. (b) Correlated Gaussian distribution.

The function f(-) = 1 appears with a probability larger than %.

030 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0y

Figure S6. Entropy of Boolean functions vs the variance of bias parameters o, in networks with sign activation functions. The
variance of weight parameters is o, = 1, and the limit L — co is considered.

1. The Effect of Bias Variables

Without bias variables, the sign-networks are rather chaotic and eventually converge to uniform distribution of all
Boolean functions. Introducing bias variables can change the picture, since the local field hl = > y W'llj S;-_l + bl will
be less sensitive to the input variables.

In the infinite L limit, the fixed point of overlap propagation is given by (also see Fig. [S3))

2 . (ond, top
to==sinH [ —2——2). S63
q'Y'Y T ( O-%) +O'§ ( )

So all the off-diagonal matrix elements of ¢’ will converge to the same value 02 ¢* + o2, while all the diagonal matrix
elements are 02, 4+ o2. The entropy of h and S is depicted in Fig. The variability of the functions being
computed is decreasing with op.
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VII. GENERATING FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF SPARSELY CONNECTED BOOLEAN CIRCUITS

The analysis in neural networks described above applies similarly to the sparsely connected Boolean circuits (we
use the term circuit to include both layer-dependent and recurrent discrete Boolean networks and distinguish them
from the real variable networks used before). To accommodate the computation with noise, we consider the output
of the (I,i)-th gate as,

St=nlelal(Sit, .. S0 (S64)

where 7! is an independent random variable from the distribution P(n) = €8,,—1 + (1 —€)d,;1 which represents the
dynamic (annealed) noise and ¢! is an independent random variables from the distribution P(€) = pde,—1 + (1 — p)dea
which represents the quenched (hard) noise. We note that the annealed noise is different for each copy of the system
but the quenched noise (and topology) is the same in all copies.

The generating functional is

2’7l L
= > TIPst s TP, e 20 a5t (S65)
{8}, =1 =1
where
N BTN ARGl (ST ST )
Sl Sl 1 H 1 lJZ1 l N ]Z wl kal_l . (866)
i 2coshﬁzj1 AL &S e 850

We have averaged out the noise variables and the inverse temperature [ is related to the noise parameter e via
tanh 8 =1 — 2e.

The set of connectivity tensors {Aif%}, where Alif,...,ik € {0,1}, denotes connections in the circuit. The sources
of disorder in our model are the random connections, random boundary conditions and random gates. The former
two arise in the layered growth process The basic change in this growth process is the addition of a new gate
with probability P(Aéfjk) = &% (5A§1 ,,,,, il +(1- 7 )(5A§1 ’’’’’ ., of being connected to exactly k gate-outputs of
the previous layer [ — 1. This procedure is carried out independently for all gates in the circuit giving rise to the
probability distribution

L,N

N N
Li 1 Li 1 1
PAAY D) = Z_ H [ ( Z A5 ;]k> H [W(SA“ Tt m)aAi’f i ;0] ]’ (567)

J1seJk 11,0000k

where Z 4 is a normalization constant. The Kronecker delta function inside the definition (S67) enforces the constraint
Zﬁjk Aéfjk =1, i.e. the gate on site (I,) is mapped to exactly one element from the set of all possible output-
indices {i1,...,4x} from the previous layer.

Random boundary conditions in the layered growth process are generated by selecting indices to the entries of the

input vector ST with probability ﬁ, and assigning them to the initial layer [ = 0.
In addition to the topological disorder, induced by the growth process, we assume that the gate ol added at each

step of the process can be sampled randomly and independently from the set G of k-ary Boolean gates. Under this
assumption the distribution over gates takes the form

P{aiy = [T (b, (568)

where P(al) =Y . Pabaiar With }°,cqpa =1 and pa > 0.

In the simplest case as discussed in the main text, a single gate « is used with P(al) = Ou:at- The diluted networks
generated are random directed networks, as the incoming edges and out-going edges are distlinguished. Since in the
current analysis the same gate is used for the whole architecture, all in-degrees of nodes are the same, while the
randomly selected out-degrees follow a Poisson distribution, hence there is a small probability that a node does not
contribute to the next layer nodes
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A. Layer-dependent Architectures

We assume that the system is self-averaging, i.e. any macroscopic quantity which can be computed via Eq. (S65)
is self-averaging, and compute the disorder-averaged generating functional

> . an ﬂSf,y 571(51 1)
P(Ss],....s7) e i Vi Sy (S69)
{g}vnl '}_[1;_[1}12C05hﬁhl HSYY
defining the field
N
I—1,gl—1\ __ L, l l -1 1—1
hiﬁ (SW )_ Z Ajh Ik (SJ1 ot S]k 7) (870)
J1sedk

Notice that the index convention of the field H is different from the case of fully connected neural networks.
Isolating the fields {hé__,yl (§"=1)} in Eq. (S69) via the integral representations of unity

n

2 L N -1 -1
I { / ueiwi;[hi;—hmﬁi1)]}:1 (S71)

y=1[l=11i=1
gives us
2’7l

= > J[PSYs], ... ) e iz ?

{s; 3=l
n l -1 — —
2 ﬁsz “/hz’y dhé ,Yldxli,yl it~ TRl

T o [ e e
y=11=1i= 12COShﬁhi7v &

277,
1—1 N L,i 1 L -1 1—1
X H HH eiwl ¥ Zn ,,,,, ik Ah ----- jkéi 1(511 w""'Sak w) (872)

y=1[l=1i=1

We compute the disorder averages in the disorder-dependent part of Eq. (S72)) as follows

2" N lll Ll Ll ll
IO T e acietinosicy

y=11=1i=1 j1,...,Jk

N N
1 1 1 Li
11T RIS [m; _____ RIS £ L1 (D i
I=1i=111,. ALt Jisedk
B
S PE TP TT T e et
13! al =171, Jk
LAy [ dwf o 1
HH e NP ZP H > A“.,.i:1+(1_W)5Aif.,.i;o
A =1im1 ¢l 5 AL o o
..... i
122W 1 iwlAll _____ {l Z(Sillw ..... Sl 1) 1wlAi; _____ i
k k
A=t zk<N N ¢a

N

L
1 / z elWi 1 2 : —12 “tea(siTr L8y —iw! —k+1
[ exp | — < v=1Ti i1,y sy — 1> “+ O(N ) (873)
Za ll:[l{H - } N* 15yl oo
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Using the result of disorder average in the generating functional Eq. (ST2) gives us

f:_Z:I_[PSolsl,..., 7Y S v St

A st =

l— 1
dhl d.’L' 2Rt -1 -1
| | / @, hy eﬁ El,’y,z i Whl 5 +Zl,'y,i log 2 cosh Bh;

Ly,
N
XH{H/ }exp[ /dccd NZ S(w—wl)
x Z Nk Z s g1 XX O, gt R —1>5)Q+O(N"“+1)} (S74)

11,0000k

where we used the definitions = = (z!,...,22") and S; = (S}, cee szn), where j € {1,...,k}.
In order to achieve the factorization over sites, we insert the following integro-functional representations of unity

/{dPldPl} INEs PUSIPS)-% Eilidsist] _ g (S75)

/{dQldQl}eiNf dedw (@,0)[Q (@w)— T, d@e))dwwit)] _

into the generating functional Eq. (§Z4), which leads to

2”
= E:HP (S9]s7,...,s7) eIz 14
4 st =t
dhitdallt -
% H m2 iy iz it B SE ki S s log 2 cosh Ry
™

Lyyi

L (N .
XH{H/ d elw }/{dﬂl 1dQl 1} iN [ dedwQ' ™ (z,w)[Q 7 (zw)—% SN §(z—a! )5 (w—wh)]
2
=1 \i=1""T
x/{dPl—ldfal—l} INEs PEHSIPTHS) -4 X Og,5t-1]

X exp{N/dwdel_l(w,w) Z P7H(81) x -+ x PY(Sy)
S1,..,Sk

< (e T eSS 1) ovR)], (576)

&

The objective now is to reduce the above equation to a saddle-point integral. This can be achieved if we define two
functionals. The first functional is given by

L
N, :_% 1ogZA+Z {/dmdwi@l(m,w)Ql(m,W)—FZipl(S)Pl(S)
1=0

k
+/dmdel(m,w) Z H {Pl(Sj)} <efiziilzwﬁa(s¥ »»»»» SZ)*iw_1>£7a}

{85;} =1

N
1
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and the second functional is given by
on

M"i[Si’hilwivwiv¢i] = H {550 P CHITRE A )} T Y St

i,
y=1
erlL 01 Zi 1{1xi Whi WJrBSiJ;lhi W+log2coshﬁhiﬁ}

w2tz =i (@0 ) Hiw T P (S} (S78)

where we have used the definition

L-1 (2" 1 l ™ 1+1
dhé _daz: dett
_ 4,7 (20 1
/{dhidmidwi} -1I {H {/T} /_ﬂ7} (S79)

=0 \y=1
Using these definitions in Eq. (ST6) gives us the desired saddle-point integral

= / {dQAQAPAP NV IR2.P P (S80)

For N — oo and with the generating fields {1/)%77} are all being set to zero we obtain

L-1
v=2 {/ doduld (@) (2,w) +13_ PUS)PS) (81)
=0
xzdw l =i aga(ST .S —iw
/ddQ {;}{HP }< >£)a}

+ Z P(m)log Z /{dhdwdw}Mm[S, h|z,w,0].
m S

1. Saddle-point Problem

The integral Eq. (S80) is dominated by the extremum of the functional Eq. (S81]). Functional variation of Eq. (S81))
with respect to the integration variables {2, 2, P, P} leads us to four saddle-point equations

P(S) =" P(m) (6s1;s) .. (582)
Fo)= 5P16(S) 2 111Ps] (383)
{s;}i=1
x /dwdel(:n,w) <e—izi’;1zw5a<s;,...,sg>_iw>£)a,
ZP Sz —a')s(w - ™)) (S84)
Q(@,w) =1 H D s85)

{s;}J=1
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Inserting the result Eq. (S88) into Eq. (ST8) and integrating continuous variables leads to

/ {dhdzdw} Mo [S, hlz, w, 0] (S86)
2'”/

=11 {5ss;sfn( 7o) }/{dhdmdw} H S liah W B8 TRS Hlog 2eosh 11} o —iP!(S")
=1 =0

k
X exp [ Z H Pl(Sj) <6712::1 el fa(s] ..., 52)*i“l+1>§ . + iw”ll

{8;} \s=1
on
= {(550 JSI( /{dhdm} H 2" {iz! h! +8SIF L +log 2 cosh SR} o 1P (Sh
7=1 b
k
x Z H {Pl(sj)}< e S]] )>£oz
{S;}i=1 )
on L—1 2" BSHlfa(Sw 58y S ~L—1 pl;al
= 6 0.81 (g . g7 } Pl(S) e_lzl:[) P (S ).
7_1{ 89:87,(s1508m) EJ{SZJ}H[ )] 71;[12coshﬁ§oz(3¥,.--,3g) co

Averaging Eq. (S86) over the random-indices disorder m gives

2’7l
Prob[S* « ...« 8% =) P(m {H 550,81 (7.0 Sn)} (S87)
L—1 l 2"n eﬁsfly+1£a(s?7””’sz
P .
% H Z H (55) 71;[1 2cosh BEa(ST,...,S))

1=0 {8;} |j=1

. L—-1 pl l
xe~ 1 Xiz0 (5 /Norm,,,

&

where S§! = (S!,...,5L.), which is the probability of a path in the space of Boolean functions of n variables. The

conjugate order parameter P! is a constant for all [ € {0,..., L — 1} which is canceled by a similar constant in the
denominator of Eq. (S87).
From Eq. (S87) we can easily obtain the probability of a Boolean function on the layer [ + 1

Pl+1 Pl 2" eBSwga( 10" 7S‘Y) 888
Z H ’g2coshﬂ§a(Sf,...,Sg) ’ (588)

{S;} |Jj=1

§,a
where the initial condition is given by

on

PO(8) =3 Plm) [T {05,000 } - (589)

m y=1

Eq. (S88) is the main result of this section.

B. Recurrent Architectures

In recurrent Boolean networks, both random connections and random gates do not change from layer to layer but
remain fixed. This, for all [ € {1,..., L}, gives rise to the probabilities

N N
i 1 1 1
P Az-l,...,w—Z—AH[( Z M) TL [eou ot 0= oo, H (890)

i=1 L N g1, i1, in

and
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The differences between the random layer-dependent and random recurrent topologies are generated in the disorder-
dependent part of Eq. (§69). We average out the disorder in Eq. (S69) as follows

L N 1—1 44 -1 -1
H H e @iy A;i YYYYY Elocl(Sle ..... SJk )

,,,,,,,

N
P(&)ZP(O@) H eﬂzl 12W 1 i’ylAZ YYYYY jkfiai(S;;lw ..... S;;lw)

&i o J1yeesdke

X

yyyyyy

i,y Tt iy,

><< ‘Zz 127 1 i»ylAl ,,,,, &az(sil}y, WS ) —iwi A 11 %>
&iyou
N

dwi . ik 2" b lea(Sil sy, 1
e T1 (e B mimtietin i )

V1y.eeylk S

N N
1 ™ dwi g, L —ixk e lea(SI7) L8 ) i —k+1
_Z_A{Hl/ﬂ. ?e }exp NE Z < D D 17 koY - 1>£a +O(N ) , (892)

G501 ey Tk

Using the above result in the generating functional Eq. (872 we obtain

f:— > HPSO|31,..., 1) o 1SSt

A st =

dh dx -1 -1
H/ ivhiv eﬁzl,'w lvhzw+Zl,w,i10g2COShﬁhiw

Ly,

X{H/_:%ei“i}explN/dmo..dL_ld 2(1:[6w—w ) (W — w;)
L—1

<> e 3 (Mo < n,)
=0

{sth " ine
x (e 1D DI el s ) +0(N“1)]v (893)
{a
where we have defined the following vectors ! = (a:é)l,...,:cﬁzn), xl = (24, ... 2b.), St = (Sl{l, . ,Sézn) and

St=(S,...,SL).

In order to attain the factorization over sites we insert into Eq. (§93) the following functional unity representations

N i P 1 Iy 1 N L—1
/{deP}e N sty PUSTHIPUS D =3 S T dstist] _ (S94)

/{deQ}eiNf{dml}de({:cl},w)[Q({:cl},w)—% NIt ot —ah) |6 (w—wi)] _ 1



Inserting above into the generating functional Eq. (S93)) we obtain
T = /{dePdeQ} exp N [i Z P({S'})P({S"}) +i/{dwl}dwﬂ({wl},w)Q({:Bl},w)
{s'}
/{dwl}dm (2'},0) 3" P8I} x -+ x P({8L}) x
{s}}

><< iy, 22wl (St Sfc;’l)fiw_1> —ilogZA
&,a N

s

X Z Hp50|817m’ 7) e i i LSt

{8} =1

dhl dJI 2 1 -1 1—1
H / x; hg eﬁ >4 Si whl o +221,,ilog2cosh Bh;

Ly,i

" II Tdwi s, | s, PASIH-EY, aa! ) w)
i=1Y 7T 2m

The site-dependent part of the above can be written as

exp[N Zémmlogz [anldaly [* G2 s (S (B ol (0]

{s!}
where
on
Mo [{S1, (R ), w (0] = T] {5051, s,y o7 Etn Vil
~y=1

L—-1 n l I+1p1 l
xezl o Zi 1{1&01 Sh, erﬁS%+w h; . +log2cosh Bh; .}

Xe_lﬂ({mi})wi)""lwi_lP({Si})7

.. Ian _ rL—1792"  dhl_dzl
and we use the definition [{dhidz} = [[,5, [I=, [ —5—=

20

(S95)

(S96)

(S97)

(S98)

The definition Eq. (S96) allows us to express the disorder-averaged generating functional Eq. (S98) as a saddle-point

integral
f::/fdePdeQkWWHRPﬂﬁH
where
= Y PUSPUS'Y + [ {daljduif((al). )2 (e) )
{s'}
+ [(de!)dus((al)w) 3PS x o x P(SL) x
(st}
- < i B3 e (8] e Sh ) i 1>§7a - %ngA
+3 Plm 1og{; [1aniazty ';‘—‘;Mm[{sl},{hl}uwl},w,{0}1.
with

L—1 ﬁSl“ X

Mn[{8"}, {h"}{z'},w, {0}] = H W o B!

Xe—lQ({m },wi)-i-lw—lP({Sl})

(S99)

(S100)
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where P,,(S%) = H'y— {550 g (51)”.7571)}; we have removed the generating fields {t'} = {0} and assumed the the
law of large numbers P(m) = th_N,O v SN Gpmen, holds. For N — oo the integral Eq. (S29) is dominated by the

extremum points of Eq. (SI00) i.e. 35 =0, gi =0, &£ =0 and ‘N; =0.

Computing the extremum points of Eq. (S100) leads to the saddle-point equations

L—-1
({8} ZP <H 6S,z;sl> (S101)
= M

P({S'}) =i l} > HP ({S'y) /{dml}dm ({='},w) (S102)
{si}i=1
><<e’izlL:é 2 alea(st Sfcﬁ)fiw>

§,a
L—-1
Q({z"},w) =>_ P(m) < [[o@" =" s - w)> (S103)
m =0 Mo

k
W) =13 [LPUSH) (o7 =00 2imwisetshonsiymie) (3104)

«
1y j= ’
{si}i=1

where we use the definition

oy, — Sty AR [T, G Mol (B ('), {0
M T ey [Hadkldal} [T 2 M ({8 R (@'} w, {0)]

Solving the saddle point equations leads to the main result

k 120 BSiea(s S )
P(St,.., 8% = Zp(m)Pm(SO) Z H P{S'}) <H H Foosh BEa(S] 5 )> (5105)
m l ¢

1 j= Ly ok
{Sj}] 1 fiad

,7a

We can use this result to generate: (i) single-layer observables

L Z ﬁ L1y <ﬁ BT €SI e ST) >
P(St) = P(S! : (S106)
ol 221 2cosh BEa(STTY -, S¢)) o
(ii) two-layer oservables
, k ) 2" psEea(st) S GBS ea(SET L SETY
P(St, 8= Z H P(S st —1)< H - - — = ) (S107)
sty e j J =5 2cosh BEa(Sy .-, S)) 2cosh BEa(Sy ™, .., Sy ) »

According to (i) the results for the layered growth process Eq. (S88)) also hold for the recurrent topology.

The layers can be viewed as time steps of a dynamical system and a Boolean function f, represented by a binary
string of length 2", as a molecule of gas with at most 22" different types of molecules. Molecules of this gas participate
in (random) k-body collisions specified by the gates. The result of a k-body collision is either a new molecule, i.e.
new Boolean function, or one of the molecules involved in the collision. For an infinite number of molecules (or a
large finite number of molecules and short times) this process is described by Eq. (8) of the main text. Depending on
the type of the gate used, i.e. the nature of collision, the system exhibits different behaviors as investigated below.

VIII. SOME RESULTS OF BOOLEAN CIRCUITS
A. Savicky’s Growth Process

In this section we will use Eq. (S88) to study the Boolean functions generated in the layered variant |12 of the
Savicky’s growth process [13].
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But first we will establish the equivalence of these two growth processes. Assuming that the formulae in our growth
process are constructed using only a single gate o and that it has no noise, we obtain

k

PS) =Y |T]P'(s) f[a[sma(sy,...,sg)], (S108)

{s;} [i=1

where S € {—1,1}%".

This result is in agreement with [13], which establishes a formal equivalence of the layered network and Savicky’s
formula-growth process.

From [12] and |13, [14] we know that the growth process can converge to a single Boolean function or uniform
distribution over some set of all Boolean functions.

1. Single Boolean Function

In the case where the process converges to a single Boolean function f we have P*°(S) = H?;l 0[S7; f7], where
we represent f as a binary string of length 2.
Inserting above into Eq. (SI08) we obtain

2n k 2mn 2n
[Ios1=>"11 [H 5[5;;f7]] [T 0157 e(S7,..., 8]

{8;} =1 =1
on
= [I 61577, ... ). (S109)
y=1
Thus, when the process converges to a single Boolean function f this implies that f7 = «a(f?,...,f") and the

number of fixed points of Eq. (SI0F) is equal to 22", i.e. all Boolean functions of n variables.

In order to find out, for a given gate o which satisfies the property S = «(S,...,.S), to which Boolean function the
growth process converges to (if at all) we have to study the evolution of the probability P!(S) which depends on the
input set S’ via PY(S).

The (Shannon) entropy of a Boolean function f on layer [ is defined as h! =—3" ¢ P!(S) log P'(S), where we use the
convention P'(S)log P'(S) = 0 when P!(S) = 0. For S € {—1,1}?", we have 0 < h! < 2"logn and h! < hl+-- -+hb.,
where h!, == PL(5)log P.(S), which implies 0 < k! < hi+---+hb..

The marginals P(S) = $[1 + Sm!] of (SI08) can be computed from the equation

i = YT |2

{5;}5=1

(S, ..., Sk), (S110)

where v =1,..,2" and mg = # ZSesg(s*) S.

We notice that for I — 0o: hi+---+hb, =0 only when m! € {-1,1} for all v € {1,..,2"}.

Let m! = S, where S € {—1,1}, and compute RHS of Eq. (SII0). The result is given by a(S,...,5). The
convergence of the process to a single Boolean function implies that S = «(S, ...,.S) which consequently implies that
mfy = +1 are the fixed points of the dynamics Eq. (S110).

Let B_ and By be basins of attraction of equation of the fixed points —1 and +1 respectively. For an arbitrary
Boolean function f : {—1,1}" — {—1,1}, define two sets of inputs sx for which f(s1,..,s,) = 1 then the process
Eq. (SI08) converges to the Boolean function f when for all (s1,..,s,) € 54, m® = ﬁ > sesi(n S € B

An example of iteration maps of the Eq. (SII0) for AND and OR gates is plotted in Fig. (S7)(a). For these gates,
mfy always converges to the fixed points m* = %1 as the number of layers grows, which suggests that the corresponding
Boolean circuits compute a single Boolean function in the large depth limit. For MAJ3 gate where the iteration map
is plotted in Fig. (@) (b), if we consider the input vector ST = (81, ..., 8n), where n is odd, then m® # 0 and mlv
converges to the fixed points m* = +1 as well, i.e a single Boolean function is computed in the large depth limit.

Although the analysis is based on the limit of N — oo while keeping n finite, we expect this convergence property
to hold in the case where n and N are of the same order (e.g., the AND gate loses information of the previous layer
and typically contracts the function space), as long as the conditions discussed in this section are satisfied.
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Figure S7. Iteration maps of Eq. (SII0). (a) AND and OR gate Boolean circuits; m* = +1 are the only fixed points of the
iteration. (b) MAJ3 gate Boolean circuits; m* = +1 are stable fixed points, while m* = 0 is an unstable fixed point.

2. Uniform Distribution over All Boolean Functions

In the case when the growth process converges to a uniform distribution over all Boolean functions we have P*>°(S) =
1

2 -
Inserting this distribution into Eq. (SI08) we obtain

k 271
1 1
w2 11 [27} [Tsls7a(sy,....80) (S111)
{S,;}i=1 ~y=1
1 2’7l
= ok2n H Z 0[S7; (S, ..., Sk))
¥=151,...,Sk
1z w1 S
= _2/92” H 2 +7 Z OZ(Sl,-.-,Sk)
’Y:]" Sly"»qSk;

This equality holds when the gate « is balanced

> alSh,...,S) =0. (S112)

S1,.-,5k

To show that the process converges to P>(S) = 22%, for a given balanced and nonlinear [13]| gate «, and initial
conditions given by P°, we have to study the dynamics of P! in general which is beyond the scope of the current
study. Note that in the context of Boolean circuits, the variables are always Boolean and linearity is defined in the
finite filed GF'(2) [13,14]. The requirement for gate @ to be nonlinear is due to the fact that any composition of linear
Boolean gates is also linear, which implies that only linear Boolean functions can be represented in Boolean circuits
using linear gate a. Therefore a nonlinear gate is required in order to generate all Boolean functions |13].

As an example, the MAJ3 gate (S, Sa, S3) = sgn(S1 + S2 + S3) is balanced and nonlinear. If the balanced input
ST = (§,—5,1,—1) is used, then mg = 0, which implies that mlV = 0,Vl > 1. Numerical evidence in the main text
shows that (at least for small values of n), the entropy of Boolean functions H* increases monotonically as the number
of layers grows and converges to its maximum value 2" log 2. It implies that the variability of the Boolean functions
computed is increasing and the machines converge to a uniform distribution on all Boolean functions in the large
depth limit, which is consistent with the findings in |13].

Unlike the cases where the circuits converge to a single Boolean function for n and N of the same order, here
N has to be much larger than n; otherwise some intricate Boolean functions may not be computed. This becomes
more prominent in sparse Boolean circuits in comparison to densely-connected neural networks. Compared to the
perceptron (the basic element of neural networks) with variable weight parameters, the Boolean gate is fixed in the
Boolean circuit case and the complexity of the computation is realized through the random topologies. Therefore, we
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Figure S8. Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the theoretical prediction of the function distribution P*(f) and its
estimation PY(f) based on finite size simulation (computed by 10° realizations of random networks). In both (a) and (b),
PL(f) is close to a uniform distribution. (a) Neural networks based on sign activation function and input vector 57 = (,1).

The network depth is L = 8. (b) Boolean circuits based on MAJ3 gate and input vector ST = (8,—38,1,—1). The network
depth is L = 10.

expect that the width N in sparse Boolean circuits has to be much larger than the width in neural networks in order
to compute complex functions, as illustrated in Fig.

IX. IDENTITY MATRIX PLUS ANTI-DIAGONAL MATRIX

Consider the M x M matrix Aps(x) with matrix element

Am(K)ij = 6ij + KOitjm+1. (S113)
For instance,
100k
01«kO0
Ay(k) = S114
=101 (S114)
k001

It can be shown that (proof by Laplace expansion and induction)

det [Anr(r) — AI] = A2 — M2 (S115)
det Aps(k) = (1 )M/2 (S116)
AIL{(I{)71 = I —1I<L2AM(_H), (8117)

which suggests that A = 1+ k are the eigenvalues of As(k), each of which has multiplicity of % The matrix Ay (k)
is singular when x = +1.
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