


Theorem 1 There exists an alarm clock machine
(F,k,c) and a recursive encoding function enc(M)
such that for all Turing machines M and binary
inputs «, (F,k,c) halis on input enc(M,a) if M
halts on input o. Furthermore, if M halts in T
steps, then (F,k,c) will halt in 20T steps. |

We prove this result by a series of reductions to
counter automata, which are known to be Turing
universal.

2.1 Adder Machines

Definition 2.1 An adder machine D(k) is a ma-
chine consisting of a finite control and % adders.
The operations on the adders are

e Inc(adder) for adders i = 1.. .k,

e Compare(Adder-i, Adder-j) is a function with
the range {<,>}.

Definition 2.2 An Adder machine is said to be
simply controlled if its finite control consists of a
combinational circuit only, with no loops.

Lemma 2.3 For every adder machine D(k) with c
states in the finite control, there is a simply con-
trolled adder machine D’(k + ¢) with no more than
c states.

(proof ommitted)

Now, we show the equivalence of adder machines
and counter machines, thus proving that adder ma-
chines compute all recursive functions.

Definition 2.4 A counter machine C(k) consists of
a finite control and & counters. The counters hold
whole numbers; the operations on each counter are:
Test for 0, Inc, Dec, and also No change. ([4])

Lemma 2.5 Adder machines and counter machines
are linear time equivalent.

(proof ommitted)

Corollary 2.8 The class of functions computed by
an adder machine is recursive. V recursive function
¢ which is computed by a TM M in time T, 3 an
adder machine that computes ¢ in time O(27).

Proof. Counter machines with at least four counters
are known to simulate TM’s in exponential time
slowdown ([4], page 171, Lemma 7.4). 1

2.2 Alarm Clock and Adder Machines

An alarm clock machine A is a special case of a
counter machine, and hence A C D. Next, we show
the other inclusion.

Lemma 2.7 Given a simply controlled adder ma-
chine D(k) that computes in time T, 3 an alarm
clock machine A(O(k?)) that simulates D in time
o(T3).

The rest of this section is the proof of lemma 2.7

Given a simply controlled adder machine D with
k adders 1...k, we construct an alarm clock ma-
chine A which simulates D. First, we overview the
simulation shortly, and then prove its correctness in
greater detail.

The alarm clocks 0...k of .A simulate the adders.
Alarm clock 0 is used as the *0” value to be com-
pared with the other k alarm clocks. An adder :
is simulated by the alarm clock ¢, by its temporal
shift from alarm clock 0. That is, if adder i is set to
n, then clock ¢ has the same period as clock 0, but
alarms n time units after clock 0 alarms. We always
ensure that the period of the clocks is greater than
their phase differences, thus avoiding wraparound
problems. The correspondence between adders and

the alarm clocks 1,...,k is as follows:
Adder-: Alarm clock-2
Inc(A-i) delay(1)

Compare(A-i, A-j) | Compare shift phase of

clocks i and j from 0

One subtlety is how to implement the Compare op-
eration. The alarm clock machine’s finite control
is only allowed to remember the alarm sequence
for the last O(1) time steps. However, after sim-
ulating the ¢th time step of the adder machine any
two alarm clocks may be phase shifted by Q(¢) time
units. We need to perform the comparisons and
represent this information in a way usable by the
finite control. We accomplish this task by having a
set of O(k?%) auxiliary counters used to collect this
information.

For each pair of clocks (i,5), i < j, the auxiliary
clock i7 determines whether the phase shift of clock
i i8 less than or equal to the phase shift of clock j.
The auxiliary reference clock 00 is used to synchro-
nize the auxiliary clocks.

We now describe how the finite control uses the aux-
iliary clocks to compare the phase shift of the adder
clocks. The period of the auxiliary clocks is main-
tained to be one greater than the period of the adder
clocks. Thus, they alarm one time-step later in each
successive cycle of the adder clocks. Conceptually
the finite control uses these clocks to sweep through
the adder clock cycle, and records the information
it needs by delaying the auxiliary clocks.

Initially, we assume that all of the auxiliary clocks
alarm in synchrony with clock 00, and that their
phase shift with respect to clock 0 is less than that of
any of the adder clocks (this is easily accomplished
by suitably setting the initial conditions). The finite
control works as follows:

o If clocks 00, ij and i alarm simultaneously, but
not clock j, then the finite control delays clock
ij once. If j but not i alarms, it delays clock
ij twice.
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o If clocks 00 and 0 alarm simultaneously, then
the finite control waits for 2 more steps. At this
point, the alarm pattern determines whether
clock #'s phase shift is less than, equal to or
greater than that of clock j. The finite control
then delays the auxiliary clocks so that they
will again be synchronous.

It is easy to verify that each of these operations can
be performed by remembering the alarm history of
the last 4 time steps.

Once the finite control has the comparison infor-
mation, it determines if the original adder machine
would have halted, and halts accordingly. Oth-
erwise, it determines adders the original machine
would have incremented, and delays their corre-
sponding clocks. Finally, in order to ensure that
the phase shift for the adder clocks do not wrap
around, the finite control lengthens the period of
all of the clocks by 1.

To simulate the tth step of the adder machine, the
alarm clock machine performs the comparisons in
O(t?) time (the period is O(t)) and in O(1) time
it performs the requisite delays and lengthens the
clock periods. Thus, O(t3) steps are required to
simulate t steps of the adder machine.

2.3 Simulating Clocks with Counters

We now show how to simulate the clocks in the uni-
versal alarm clock machine with simple restricted
counters. This will make the simulation of alarm
clock machines by sigmoidal networks —described
in the next section— easier. A similar idea was
used in [5]. To simplify matters, we assume that
the universal alarm clock machine runs a valid sim-
ulation of a simply controlled adder machine, and
thus behaves as described above.

We implement each clock i with a morning counter
M; and an evening counter E,. When the clock is
in its steady state (neither being delayed or length-
ened) with period p, the value of each counter has
the following periodic behavior:

---0001234-.-(2p—1)---4321000 ---

To achieve this oscillatory effect, we put M; and E;
p time steps out of phase. If M; (resp. E;) is decre-
mented to 0 at time ¢, then E; (resp. M;) (which
has been incrementing) starts decrementing at time
t + 2 and M; (resp. E;) starts incrementing at time
t+ 3.

Thus, in its steady state, the system oscillates with
a period of 4p. We interpret a unit of clock time
as four units of counter time, and identify the event
that M; turns from 1 to 0 with the clock alarming.
Here is an example for p = 3:

M = ..-3210001234543210001 --.
E = ---12345643210001234543 --.

(This construction does not handle clocks with pe-
riod 1. However, such clocks are not necessary for
our alarm clock machine to be universal.)

We now show how to implement the delay and
lengthen operations. For these operations, we as-
sume that neither counter is equal to 0 and that it
is known which counter is decrementing and which
counter is incrementing. By inspection of our “pro-
gram,” one can verify that the finite control will
always have this information within O(1) time af-
ter it has woken up, and that it must wait only O(1)
steps before the nonzero condition is met. For ex-
ample, when the finite control has received all of its
comparison information, it can wait a few steps and
ensure that the morning counters of all the compar-
ison clocks and the 0 clock are incrementing, while
the morning counters of all the adder clocks are
decrementing.

To delay a counter, the finite control for one
time step increments the counter it had previously
been decrementing (and continues to increment the
counter it was incrementing), and then at the next
time step resumes its normal operations. Here is an
example:

steady state: = . 345654321 ---
E= ...210001234-.-

delay operation: M = 32345654 ---
E= ...23210001 ..

To lengthen the day’s period, the finite control in-
crements, for one time step, the counter that it was
previously decrementing. For example:

steady state: M= ...345654321 ...
E= ...210001234...

lengthening: M = ---34567876543 ---
E= ...23210001234...

Note that this operation will also alter the phase
shift of the counters. However, since it will be per-
formed on all of the clocks in the simulation, the
relative phase shifts will be preserved.

3 Sigmoidal Networks are Universal

Definition 8.1 A valid sigmoid & is a function
which satisfies:

1. Existence of exponential attractors:
341, Az and 3B so that Vz € range r; |7(Bz)—-
Ai| < 3|z — A;|, where 4i,2BA; € 7y, i = 1,2.
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2. e-closeness of the range including A; and 2BA4;:
Vz € r} |o(Bz) — A;| < € for some € < .01 and
Ai,2BA; €7l

3. Differentiability around A4,:

&' and 6" exist in ranges r),i = 1,2 where r/
includes all y = §(z) when z € r;.

4. Approximation of = by &(z) around z = 0.
&(z) = = + O(z?).

A valid sigmoidal network as described in the intro-
duction is a network of N neurons, each of which
updates its activation by

N
z.(t + 1) = 5’(2 wi;Tj + 9,)
i=1
for constants w;j, #; and any valid sigmoid function
&. Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 2 Given an alarm clock machine A
(with no input) that computes the function ¢ in time
T, there is a valid sigmoidal network N that com-
putes ¢ in time O(T). Furthermore, the size of this
network 18 linear in the number of clocks and the
size of finite control of A.

For clarity, we describe the simulation in terms of
the standard sigmoid function. It is very easy to
generalize the result to any other valid sigmoid func-
tion.

We first show that the standard sigmoid is indeed
valid.

o For every b > 1 and ¢, o(bz) has three fixed
points. One is zero and the two others are de-
noted -A and —A, as they differ only in sign.
The larger b is, the closer A gets to 1. For ex-
ample, using 15 decimal digits in the precision:

b=5 A =0.98562369130483

b=10 A =0.999909121699349

b=30 A =0.999999999999812
b=100 A=1

e For b > 1 and for every point z, z # 0, o(bz)
is attracted exponentially to either A or — A
(depends on its sign). This can be verified by
the Taylor expansion around b.4, which results
in the formula: o(bz) = o(bA4) + o’ (bA)be +
ca’(bA)b?e? . For b sufficiently large, o/(bA)
and 0”(bA) decrease exponentially with b, and
(for example)

lo(bz) — 4] = |o(bz) — o(bA)] < %(1: - 4).

In fact, we can achieve d~* convergence for any
d > 0 by a suitable choice of b.

Let c be a constant. In the case where we have
the equation o(be + ¢), the fixed points are

shifted as a function of ¢, and the exponential
convergence property holds provided that z is
not equal to the unstable middle fixed point.
The fixed points of the equation o(bz + ¢)
(5> 1) are denoted as A; (= —1) and 4, (= 1).

e For every z, o(z) = z + O(z>). (Hence, if z is
a small number then ¢(z) ~ z.) This is proved
by considering the Taylor expansion around 0.

Now, we show the simulation: Given an alarm clock
machine A, the network N that simulates .4 con-
sists of three main components: a finite control, a
set of counters, and a set of flip-flops.

|—> c,:::‘:l |——= |Flip-flope C —|

Figure 1: Block diagram of our simulation.

Implementing the Finite Control

It has long been known how to simulate any finite
control FC 4 of A by a network of threshold devices
([6],[7]). If the original finite control depends only
on the last O(1) time steps, the resulting threshold
network can be made to be feed-forward.

We substitute each threshold device z;(t + 1) =
H(EL, wijz; + 6;) with a sigmoidal device z;(t +
)= cr(c\z.,(z:f\_l_.1 wijz;j + 6;)) , for a large fixed con-
stant a,. As long as the summation in the above
expression is guaranteed to be bounded away from
0, the output values of the neuron using the sig-
moid activation function will closely approximate
the output of the neurons using the Heaviside acti-
vation function. By choosing a, sufficiently large,
we can make this approximation as close as we de-
sire.

Note that the number of states in our “finite con-
trol” is in fact infinite, since every neuron can take
on an infinite set of values. Since these values fall
within a small neighborhood of either 1 or -1, we
can conceptually discretize them: however the con-
tinuous nature of these values result in accuracy
problems.

For each counter i, the finite control has two out-
put lines (implemented as neurons), Start-Inc¢; and
Start-Dec;. When Start-Inc; is active (i.e., ~ 1), it
means that counter ¢ should be continually incre-
mented. Similarly, an active Start-Dec; means that
counter ¢ should be continually decremented. Most
of the time both output lines are in an inactive state
(i.e., = 0). In this case counter % is treated accord-
ing to the last issued command, allowing operations
to be performed on the counter when the finite con-
trol is inactive. It will never be the case that both
gignals are simultaneously aative.
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Bi-directional Flip-flops

Recall that to avoid unrecoverable data corruption,
we implement finite controls that converge to a con-
stant “ground state” during the the long periods
between interesting events. In order to maintain
control of the counters during these quiet period,
we introduce special flip-flop devices. These devices
will have two stable states, and are guaranteed to
exponentially converge to one of them during the
quiet periods. While the finite control is active, it
can set or reset the value of a flip-flop. Otherwise,
the flip-flop maintains its current state.

The update equation of each flip-flop is fl; =
o(ay1( Start-Inc;—Start-Dec;)+as2ffi+ay3), where
a1, a2 and ayps are suitably chosen constants.

Counters

Bach counter of .A is implemented via three sig-
moidal neurons: one, called the counter neuron,
holds the value of the counter, and the other two
assist in executing the Inc/Dec operations. Let B
be a constant B > 2. A counter with the value
v € IN is implemented in a counter neuron with
a value “close” to B™Y. That is, a value 0 in a
counter is implemented as a constant close to 1 in
the network. When the counter increases, the im-

plementing counter neuron decreases by a factor of
B.

Thus, at each step, the counter neuron is multiplied
with either B or %. To do this, we use the approx-
imation:

o(o(V +cz;) — (V) ~ o' (V)ezi

for sufficiently small ¢ and |z;] < 1. Let V be the
direction input signal, coming from the ith flip flop.
That i8, V' converges to either A; or A;. A counter
neuron updates itself by the equation:

SD.'(t + 1) = a[acla(ach + a3+ ac41:;(t)) -

ac10(@eaV + ae3) + @eszil
~ of(ac10'(acaV + ac3) + acs)acazi(t))

By a suitable choice of the constants a.y,...,as,
we have:

’

Q1040 (acZAl + ac3) +ass =08
! 1

Ac10ca0 (Qe2Az + ac3) + s = 5 -

If the value of z; is close enough to 0, we can
approximate of(ac10'(ac2V + ac3) + aca)z] =
(acld'(acﬂv + acS) + ac4)zi .

The above discussion provides the intuition of why
the update equation 4 of counter i computes either
Bz; or x;. When z; is close to 1, and it is “mul-
tiplied by B” then it will in fact be drawn towards
a fixed point of the above equation. This acts as a
form of error correction.

3.1 Proof of Convergence: Sketch

Ideally, our finite-state neurons would all have {0, 1}
values, our flip-flops would take on precisely two
values (A1, A2) and a counter neuron would have
a value of B™?, where v is the value of the sim-
ulated counter. Unfortunately, it is inevitable that
the neurons’ values will deviate from their ideal val-
ues. To obtain our result, we show that these errors
are controllable.

The proof of convergence is organized inductively
on the serial number of the day. As the network A
consists of three parts: FA, FF, and counters: for
each part we assume a “well behaved input” in day
d and prove a “well behaved output” for the same
day. As at the first day, input to all parts is well
behaved, the correctness follows inductively.

Lemma 3.2 In following three claims, 1 = 2, 2 =
3,and 3 = 1.

(1) At each day d, FC sends O(1) signals (intention-
ally non-zero) to the fils. Each signal has an error
bounded by o < .01. The sum of errors in the sig-
nals of the FC during the dth day is bounded by
the constant 8 < .1.

(2) At each day d, O(1) of the signals sent by FF
have an error of /v, where 4 can be made arbitrarily
small. The sum of error of all signals during the
dth day are bounded by &, where § can be made
arbitrarily small. {4,, 4,}.

(3) At each day d, a counter with a value y acquires
total multiplicative error { < .01. That is, the ratio
of the actual value with the ideal value will always
be between .99 and 1.01.

Proof.

1=2:

Assume the finite control sends Start-Inc; and
Start-Dec; to ff;, and never these two values are
both active. The update equation of each flip-flop
is

Start-Dec;ff; = o(ay1( Start-Inc; — Start-Dec;) +

afsz.' + af3) .

¢ When either Start-Inc; or Start-Dec; is active,
ff; is set to the new wvalue. The error v is
bounded by

v<=o(ap(l-a)—as +as)|.
It is easy to see that when |ag1| — |aya| — |ays]
increases, vy decreases. That is, v 1s control-
lable. For example, if ay; > a1, ay,, and
agz < 20 then v < .01,

& When both Start-Inc; and Start-Dec; are small,
fl; converges to its closer fixed point. If
( Start-Inc; — Start-Dec;) were exactly 0, then
by an analysis similar to that of observation 77,
ff; would be attracted exponentially to its clos-
est fixed point. If ays is large enough, the fixed
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p -ts can be made arbitrarily close to -1 and
1. Furthermore, noise from cyy{Start-Inc; —
Start-Dec;) can be arbitrarily attenuated, since
|ap10’(apafli + ay3)| can be made vanishingly
small by a suitable choice of constants.
2=>3:
The update equation of a counter z, is given by
olacio(acV + acs + acai)
—ac10(aeV + ac3) + acszi] -
We show that by using such an update equation,
the counter neuron z; multiplies itself by either B
or —;; with a small controllable error.

Recall that for y small,
o(o(V +y) —o(V)) ~ o' (4)y.

We can choose constants acy, @e2, ®c3, Aeqy Qs Such
that

r; =

aclac4a,(ac2A1 + acS) +as = B
1
Qe10c40 (@2 Az + ae3) + a5 = B

The deviation from this ideal behavior is caused by
four elements:

e the error caused by approximating the differ-
ence equation by the differential.

e the error in /(e V + a.3) relative to the de-
sired a'(ach,- + aca),

e the error caused by using the approximation
o(z) =~ z for z small.

In the first case, the multiplicative error is propor-
tional to 0"’ (A;)(ac4z;)?. However, z; shrinks expo-
nentially (and then grows back in a symmetric man-
ner). Hence, in a given day, these terms form two
exponentially decreasing sums. In the second case,
we can bound the resulting multiplicative error by a
function of acy, ac,, acs and o’ (ac24i + ae3) times
the error in V relative to A;. Finally, note that
o(z) = z + O(z®) = z(1 + O(z?)). Since z; expo-
nentially vanishes (and reappears), the multiplica-
tive error terms form two exponentially decreasing
sums.

By “summing” these multiplicative errors, we get
the desired bound. We can then use the identity
that

(14+8)14+62) (14 8)=14+0(61+ -+ &),
when 61 + - - - + & is sufficiently small.

3 = 1: Because the finite control is feed-forward,
and since each counter alarms O(1) times a day,
the finite control will output (intentionally) nonzero
signals only O(1) times a day. We can bound
the errors caused by the counters being nonzero as
some constant ¢ times the sum of the values of all
the counters at every time in the day. By choosing
the weights appropriately, we can in fact make ¢ as
small as desired. ]
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