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Abstract

As context windows in large language models continue to expand, it is essential
to characterize how attention behaves at extreme sequence lengths. We introduce
token-sample complexity: the rate at which attention computed on n tokens con-
verges to its infinite-token limit. We estimate finite-n convergence bounds at two
levels: pointwise uniform convergence of the attention map, and convergence of
moments for the transformed token distribution. For compactly supported (and
more generally sub-Gaussian) distributions, our first result shows that the atten-
tion map converges uniformly on a ball of radius R at rate C(R)/+/n, where C(R)
grows exponentially with R. For large R, this estimate loses practical value, and
our second result addresses this issue by establishing convergence rates for the
moments of the transformed distribution (the token output of the attention layer).
In this case, the rate is C’(R)/n® with 8 < 1, and C’(R) depends polynomially
on the size of the support of the distribution. The exponent 3 depends on the at-
tention geometry and the spectral properties of the tokens distribution. We also
examine the regime in which the attention parameter tends to infinity and the soft-
max approaches a hardmax, and in this setting, we establish a logarithmic rate of
convergence. Experiments on synthetic Gaussian data and real BERT models on
Wikipedia text confirm our predictions.

1 Introduction

The remarkable success of Transformer models in natural language processing and beyond has been
driven by attention mechanisms that can flexibly handle very long input sequences [Vaswani et al.,
2017, Devlin et al., 2019]. Recent large-context Transformers extend context windows from 100K
to 10M tokens [Reid et al., 2024, Hooper et al., 2024], allowing models to attend over entire books
or codebases in a single forward pass. This trend raises fundamental questions about how attention
mechanisms behave in the regime of extremely large sequences, and how much benefit is gained
by providing ever more tokens as input. In this work, we introduce the notion of foken sample
complexity to characterize the precision gained by feeding additional tokens into an already-trained
attention model. Classical statistical sample complexity focuses on how a model’s performance
changes as the amount of training data increases. In contrast, we assume the transformer is already
trained and examine a different asymptotic setting: for a fixed input distribution, we let the number
n of tokens in the context grow. As this input dimension 7 increases, our objective is to understand
how the resulting attention outputs behave in this limit. We quantify here how many tokens are
required for the attention outputs to approach their limiting behavior as n — oo.

We formalize the infinite-token limit of a Transformer’s self-attention as a continuous operator on
probability measures. Following [De Bie et al., 2019, Pevny and Kovarik, 2019], we view a sequence
of n tokens as an empirical distribution fi,, that approximates an underlying token distribution .
We define the attention mechanism in the limit of infinitely many tokens as an operator I' acting
on u, providing a continuous reference that finite-n attention approximates. This measure-theoretic
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perspective was pioneered by [Sander et al., 2022] and extended to study Transformers as interacting
particle systems [Lu et al., 2019, Geshkovski et al., 2024, 2025, Castin et al., 2025, Burger et al.,
2025, Bruno et al., 2025, Zimin et al., 2025, Chen et al., 2025].

We use this infinite-token limit to formalize foken sample complexity: the rate at which finite-n at-
tention approaches its infinite-limit counterpart. With compactly supported token distributions, one
naturally expects parametric convergence at rate 1/+/n. This is not what we observe experimentally.
On both synthetic Gaussian data and BERT applied to Wikipedia, convergence is slower, following
sub-parametric rates n~? with 3 < 1/2. The exponent 3 depends on the attention horizon (how
far the kernel reaches) and the spectral reach (the scale of token variance): when these grow large,
as with hardmax attention, convergence can slow down dramatically, even approaching logarithmic
rates.

1.1 Contributions

In this paper, we develop the notion of token sample complexity for attention mechanisms: the rate
at which attention outputs converge to their continuous limit as n grows. We analyze this at two
levels: (i) the almost-sure convergence of the attention map itself at a given query x, and (ii) the
convergence in law of the transformed distribution for random inputs. More precisely, our key
contributions are the following.

In Section 3, we quantify attention map convergence. Proposition 3.3 establishes pointwise con-
vergence at rate O(1/+/n) with exponential dependence on attention horizon and spectral reach.
Theorem 3.4 provides uniform convergence on balls Br for sub-Gaussian tokens, with explicit
quantitative estimation of the rate.

In Section 4, we analyze moment convergence, directly relevant for downstream tasks relying on
aggregate statistics. Theorem 4.4 gives rates for the moment of any Lipschitz or quadratic function of
the attention, covering mean and covariance. For compact support, Proposition 4.1 yields C(R)/+/n
with C(R) exponential in radius R, becoming uninformative for large R. This reveals a fundamental
trade-off: by tracking a more relevant characteristic distance, in Theorem 4.4 we obtain polynomial
(rather than exponential) dependence on scale, with a convergence rate of O(n~?) where 8 < 1/2
depends on attention horizon and spectral properties of the token distribution, which better captures
real-data behavior.

In Section 5, we complete our analysis by deriving convergence rates for infinite horizon (hardmax)
attention in the Gaussian case: Proposition 5.1 shows that convergence becomes only logarithmic in

n, of order 1/+/Inn.

In Section 6, we illustrate our theoretical findings on synthetic data. These results are further mo-
tivated by real-data experiments: using a BERT model [Devlin et al., 2019] on long text inputs
(Wikipedia documents), we empirically observe the predicted deceleration of convergence rates.
Observed rates remain strictly slower than 1/4/n, demonstrating that the sub-parametric conver-
gence regime governs attention behavior in practice.

1.2 Background and related work

Classical PAC sample complexity. In statistical learning theory, sample complexity refers to the
number of training samples N required for a learning algorithm to achieve a probably approximately
correct (PAC) solution [Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014]. The classical question is: given
i.i.d. examples of fixed dimension, how many samples are needed so that, with high probability, the
learned model’s error is within € of the optimum? Classical results show N scales with hypothesis
class complexity (VC dimension, Rademacher complexity), but crucially assumes each sample has
fixed, finite dimension. This is the regime of standard PAC theory: we collect more fixed-size data
points (images, sentences) to improve generalization.

Token sample complexity (this work). In our setting, we consider an entirely different kind of
complexity question: the model is already trained, and we are not collecting new independent sam-
ples; instead, we are increasing the number of tokens in a single input sequence. Modern Trans-
former encoders like BERT process an input as a single sequence of tokens (e.g. words or subword
tokens in a sentence) of length n. Importantly, n is not fixed—the architecture allows variable-



length input, and indeed self-attention inherently permits an unbounded number of tokens by design
[Vaswani et al., 2017]. Thus, we can think of n as a parameter of the problem instance, akin to an
input dimension that can grow.

This inference-time perspective aligns with a growing interest in processing extended contexts at
inference. In-context learning (ICL) exemplifies this: Transformers solve tasks often requiring more
tokens than seen during training [Brown et al., 2020, Zhang et al., 2023, Sander et al., 2024, Huang
et al., 2024, Zhang et al., 2025]. Similarly, chain-of-thought prompting elicits multi-step reasoning
purely through extended input sequences [Wei et al., 2022]. As these methods push n beyond
training-time lengths, understanding how attention accuracy scales with n during inference becomes
a natural question.

Transformers and self-attention A Transformer model is built from layers that mix content
across positions via self-attention and process each position with feed-forward networks [Vaswani
et al., 2017]. In a Transformer encoder, an input sequence of n tokens is represented as row vectors
{x1,...,2,} in R? (typically after an initial embedding and positional encoding). A self-attention
head computes output vectors z; as weighted aggregates of a value matrix V' = [z1;...;x,] using
affinities between tokens. In the common softmax attention, the attention weight from token ¢ to
token j is

exp((ziW?) - (2, WF)T/Vd)
Sy exp((zWQ) - (x; WE)T /Vd)

aij =

where W@, WX are learned projection matrices for queries and keys. Then z; = Z?:l aij(z;WV)

(with W the value projection). The multi-head attention mechanism repeats this process with mul-
tiple sets of (W@, WX TWV') and concatenates the results. Crucially, the self-attention mechanism
has no intrinsic limitation on n: the sums run from 1 to n, and aside from computational or memory
constraints, one can feed as many tokens as desired. This is in stark contrast to, say, fixed-size CNNs
or RNNs that might struggle with very long dependencies. Attention’s power lies in its ability to
capture long-range interactions, but this comes at the expense of a quadratic cost O(n?) in sequence
length, motivating research into more efficient variants.

Sparse attention and efficient variants Our results also give insight into the error created when
the input tokens are randomly sub-sampled, which can be viewed as a simple model of attention
sparsification. In practice, more advanced sparsification strategies are used, such as restricting to-
kens to local neighborhoods as in Longformer [Beltagy et al., 2020] and BigBird [Zaheer et al.,
2020], or explicitly projecting keys and values to lower-dimensional subspaces as in Linformer
[Wang et al., 2020]. Although our findings do not cover those methods, they offer an initial step
toward a theoretical understanding of such approaches.

Transformers with arbitrarily many tokens To mathematically analyse convergence rate in the
large n limit, it is crucial to define the limit mean field model, which corresponds to defining at-
tention as operating over a probability distribution of tokens. This mean field model was initially
presented in [De Bie et al., 2019] and [Pevny and Kovarik, 2019], followed by its formulation for
Transformers in the work of [Vuckovic et al., 2020], [Sander et al., 2022], [Geshkovski et al., 2024],
and [Geshkovski et al., 2025]. It can also be coupled with a neural ODE framework to model
infinitely deep transformers, as studied for instance in [Sander et al., 2022], note however that our
contributions do not address this setting and focus on a single attention layer. Similarly, [Geshkovski
et al., 2024], [Geshkovski et al., 2025] and [Castin et al., 2025] develop a Transformer PDE for stan-
dard softmax attention and prove it is the mean-field limit of an n-particle system as n — oo. The
paper [Geshkovski et al., 2025] models tokens as points evolving on the sphere S?~1, to mimic the
normalization layers in real Transformers, and connects the resulting equations to various models
in mathematical physics. Recent works that build on this mean-field view also include [Karagodin
et al., 2024] (clustering with causal masking) and [Bruno et al., 2025] (meta-stable clustering).
Notably, [Castin et al., 2025] prove that the Transformer PDE preserves Gaussianity, reducing the
dynamics to mean and covariance evolution. In our work, we focus on a single attention layer in the
infinite-token limit, using the Gaussian case as a tractable baseline to derive explicit convergence
rates and build intuition for extensions to Gaussian mixtures and other sub-Gaussian distributions.



2 Mathematical preliminaries

2.1 Definition of self-attention

We fix d, k € N. Vectors live in R? with inner product (-, -) and Euclidean norm || - ||. For w € R",

w;

e
ft N
softmax(w) Z?:] o)
Definition 2.1 (Single-head self-attention). Let Q, K,V € R¥*? and set A := KT Q/Vk € R4,
For a sequence X = (z1,...,%,) € (RY)", the single-head self-attention map f : (R%)" — (R¥)"

1S

f(X)i = VY Pj(X)z;,  Py(X) = softmax(z] A'x;).
j=1

Definition 2.2 (Multi-head self-attention). Let Hye,gs divide d and set k& = d/Hyeaqs. For each
head h € {1,..., Hyeaas }» let QW KW V() ¢ Rk*d and an output projection W) ¢ RIxF,
Denoting by f(") the single-head map associated with (Q(h), K™, V(h)), the multi-head operator

18
Hieads

AmX) = Y wh fW(x) e (RY"
h=1

Permutation equivariance and measure modeling. Self-attention without positional information
is equivariant to reindexing: for any permutation o of {1,...,n},

F@oqys--s%om) = (F(X) (10
Hence, one may represent the sequence via its empirical distribution

.1
Hn = E;(;zm

and analyze attention at the level of probability measures. This naturally leads to formalizing the
infinite-token limit by viewing attention as an operator on such measures.

Definition 2.3 (Continuous (mean-field) self-attention). Let P(Rd) be the set of Borel probability
measures. For 1 € P(R?) and 2 € RY, define

/Rd eV y du(y)

/R LetAmdp(y)

When i = % >oi i 8yss F(fin) coincides with the empirical law of the discrete self-attention out-
puts.

Lu(z) =V €RF, F(p) = (Lp)pp € P(RF).

2.2 Centering and exponential tilting

Reduction to the centered case. All our results are stated for centered sub-Gaussian distributions,
but they extend straightforwardly to non-centered sub-Gaussian distributions, up to adding some
constants (related to the mean of the distribution) to the bounds. To keep the presentation as simple
as possible, we focus on the centered case in the paper.

Attention as exponential tilting (importance sampling) Let X ~ p be a token and assume the
denominators below are finite. Then
E[X e<Ax,X)} o(Az,X)

Lu(e) = E[e(As 0] VEaulX],  dQa0= E[ef4z.X)] -
where we use the Esscher transform for t € R?, defined by the tilted measure
(t,X)
e

Thus, the empirical (finite-n) attention is the Monte Carlo importance-sampling estimator of this
tilted expectation.



2.3 Sub-Gaussian background

Sub-Gaussian models provide a convenient level of generality for our purpose: they let us move
beyond the compact support setting while strictly containing it as a particular case (see Hoeffding’s
lemma in [Hoeffding, 1963]). Sub-Gaussian distributions are extensively used in statistics due to
their exponential-type tails and sharp concentration properties for linear and Lipschitz functionals
[Boucheron et al., 2013, Vershynin, 2018, Wainwright, 2019, Ch. 2]. They naturally model bounded
random variables, sensor noise, and high-dimensional data with controlled tail behavior. They also
cover mixtures of Gaussian embeddings that have been recently studied in the context of Transform-
ers.

We adopt the standard log-moment generating function (log-MGF) characterization of sub-Gaussian
vectors to formalize our theoretical framework.

Definition 2.4 (Sub-Gaussian vector). A centered random vector X € R¢ is sub-Gaussian with
parameter matrix 3 > 0 if

vteR?  Elexp{(t,X)}] < exp(3t'Zt). (1)

This matrix formulation of sub-Gaussianity captures potential anisotropy in the distribution—when
Y is ill-conditioned, different directions exhibit varying tail behaviors. While an equivalent scalar
formulation ¥ := o1 exists for isotropic cases, the matrix parameterization provides greater gener-
ality. Remarkably, we can link the sub-Gaussianity matrix parameter through the classical inequality
Cov(X) < X, with a tight bound for Gaussian variables.

Furthermore, the sub-Gaussian condition (1) implies several useful facts: exponential concentration
for linear and Lipschitz functionals, closure under linear transformations X +— BX, and stabil-
ity under convex combinations and exponential tilting. This last property is particularly relevant
for transformer architectures, where attention mechanisms reweight token representations through
exponential softmax operations based on key-query similarities. Adopting sub-Gaussian tokens is
therefore both technically practical and theoretically justified, allowing us to leverage the rich tool-
box of high-dimensional concentration theory.

3 Convergence of the attention map

We analyze the convergence of empirical attention when tokens follow a sub-Gaussian distribution
in the sense of Definition 2.4. This allows us to quantify how unbounded yet light-tailed token
distributions affect this pointwise convergence.

In this section, we examine how fast ||, (z) — I'y(2)||, converges to zero. We first establish

that ||I‘ u() H2 grows at most linearly in Euclidean norm. Then we provide both a pointwise high-

probability convergence for any token 2 € RY, and a uniform convergence rate over all tokens in a
ball of radius R. In both cases we highlight the dependence of the estimated rate on the attention
parameters and the token distribution properties.

3.1 At most linear growth of the attention map

We start with a preliminary result that quantifies the growth of the attention map norm with the query
norm. Lemma 3.1 establishes that the attention map I',,(x) cannot grow faster than linearly in the
query norm ||z||2. This linear growth property is crucial for controlling the behavior of attention
mechanisms and will be instrumental in establishing convergence rates.

Let us denote by [|X]|2 := Amax(2) the largest eigenvalue of X, where || - ||2 denotes both the matrix
norm and the Euclidean norm (clear from the context).

Lemma 3.1 (At-most linear growth of I'). Let X € R? be centered and sub-Gaussian with param-
eter matrix ¥ - 0. For any matrices A € R™™ and V € RP*¢ and any x,t € R™, define

T,(z) :=VVK(Az),  K(t):=InE[e"%)].

Then
ITu@)|l, < 20V 522|512 4], |22 -



Proof. Following the proof in [Bobkov and Gotze, 2025], we define the auxiliary function P(t) =
1(t,Xt) — K (t) which satisfies P(t) > 0 by definition of the sub-gaussiannity. By Jensen’s inequal-
ity, we have K (t) > 0 which implies P(t) < 1(t,%t). Moreover, by convexity of K (t), we have
P < ¥. By Taylor expansion, this implies

0< P(h+t)=P(t)+ (VP(t),h) + %(h, h).
Minimizing over h the r.h.s. leads to
%(VP(t), YIVP(t) < P(t).
Therefore, we get by the triangle inequality
IVE(#)lls— = St = VP51 < |t +/2P(t) < 2]t

where we used the Mahalanobis norm || - ||s defined for a positive definite matrix S by ||z||s =
z' Sx = ||S1/%z|3.

Converting this estimate for the standard Euclidean norm leads to

IVE(An)llp = [S1/22712VE (4a) | < ||5272

Z_l/QVK(Ax)H

2 op 2

< 2|2y |=Y2 Az 2.

Coming back to the attention map, we have I',,(z) = V VK (Az), which yields the claimed linear
growth. O

Gaussian distributions saturate this sub-Gaussian bound: K (t) = %tTZt exactly, so VK is linear

and Lemma 3.1 is tight up to constants. As a result, the class of Gaussian distributions is preserved
layer-wise [Castin et al., 2025], which allows to follow the evolution of tokens by tracking only
means and covariances. This makes Gaussians a calibrating case for both growth bounds and devia-
tion inequalities (see for example [Wainwright, 2019, Sec. 2.1], and [Vershynin, 2018, Sec. 2.5]).
Lemma 3.2 (Exact linearity under Gaussian inputs (Castin and al. 2025)). If X ~ N(0,X), then
for all x, the log-MGF is quadratic and the population attention map is exactly linear:

I,(z) =VVK(Az) =V SAz.  K(t):=hE[")=1¢Tx
Hence the Gaussian family is preserved by attention, and first/second moments determine the dy-
namics.

Note that, when p has a compact support, the transformed distribution of the tokens stays bounded.

3.2 Pointwise convergence of the attention map

Here we prove that the pointwise concentration of the attention map exhibits the classical O(ﬁ)
asymptotic rate for empirical processes, combined with an exponential dependence on ||X'/2 Az ||3
that captures how attention mechanisms amplify signals along high-variance directions. This point-
wise analysis provides relevant insights into how individual attention outputs stabilize with increas-
ing context length, with potential applications in attention sketching and approximation methods.
Proposition 3.3 (Pointwise convergence of the attention map for sub-Gaussian tokens). Let X ~
be centered and sub-Gaussian with parameter matrix 3 > 0. For any fixed x € R™, the empirical
attention computed from n i.i.d. tokens satisfies, with probability at least 1 — 0,
e3 122 Az|3
[P ) = T, < amis - S @

where qs,v.a.s = 2+ VIV 2 T3 - a/fs.
Here qq.1—s denotes the (1 — §)-quantile of the x*(d) distribution, which satisfies in particular
Gdi1—s < d+ 24/dIn(1/4)) + 21n(1/96).

The proof of Proposition 3.3 can be found in Appendix B.5. It combines classical tools of statistics
with properties of sub-Gaussian distributions.

In the particular case of Gaussians, a sharper estimation can be found in Appendix C.1.



3.3 Uniform convergence of the attention map

In Proposition 3.3, the pointwise bound controls the error at a single, fixed query x. While this
result achieves precise control in §, and a sharp exponential rate, the event of probability ¢ for which
T, (2) = Tpu(a)|| , is not controlled depends a priori on the query x, and thus Proposition 3.3 does
not ensure global convergence of the attention map. Indeed, when attention processes many tokens
across the space of query, we need simultaneous control for all x in this space: a single bad query
can ruin global behavior of the attention operator across the distribution.

Establishing an explicit quantitative estimation of this uniform convergence (Theorem 3.4) is sub-
stantially more challenging: while classical empirical process theory ensures uniform convergence
over F = {y — yelA®¥)} extracting quantitative bounds from these results cannot be done off-the-
shelf. Our main contribution is therefore to establish such explicit estimations of the rates through a
refined analysis.

Theorem 3.4 (Uniform convergence of the attention map for sub-Gaussian tokens). Let X ~ u be
centered and sub-Gaussian with parameter matrix 3 = 0. For any R > 0, § > 0, there exists a

constant C' > 0, such that for n > npin(6,%, A, R) := 4e2R2II=2 ALl (% - 1), with probability
at least 1 — 6,
o8 RS2 A3
sup ||[Ts, (z) — T, (x < _ —, 3)
IeEI;)RH fin (2) u( )HQ 4(=,A,V,R,d,5) NG (

where qis v m.a5) = SLUV |2 - I1Z157° - (RI Al ]52d + tr(2)V2[|All2 + 5¢2Vd).

Note that, despite the substantially more delicate analysis, the exponential rate in R?||X'/2A||2
remains the same as in Proposition 3.3 up to a constant factor, though the pre-exponential factor is
now less precise in ¢ and carries additional dependence on R, A and ¥. The proof of this result can
be found in Appendix B.2.

For Gaussians, a better estimate on the rate can be derived.

Proposition 3.5 (Uniform convergence of the attention map for Gaussian tokens). Let X ~ p be
centered and sub-Gaussian with parameter matrix ¥ = 0. For any R > 0, § > 0, there exists a

constant C > 0, such that for n > np,in (6,5, A, R) := 4e2R2I=V2 A3 (% — 1), with probability
at least 1 — 6,
v RIS 2 A3
ISEU};)RHPM («) = Tu(@)lly < azav.ras — )

where q'(/\X/],A,V,R,d,S) is defined in Appendix C.3.

In order to extract quantitative bounds from classical results of empirical process theory, our proof
of Theorem 3.4 proceeds in three steps: (i) symmetrize and bound the supremum of the class, reduce
it along dual directions, and verify sub-Gaussian increments on a product space G = B; x F; (ii)

control both a Lipschitz envelope and an unbounded class envelope F(y) = |jy[l2e®I4 vl2 via
high-order moments, chaining methods (Dudley’s entropy integral) and covering numbers bounds;
and (iii) handle the ratio structure of attention without a uniform delta method, since the empirical
denominator can get arbitrarily close to zero, even if with small probability. The full proof of
Theorem 3.4 can be found in Appendix B.4 (see also Appendix C.3 for specific derivations to the
Gaussian case). A similar bound for the covariance matrix can be derived as a corollary to Theorem
3.4 (see Appendix B.6 for proof).

Finally, for compactly supported distributions of tokens, we show the following bound in Proposition
3.6 (see Appendix B.7 for proof).

Proposition 3.6 (Uniform convergence of the attention map for compactly supported tokens). Let
X ~ p be centered, with Supp(u) C Bg,. Forany R > 0, § > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0,

such that for n > nnin (5, A, R, Ry) := 4e?RFollAll2 (% — 1), with probability at least 1 — 6,

i 4V,A,Ro,d,6  2RRy| Al
sup [|Tz, (z) =T, (x S e )
zeBI’)RH i (T) u( )HZ NG ’

L cVdRo(2 R2||All2+Ro || All2+2)
where qv,a,Ro.a,6 = ||V |2 - o5 -



4 Convergence of the transformed distribution

So far, we have analyzed the convergence of a single attention vector ||I';, () — T',(2)[|2 com-
puted for queries in a fixed compact set. However, it is also important to consider the convergence
of the output distribution itself. The convergence of the output distribution is particularly relevant
for downstream tasks that rely on aggregate token statistics, such as classification or sequence-level
predictions. Moreover, in deep transformer architectures, attention layers are stacked: the inputs to
subsequent layers depend on the entire reweighted distribution produced by earlier attention mecha-
nisms. Understanding distributional convergence is therefore crucial for analyzing error propagation
through the network depth.

To characterize the convergence of the transformed distribution, we estimate the rate at which em-
pirical moments Ex ., [f(I'4, (X))] converge as n — oo for any Lipschitz function f. We extend
this analysis to quadratic functions, enabling us to capture both the mean and covariance of the trans-
formed distribution. These first two moments are natural quantities to study, particularly because
they fully characterize Gaussian distributions.

4.1 Compactly supported token distributions

We begin by analyzing the case where the token distributions is bounded, a particular instance of the
sub-Gaussian framework. In appearance, this case exhibits more favorable convergence behavior.

From Proposition 3.6, we deduce the following estimation in the compact support setting.

Proposition 4.1 (Lipschitz functional convergence rate for compactly supported tokens). Let X ~ p
centered with Supp(p) C Br,, and let f : L2(u) — L2(u) be a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz
constant Lg. Recall the definition of the empirical distribution [i,, = % > Ov,. Let us denote by
Ex -~ the expectation w.r.t. i1, and Ex ., the expectation w.r.t. the empirical measure. For n i.i.d.

tokens, with probability at least 1 — 9,

IEx~p, [f (D, (X))] = Exap[f (T (X)), < % Lo - (CJMA,Ro,d,é e>FollAllz 4 CI&RO,d,a)

. . . 1/2
where qv, A Ry.d.6 is defined in Proposition 3.6, and gy, . 45 := ||V[2 qd’/li(;R%.

Our motivation for examining this specific case is based on two key observations. First, tokens pass
through a normalization layer before the attention mechanism, making them effectively compact-
supported, and thus we expect the parametric rate predicted by theory to manifest in practice. Sec-
ond, this assumption is standard in the theoretical study of transformers [Geshkovski et al., 2025],
providing additional motivation to investigate it within this framework.

Surprisingly, this simplified framework does not align well with practical observations, particularly
for models like BERT. Standard bounded-support analyses assuming tokens lie in a ball of radius
R yield parametric rates C'(R, X, A)/+/n, where C'(R, X, A) grows exponentially in the product of
R and attention parameters (such as || X Al|2). However, for such bound to be informative we need
to compare R with the relevant scales of the problem: the number of tokens n, the variance of the
distribution, and the norm of attention matrices. Critically, when the product R - ||%'/2 A, becomes
large relative to v/Inn, the exponential growth of C'(R, X, A) overwhelms the 1/1/n decay, and
we lose our upper convergence bound. This motivates extending our analyses to the sub-Gaussian
setting to get better constants that captures real convergence behavior.

4.2 Sub-Gaussian tokens

We analyze the convergence of empirical attention when tokens follow a sub-Gaussian distribution
in the sense of Definition 2.4. This allows us to quantify how unbounded yet light-tailed token
distributions affect both pointwise attention outputs and their low-order moments. We obtain a
convergence rate estimate of O(n~%) with 8 < %, where 3 depends on the attention parameters and
the token distribution.

Definition 4.2 (Spectral reach and attention—reach coupling). Let X be centered and sub-Gaussian
with parameter matrix ¥ = 0. Recall A = K T (. We define:



1. The Spectral Reach
HZHQ = )‘maX(Z)-

2. The Attention Horizon
i = |52,

3. The Attention—Reach Coupling (ARC)
U = ||Z]p H%

Remark 4.3 (Intuition for spectral reach, attention horizon, and ARC). The spectral reach ||3||o,
the largest eigenvalue of the covariance, measures the maximum scale of variance in the token
distribution. The attention horizon H quantifies the effective range of attention: intuitively, how
distant tokens can still influence a given query, as determined by token geometry (3J) and attention
weights (A). The product ¥ = ||X||o H?, the Attention-Reach Coupling (ARC), combines these two
factors: larger values mean attention operates over tokens with greater variance spread over wider
distances.

We denote by £2(y) the Hilbert space of measurable functions g : R — R such that [|g/|%. ) =

Jaa llg(@)3 du(z) < oo.

Theorem 4.4 (Lipschitz functional convergence rate for sub-Gaussian tokens). Let X be centered
and sub-Gaussian with parameter matrix ¥ = 0 and define V as above. Let f : L*(u) — L2(p)
be a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz constant Lo. Let us denote by Ex., the expectation
w.rt. pu, and Ex.p,. the expectation w.rt. the empirical measure. For n i.i.d. tokens, with
n > max(Nmin (0, X, A, R), 30), where nuymin (0,2, A, R) defined in Proposition 3.5, with proba-
bility at least 1 — 6,

B [f (s (X)) = Excopalf (X)) € P(VInm, Lo) - O(n” z055m ),

where P is a polynomial function.

We highlight the particular case of the mean of the distribution, which is a corollary of the previous
result (with f = id).

Corollary 4.5 (Mean convergence rate for sub-Gaussian tokens). Let X be centered and sub-
Gaussian with parameter matrix ¥ = 0 and define V as above. Let us denote by Ex ., the ex-
pectation w.r.t. pand Ex ., the expectation w.r.t. the empirical measure. For n i.i.d. tokens, with
n > max(Nmin (0, 2, A, R), 30), with npmin (9,2, A, R) defined in Proposition 3.5, with probability
at least 1 — 6,

B D, (X)] = Ex o [Du(X)]]| = P(Vinn) - O(n” 2055w ),

where P is a polynomial function.

The same result holds for Gaussian distribution, with a sharper rate.

Proposition 4.6 (Mean convergence rate for Gaussian tokens). For Gaussian tokens using the same
notation we have,

d+1 1
Bt (D (X)] = BT (X)]]| = O (i) 5 758w ).

Remark 4.7. Corollary 4.5 establishes a fundamental trade-off between the complexity of the linear
transformation (captured by H? = ||X/2 A||?) and the sub-Gaussian parameter (captured by ||3||2)
in determining the convergence rate. When H? is large relative to m, we have ¥ >> 1 and the

convergence rate can be n~° where ¢ approaches 0, which is slower than the standard parametric

rate. Conversely, when H 2 is small relative to ﬁ U < 1 and we recover the standard n~1/2 rate.
A similar convergence rate holds for the covariance matrix. Let
I . ST A RS
Covsmp, (Ta(X)) = — 3 (T (@) = T (T, (@) = T) s Puim = ST, (2,

i=1 1=1
and
Covxmp(Tu(X)) :=E [FM(X)FM(X)T} — B[l (X)]E[,(X)"].
Our main result regarding the convergence rate of the covariance is the following.



Proposition 4.8 (Covariance convergence rate for sub-Gaussian tokens). With the notation
Covxep, (s, (X)) and Covx~u(T, (X)) defined above, for n iid. tokens with n >
max(nmin (0, 2, A, R), 30), where numin (6,3, A, R) is defined in Proposition 3.5, with probability
at least 1 — 6,

| Covxmp, (T (X)) = Covxmpn(Tu(X))||, < P(VInn) O(n~=5i5%), (6)

The proof follows broadly the same steps as the one of Theorem 4.4. It can be found in Appendix
B.6.

5 Hardmax regime

To complete our analysis, we study the case of an infinite horizon regime (the ‘hardmax’ attention).
This limit case is practically relevant because, in real Transformer architectures, matrix norms tend
to be significant, creating conditions similar to this limiting regime.

In this section, we take a simplified setting of Gaussian distribution in dimension d = 1. The key
insight is that in the wide horizon regime (where ||A - o||2 > 1), the softmax attention mechanism
behaves essentially like a hard-max selector (A = 00) , concentrating attention weights on extreme
token values. As a consequence, the empirical attention output reduces to a combination of the
sample maximum and minimum. This phenomenon leads to remarkable cancellation effect and the
convergence rate is governed by classical Gaussian extreme value theory.

In the whole Section 5, we assume d = 1, i.e., we work in the one-dimensional setting.
5.1 Convergence rate of hardmax attention

. iid
We consider a set of tokens Xi,..., X, ~ N(0,02). Let M;} := maxj<, X; and M, :=
min;<,, X; be the maximum and minimum of the token set (X;);e[1,n]-

The hardmax-attention is defined by,

La(Xi) = {

This corresponds to a limit behavior where A = +o00, and thus the attention map I';(X;) selects
only the token with same sign as X; and largest modulus.

M ifX; >0,
M; ifX; <0.

The empirical mean is

_ 1 n R I+ I_
T,i=-Y ="M+ =M
n; n " + n "

where I, = #{i : X; > 0}, and I_ = n — I; denote the number of positive and negative tokens

X;. Note that I ~ Bin(n, 3).

Our main result in the hardmax regime derives the bias and standard deviation of the absolute value

of the empirical mean, both of which are of order 1//In(n).

Proposition 5.1 (Hardmax convergence rate). As n — oo, taking the expectation w.rt. X1, ..., X, :
In(4) o —5 2 o2

——=——=1[14+0(1)] and E[I'}]=

Therefore, the expectation decreases exactly at the rate o /v/Inn.

Remark 5.2. Notice that the symmetry of X yields E[T,,] = 0.

E[T,] = [1+o(1)]

The next subsection is devoted to the proof of this result.

5.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1

We decompose the empirical mean into two components:

2n n n

T, = %MH%M; = S0+ 0) + () (0 - M),

10



Setting

V, o= J(MF + M), U, = (2’;;”)(M+—M—), %)
we getl,, =V, + U,.

The key insight is that V;, captures the main asymptotic behavior while U,, represents a smaller-order
deviation term.

Before proving Proposition 5.1, we establish several technical results on extreme values of Gaussian
random variables.

5.2.1 Extreme value analysis

In this subsection, we derive precise asymptotic rates for V,, and establish bounds on U,,. Extreme
value theory provides weak convergence of the maximum and minimum (Lemmas B.17 and B.18
in the Appendix). To obtain convergence in expectation, we establish uniform integrability of both
extremes in Lemma 5.3.

Let a,, and b,, be the scaling parameters of extreme values defined by

1 o
an :=0(v2Inn — =v2Inn (loglogn + log 47 and b, = .
(V 5V (loglog gdm)) oY
. .- _ Mr—a, _ M +4an
Lemma 5.3 (Uniform Integrability of Extremes). Let Z, = —=%—" and Y,, = ——=——". Then

{Z,}n>1 and {Y,, }n>1 are uniformly integrable.

The definition of uniform integrability is recalled in Appendix B.8.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. We establish the result for Z,, in several steps. The same argument applies to
Y., by symmetry.

Step I: From equation (1.5) in [Tanguy, 2015], we have the concentration inequality:

P(|M;" —E[M]| > t) < 6e~ctVinn (8)

Step 2: We show that sup,, E[|Z,|] < oo.

Let M), be an independent copy of M, and set Z|, = @. From Step 1:

sup S E[|M;7 — E[M;]] < oo. ©)

Using the convexity of | - | and Jensen’s inequality,
EZQHZH - ZTI’L” > |Zn, - E[Zwlz]l .

Therefore,
E(|Z.]] < E[|Zn — Z,,|] + [E[Z,]]

From (9), we can deduce that sup,, E[|Z,, — Z},|] < cc. Indeed
1 1 1
| Zn — Zp| = =My — M| < —| My, — E[My]| + —|M;, — E[M,]].
bn bn bn

Since, on the other hand sup,, |E[Z,,]| < oo, this gives sup,, E[|Z,,|] < oc.
Step 3: We transfer the concentration around E[M;F] to a concentration around a,,.

Define 4,, = E[M,}] — ay,. Then |4,,| = O(b,,), so |6,| — 0. From the event inclusion
{IM; = an| >t} C{|M,] — E[M,]]| >t — [0}

and (8), we deduce
P(IM, = an| > t) < 6e 10DV,

11



For n large enough, it holds for all ¢ > 1 that ¢ — |d,,| > t/2, giving

P(|Z,| > t) < 6.
Step 4: Using the tail integral formula,
+o00 +oo ,
E[‘Zn“-{\znbA}] :/ ]P(|Zn| >.’13)de / 6e ¢ Tdx = fe_CA —0
A A
as A — oo, uniformly in n. O

Lemma 5.4 (Asymptotic behavior of V,,). There holds

In(4) o 9 o?r?
EV,|=———[1 1 d E[VI] = 1 1)].
Val = 51+ 0(U)] and BIVZ] = e (14 o)
. M+—an M= 4an, : -
Proof. The random variables Z,, = —= and Y;, = ——=—" jointly converge weakly to the

joint distribution of two independent Gumbel random variables:L which we denote G and G_ (see
Lemma B.17 in the Appendix).

By Lemma 5.3, both |Z,,| and |Y;,| are asymptotically uniformly integrable. Since |Z,, — Y,| <
|Zy| + |Ya). it follows that | Z,, — Y,,| is also asymptotically uniformly integrable. Combining the
weak convergence of the sum (Lemma B.18) with the dominated convergence theorem ([van der
Vaart, 1998, Theorem 2.20, Section 2.5]), we conclude that | Z,, — Y},| converges in expectation.

Recall that V,, = %, which can be rewritten as V,, = 05227\/%;) We can therefore deduce
that
E lZ\/TI;nIVn - E[|Gy+ —G_]]. (10)
Since L := G4 — G_ follows a centered logistic law, we have
E[|L]] = In4,

which gives:

lim @ E|V,| =1n4

n—oo O
The variance result follows similarly using Var(L) = 72 /3. O

Lemma 5.5 (Upper Bound on U,,). Let U,, and V,, defined in (7), it holds:

Inn Inn
< i 21 = )
E[U]] < o/ ==, and E[UZ] 0( - )

Proof. Using Var(2l, —n) = n and E[|M,F — M, |?] = O(a?), we have:

21, —n|? _ 1/2 1 Inn
EuUnns(EQ o )-EHM:—MM) <\ 15 200 =0y

For the second moment, using that E[| M, — M |] = O(a?), we get

n

2L —n 4 Inn

s - i) = o

E[U?] < <E U

which concludes the proof. O

12



5.2.2 Conclusion
We first establish the convergence of the mean. Using the triangle inequality,
|Vn| - |Un| < |f‘n| < |Vn| + |Un|
Taking expectations and using E|U,,| = o(E|V,,|) from Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5:
(1=0(1)E|Va| < ETa| < (1+40(1))E[V,|
which provides the announced equivalent for the mean in Lemma 5.4.
For the variance, we decompose:

Var(T',,) = Var(V,,) + Var(U,,) + 2 Cov(U,, V4,) .
By Cauchy-Schwarz,

| Cov(Uy, V)| < /Var(Uy,) Var(V;,).
In addition, from Lemma 5.5, E[U2] = O(Inn/n), and from Lemma 5.4, Var(V,,) = O(1/Inn).
This gives Var(U,) = o(Var(V;,)) and | Cov(Uy, V)| = | Cov(Uy, Vi,)| < 4/O(22) ©(:) =

n Inn

O(ﬁ) = o) from which Var(T',) ~ Var(V;,) follows. Since E(I',) = E(V;,) = 0, this

concludes the proof.

5.3 Discussion

Cancellation phenomenon In the wide-horizon regime, softmax behaves like a hard maximum
that focuses on extremes. For Gaussian inputs, the maximum and minimum are asymptotically
++/21nn, so the mechanism selects either one with roughly equal probability as n grows, and their
contributions cancel, yielding a mean near zero. This symmetry-driven cancellation is specifically
Gaussian and implies a slow decay of order o /+v/In n, much quicker than any fixed polynomial rate.
Observe that real token embeddings (e.g., in BERT) do not display the above saturation. Our in-
terpretation is that their distributions can easily deviate from Gaussian symmetry through skewness,
kurtosis, anisotropy, or dependence for example. These departures disrupt the tail balance, removing
the cancellation and the characteristic 1/+v/In n behavior.

6 Experiments

In this section, we present experiments on both synthetic Gaussian data and real-world Wikipedia
tokens using BERT embeddings (1M and 20M tokens). We describe our experimental procedures
and design choices, and show that the observed convergence rates are consistent with our theoretical
analysis.

Monte carlo experimental protocol For each Monte Carlo experiment with n tokens, we begin by
sampling n points from a d-dimensional Gaussian distribution A/(a, 32). We then calculate the atten-
tion matrix for these tokens and compute the empirical mean Ex ., [I'z,, (X)] € R? and covariance
matrix Covyx.g, Tz, (X)) € R¥? We measure the error [|Exz, [z, (X)] — Ex~pu LW (X)),
and H Covxep, (T, (X)) —=Covixap(Tu(X))| ,» and repeat this entire procedure for R, iterations
to obtain average error values and associated uncertainty ranges.

The procedure described above constitutes one Monte Carlo experiment for a fixed number of tokens
n. We repeat this process for increasing values of n to analyze convergence behavior as n grows.
1

Convergence rate analysis The theoretical convergence rate follows O(n~?) with 3 = PIGES IR

We estimate this rate empirically by performing linear regression on log-scale error values as a
function of n across all Monte Carlo experiments, yielding B. Theory predicts that the convergence
slope depends on the horizon parameter H? = ||X1/2 A||3 and ||X||o. For synthetic experiments, we
have access to both A, and 3} and vary both. For fixed token distribution with a given covariance ¥,
we can only test the influence of the attention horizon through the attention parameter A (rescaling
a fixed matrix).

13



Modelisation of a limit distribution For synthetic datasets, the limit distribution x is continuous.
For real token distributions, y is discrete, requiring truncation at Ny, .« tokens to construct jiji, =
Zil\;‘“l‘“ ., as an approximation for the infinite-token limit. We then choose 7.y as the maximum
number of tokens sampled uniformly among those Ny,,x tokens in Monte Carlo experiments to
estimate mean and covariance. To ensure fi;,, approximates a continuous distribution, we require
Niax > Nmax, While n,,, must be large enough for Monte Carlo convergence to be reached.

Number of tokens required for convergence To evaluate the number of tokens n,,,, needed to
achieve convergence, we use dimension 1 as a baseline, where Monte Carlo typically converges with

20 — 30 samples. For n samples in dimension d, Monte Carlo convergence rates are governed by

CLT fluctuations that scale as %. To maintain the same accuracy level as in dimension 1, dimension

d therefore requires d times more samples than dimension 1. Under this scaling, the experiment in
Figure 5 is equivalent to taking ~ 300 tokens in dimension 1. In our first BERT experiments we
choose Nyax = IM > nyax = 10k and in our second experiments Npax = 20M > npyax = 200k.

6.1 Synthetic experiments on Gaussian random variable

Studying the Gaussian case offers an opportunity to test our theory on synthetic datasets for which
we have a closed form expression for I';,.

In Figure 1 we show the results of the Monte Carlo experiment for a fixed horizon of 0.03 in dimen-
sion 1.

10—1,
+95% Cl +95% Cl
Ml 2 slope = -0.512 slope = -0.493
1074 102
3
O 1073
<
107
1073
10! 102 103 101 102 10°
Tokens n Tokens n

Figure 1: Monte Carlo experiments in dimension 1 for Gaussian tokens where Ap :=
IEx~pn [Dan (X)] = Exopu[Lu(X)][ly and Acoy = || Covixap, (Ta, (X)) = Covxmn(Tu(X)) -

Higher-dimensional validation. We conduct experiments across multiple dimensions d €
{20, 30, 40, 50,100} with Gaussian tokens A/(0, X3), with ¥ = X4, I. The attention horizon is sys-
tematically varied from 10~2 to 102 by rescaling a fixed matrix A, to capture both the low-horizon
and high-horizon regimes, and we use a diagonal covariance matrices with identical spectral prop-
erties to ensure fair comparison across dimensions.

Figure 2 presents the convergence rate exponent 3 of Theorem 4.4 as a function of the attention
horizon across different dimensions. The experimental results demonstrate strong agreement with
theoretical rates of Corollary 4.5 and Proposition 4.8 for both mean and covariance convergence up
to an attention horizon of approximately 2.

6.2 BERT experiments

6.2.1 BERT experiments on 1M WikiText tokens with varying horizon

Experimental configuration We conducted experiments using two dataset sizes: N4, = 1M
and Ny, = 20M tokens, respectively. The tokens were obtained by tokenizing the WikiText
dataset, which was used for BERT training. We employed the BERT-base-uncased model with 12
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Figure 2: Convergence rate exponent 3 as a function of attention horizon for Gaussian token embed-
dings across different dimensions. Covariance matrices are diagonal with identical spectral proper-
ties across all dimensions to ensure comparable scaling behavior.

layers, 12 attention heads per layer, head dimension of 64, and embedding dimension of 768. We
deliberately exceeded the standard 512-token context length to approach the asymptotic behavior of
the attention approximation.

Computational implementation To manage memory constraints, we implemented tiled attention
with chunk size 4000, maintaining matrix sizes of at most (4000 x 200000) and keeping memory
usage under 3 GB. For the 1 million token experiments, we used R, = 200 repetitions with
a maximum sub-sampling size of 10000 tokens. For the experiment with 20 million tokens, we
reduced the repetitions to Ry, = 20 with maximum sub-sampling size of 200, 000 tokens.

Validation on real transformer architectures. We use a pre-trained BERT model and approxi-
mate the limit distribution of the real tokens embeddings using N, = 1M tokens extracted from
Wikipedia text. We extract the attention parameter A across all 12 layers and attention heads of the
BERT model, and rescale it to vary the attention horizon and test its influence on /3. The theoretical
convergence rate exponent 3 is computed layer-specifically, accounting for the evolution of spectral
properties of token embeddings as they propagate through the network. Specifically, for each layer
¢, we compute (3 using the empirical spectral reach parameter A, of the token embeddings that
have passed through layers 1 to £ — 1. This approach captures the progressive transformation of
token representations and their impact on attention dynamics.

The layer-specific analysis presented in Figure 3 reveals is consistent with our sub-parametric the-
oretical framework. The empirical convergence rates exhibit a monotonic decrease as a function
of horizon, with slopes that overall match theoretical predictions. This is particularly pronounced
for covariance convergence, where the alignment between theory and experiment demonstrates the
robustness of our analytical framework even when applied to the complex, non-Gaussian token dis-
tributions encountered in natural language processing.

6.2.2 BERT experiments on 20M WikiText tokens with fixed horizon

We empirically validate our theoretical framework using a dataset of 20 million token embeddings
extracted from Wikipedia text, processed with the standard BERT tokenizer.

As illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, the convergence rates " of both mean and covariance exhibit
a pronounced deceleration as the attention horizon increases. We compare the experimentally ob-
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Figure 3: Layer-specific analysis of convergence rate exponents (3 for each of the 12 BERT lay-
ers. Each theoretical curve (dark red) is computed using the layer-specific spectral reach parameter
Amax Of token embeddings at the corresponding depth. The systematic agreement between empiri-
cal measurements and theoretical predictions validates our framework across the entire transformer
architecture.
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served exponent rates .., against the theoretical rates §y, derived under Gaussian assumptions,
which coincide with sub-Gaussian rates up to constant factors. The empirical convergence rates are
consistent with theoretical predictions, validating our analytical framework.

For comparison, under a uniform distribution on the unit sphere, convergence rates would follow

O(n~'/?) uniformly across all horizon lengths and spectral reach values, contrasting sharply with
our observed behavior.

Interpretation. Although real token embeddings have a compactly supported distribution, our ex-
periments reveal convergence rates substantially slower than the parametric 1/4/n. This finding
aligns with our theoretical predictions: when the support radius and attention matrix values are
significant, the sub-parametric slowdown manifests empirically, confirming that compactness alone
does not guarantee fast convergence in practical attention mechanisms.
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o L1l Amax=167
s . o L12: Amax=18.3
@ 103 i:%; . o L3:Anax=15.8
e g L4: Amax = 20
Q o5 e L5: Amax = 27.4
o . L6: Amax = 34.8
o L7: Amax = 39.3
a3 107 L8: Amax = 43.1
L9: Amax = 35.3
10-o] ® mean 95%cCl © L10: Amax =32
—— Theory rate (envelope), Amax = 28.3 ¢ L1l Amax =382

1073 1072 107t 10° 10t 102 103

Horizon |Z12A|,

(a) Convergence rate exponents of mean estimation error across all BERT layers

10°

e L0: Amax =19
o Ll Amax =167
1072 o L2: Anax=18.3
Q o L3:Anax=15.8

c Lot L4: Amax = 20
GCJ L5: Amax = 27.4
o L6: Amax =34.8
Q. L7: Amax = 39.3

X
L L8: Amax =43.1
L9: Apmax =35.3
10% o cov+95%Cl e L10: Amayx =32
—— Theory rate (envelope), Amax = 28.3 ¢ L1l Amax =382
1073 10-2 107! 100 10! 102 10

Horizon |Z12A|,

(b) Convergence rate exponents of covariance estimation error across all BERT layers

Figure 4: Convergence rate exponents 3 (where convergence follows n~?) for mean and covariance
estimation errors across all 12 layers of BERT, aggregated over all attention heads, as a function of
attention horizon. For each layer, we extract token embeddings that have propagated through the
model up to that layer and utilize the corresponding query, key, and value matrices @, K, V. The
dark red boundary curves delineate the theoretical bounds S, as a function of horizon, correspond-
ing to the minimum and maximum spectral reach values observed across all token embeddings.
Each data point represents the exponent 5 computed over 20 Monte Carlo trials with sample sizes
ranging from 5000 to 200000 tokens, drawn from a corpus of 20 million tokens.

17



Layer 0 Layer 1 Layer 3

Q10-2 S

C o

21075 L) 3

o e mean * 95% Cl

% 10-8 — Theory rate

i Amax =19 Amax = 16.7 Amax = 18.3 Amax =15.8
Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 7

202] N\ ﬂ _\ _\

C

2105 \

o

o

X 1078

i Amax = 20 Amax = 27.4 Amax = 34.8 Amax = 39.3
Layer 8 Layer 9 Layer 10 Layer 11

Q1072 . AN

c < <

2 107 i

o

o

X 1078

w Amax =43.1 Amax = 35.3 Amax = 32 Amax = 38.2

103 107! 10! 10% 103 107! 10! 103 1073 107! 10! 10° 1073 107! 10! 10°

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

(a) Convergence rate exponent of mean error for each BERT layers

Layer 0 Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3

x 107!

o

5 1074 - °

S o LY

o e cov=*95%Cl

% 10~7{ — Theory rate

n Amax=19 Amax = 16.7 Amax = 18.3 Amax =15.8
Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 7

x 107!

o

S 10-4

g 10

g

< 1077

i Amax = 20 Amax = 27.4 Amax = 34.8 Amax = 39.3
Layer 8 Layer 9 Layer 10 Layer 11

x 1071

n AN

5 104 .

§_ ke ¥ L ¥

< 1077

w Amax =43.1 Amax = 35.3 Amax = 32 Amax = 38.2

103 107t 10! 10% 103 107! 10! 10° 1073 107! 10! 10° 103 107! 10! 10°

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

Horizon |212A|,

(b) Convergence rate exponent of covariance error for each BERT layers

Figure 5: Display of the same experiments as in figure 4 for each layer separetely. Heads for each
layers having similar horizon, and same spectral reach, they appear rather grouped. Hence the rates
are coherent between heads of a same layer. As we go deeper in the model’s layer the convergence
seem to be slower and the uncertainty bars grow larger.



7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced the notion of foken sample complexity to quantify how attention out-
puts converge as sequence length n increases. We established in Theorem 3.4 that attention maps
achieve uniform convergence on bounded query regions at rate O(1/+/n) for sub-Gaussian tokens.
For statistical moments of the attention output distribution, Proposition 4.1 yields parametric rates in
1/4/n under compact support assumptions, but with prefactors scaling exponentially in radius R and
attention parameters, rendering these bounds impractical at realistic data scales. Extending to sub-
Gaussian token distributions, Theorem 4.4 reveals polynomial (rather than exponential) dependence
on attention parameters and a sub-parametric rate of O(n=?) with 3 < 1/2, better aligned with
practical behavior. We also derived exact logarithmic convergence rates of order 1/v/Inn for the
infinite attention horizon limit. Experiments on BERT using Wikipedia text confirmed our theoret-
ical results, with empirical rates strictly below 1/4/n, establishing that sub-parametric convergence
characterizes attention on real data.
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A Tools of empirical process theory

Before diving into the proof of Theorem 3.4, we recall a few results and definitions from empirical
process theory that will be useful to the proof.

First, recall the definition of the Rademacher complexity.

Definition A.1 (Rademacher complexity in R%). Let F C {f : Y — R9} be a class of (measur-

able) functions and S = (Y1,...,Y,,) ~ p™ an i.i.d. sample. Let ¢4, ...,&, be i.i.d. Rademacher
variables, independent of S, with P(¢; = 1) = P(¢; = —1) = 3. The empirical Rademacher

complexity of F with respect to S is:

D‘A{S(]:) ;= E. |sup

fer

lzfif(yi)

n <
i=1

2

The (expected) Rademacher complexity at sample size n is
R, (F) = Egupn [Rs(F)].

If 7 = {fp : 0 € ©} is parameterized by O, replace sup ;. » with supycg. For d = 1, this reduces
to the usual scalar definition.

21



Intuitively, the Rademacher complexity quantifies the ability of the function class F to fit random
noise on the specific sample S ~ p. Notice that the expression resembles the empirical expectation
we aim to bound. The symmetrization step consists in artificially introducing Rademacher samples
€; to relate our supremum over F to a measure of the richness of the class, that relies on measuring
the alignment between function outputs f(Y;) and random noise.

Next, we recall some useful definitions about sub-Gaussian processes and the Dudley’s entropy
integral, central in the proof Theorem 3.4.

Definition A.2 (Sub-Gaussian ¢, norm). For a real-valued random variable Z, its 1, (sub-Gaussian)

norm is )
Z
1Z]]y, == inf{o’ >0: E[exp((ﬂ)] < 2}.

For a random vector X € R,

X0 = sup (X0 e

vES

where S9! = {v € R?: ||v]|s = 1}. We say X is sub-Gaussian if || X ||y, < oc.

Definition A.3 (Sub-gaussian increments). Consider a random process (X3 ):c7 on a metric space
(T, d). We say that the process has sub-Gaussian increments if there exists K > 0 such that

X — Xy, < Kd(t,s) forallt,seT, (11)

where || - ||, denotes the sub-Gaussian norm.

Definition A.4 (c-net and covering numbers). Let (7, d) be a metric space. Consider aset 7/ C T
and a number € > 0. A subset N' C T” is an e-net of T if balls of radius ¢ centered at points in A/
cover T”.

The smallest cardinality of an e-net of 7" is called the covering number of K and is denoted
N (e, T',d). Equivalently, N'(g,7",d) is the smallest number of closed balls with centers in 7"
and radius € whose union covers 7”.

Theorem A.5 (Dudley’s entropy integral). (see [Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 8.1.3, p. 221, 2nd ed.])
Let (Xi)teT be a centered random process on a metric space (T, d) with sub-Gaussian increments
as in (11), with K > 0 its sub-Gaussian parameter. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that:

diam(T)
E[sup X;] < CK vVInN (e, T,d) de, (12)

teT 0

where N (e, T, d) denotes the covering number of T at scale € introduced in Definition A.4.

Definition A.6 (Data-dependent distance). Let Y7, ..., Y, be a sample of random vectors in R? and
let P, := % Z?:l dy, denote the empirical measure. For any measurable g, define the empirical

L?(P,,) norm under the samples Y7, ...,Y,, by

n 1/2
gl = (33 lal3)
=1

For the indexed class F = {f, : © € Bg}, the data-dependent distance between f, and f, is
1 - 2\ /2
1o = Follzzeny = (221506 = £ (V)
i=1
Lemma A.7 (Empirical Lipschitz control). Assume there exists a measurable envelope L : R —

[0, 00) such that for all x,2' € Br and all y € R,
Ifa(y) = forW)ll2 < L(y) & — |2

Then, for any samples Y1, ...,Y,,

Ife = forllzze,) < L2, |z — 2|2
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Proof. By the pointwise Lipschitz condition and the definition of || - || L2(p,,).

|z —a'[3.

1 — 1 —
1o = Frllaceny = 2 SOV = for (V3 < = DL o =21 = |1L0Fage,
=1 =1

The claim follows by taking square roots. O

Lemma A.8 (Bound on empirical Lipschitz envelope). Let Y1, ...,Y, be i.i.d. with law u. Assume
there exists a function L as defined in Lemma A.7 such that E[L(Y1)?] < oo. Then

E[|Ll 2] < ENLYDIZ)

=: [|L||2()-
Proof. By Cauchy—Schwarz applied to Z = || L| .2, ):

1/2
E[Iee] < (BIILIZe,]) -
Using the fact that Y7, ..., Y, are i.i.d,

L NA0k

E[ILlIZ>@,)] =E

B Proofs

B.1 Proofs of technical Lemmas for Theorem 3.4

Lemma B.1 (Bound on the covering number of a product space). Let F := {fz,x € O} be a
parametric class of Lipschitz function with respect to x. Let || - ||2LQ(]PH) defined in Definition A.6.

Consider the product space G = F x Bj and the associated distance defined in Lemma B.3. The
covering number of the product space is bounded by:

N (e, F x B1,dg((21, 1), (22,22))) <N (%7]:’ [ - HL2(IP’n)) x N (2|F(')€|L2(JP’)’B17 [ - ||2> .

Proof. Let N'(e,F x By,dg((#1,21), (22, x2))) be the covering number of G for the distance dg.

Consider an $-cover of F and a 5y5—~7———-cover of By. We can write:
2 21FO) L2 e,)

120 faor () = 25 fau O)llz2e,) < M2d for () = 20 fau () + 20 fa () = 23 fau O)llz2e)

< i () = faa Olle2e,) + ll2r = 22ll2 [FC)ll 2 e,
€ €
<storar——IFOlee.) =«
2" 2[FO)lzee,) )
The conclusion of the lemma follows immediately. O

Lemma B.2 (Bound on the covering number). Let F be a parametric class of function { f,,x € ©}
such that any f, € F is Lipschitz with respect to its index parameter x. Let || - ”%Z(Pn) be defined

by Definition A.6, then:

0
NG.F. e gN(,@, . )
( H ||L (Pn)) ||L||L2(]P’n) || ||2

Proof. Let zq,...,x s form an W cover for ©. Then {f(z;,-) :i=1,..., M} form an ¢
L2(P,

cover for F. Hence the result. O

The following Lemmas prove that the empirical processes Z;, and Z(; , defined in the proof of
Theorem 3.4 in Appendix B.2 are sub-Gaussian processes w.r.t. well-defined metrics.
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Lemma B.3 (Sub-gaussian increments in dimension d). Conditionally on the Y;, Z, .

LS ez, fo(Y7)) is a sub-Gaussian process with respect to the distance dg((z1, 1), (22, %2))
of the metric space G = By X F defined by:

dg((21,21), (22,22)) = | far () = foa Oll 2@y + 120 = 202 [ FC) | 22 e -

Proof. By Hoeffding’s Lemma:
E[exp()‘(Z(Zl,ﬂh) - Z(Zg,xz)))nfh te ’YN}

=TT [oxr (Jretta £ 00 = o 100 ) 15, 2]

)\2
< oxp (G170 0~ Fu Ol ).

This norm admits the following expression:

120 for () = 23 faa O)llz2e,) = 120 far () = 20 fau () + 20 fau () = 22 fau O)llz2ce)
<lzallz 1fzy () = for Ol 2@y + 120 = 2012 [ f2o )l 2222
S far () = faa Ollzz ey + 1210 = 22ll2 [F G 222 -

This leads to the announced distance on the product space G. [
Lemma B.4 (Sub-gaussian increments in dimension 1). Conditionally on the Y;,, Z, =
ﬁ Sy €ihy (Y5) is a sub-Gaussian process with respect to the norm || - || 2, )-

Proof. The proof follows from Hoeffding’s lemma, as for Lemma B.3. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.4

The strategy of the proof of Theorem 3.4 is to analyze the numerator and denominator of the attention
ratio separately, and then combine the results. We will prove this Theorem in three parts. We
first establish a concentration in expectation and subsequently derive a high-probability bound via
Markov’s inequality. These steps rely on classical tools from the empirical processes literature.

Part 1: Uniform concentration of the numerator of I';, (z) Recall that the continuous attention
map is given by
E[Y e{4®Y)]
FM (.f ) = AzY .
E [e < ) > ]

Consider the numerator. It is the expectation of y — y e{4%¥) foran z € R?, over the sub-Gaussian
random vector Y.

Define the function class F := {f,, © € Bgr}, where, forall x € R, RS RY,
foiy—yexpii®y) e L?(p; ]Rd). (13)

Our goal is to prove a uniform concentration result over the function class F, indexed by z in the
ball Bg.

Let .
[P = Pllr :=sup 2 f2(¥) = Eyveulfo(¥)]ll2,
fer 4
and define the envelope function of the class F,
Fiyes sup | fo()]2 = [lyll2 R4, (14)
r€EBR

Proposition B.5 (Bound on numerator). With probability at least 1 — 6,

¥
1P, = Bllr < ORIl ToTad + 57 Y comeimrar,
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Proof. We will first bound E[||P,, — P||#], and then apply Markov’s inequality to obtain a high-
probability concentration bound.

The proof follows two main steps. First, we use a symmetrization lemma (Lemma B.6 below) to
relate E[||P,, — P|| 7] to the Rademacher complexity of the function class . Next, we use Dudley’s
entropy integral together with the Lipschitz property of f, to bound this Rademacher complexity
via covering numbers.

Step 1: Symmetrization of E[||P,, — P|| #]
We first derive a symmetrization result that will allow us to link E[||P,, — || 7] to the Rademacher
complexity of the class F defined in Section A.

Lemma B.6 (Symmetrization of E[||P,, — P|| £]).
E[[[Pn — Pl £] < 29, (F).

Proof. Let (X1, ..., X,,) i.i.d. copies of Y independent of Y.

B, — Bl = sup | =3~ () ~ Exl/(Y)
= sup |12 32 (7(4) ~ B, (X))
feF || )

— sup |[Ex [1 > ) - f(X»]

fer

Using Jensen inequality, we get:

E[|[P, — Pl|#] = Ey [sup Ex |~ <f<Yi>—f<Xi>>] ]
fer ni:l 2
<Exy |sup X))
feF 121 )

Let €1,...,&, be ii.d. Rademacher signs, independent of S = (Y3,...,Y;,). The random vector
of components ;(f(Y;) — f(X;)) has the same joint distribution as the vector with components
f(Y:) — f(X;). Hence,

1 — 1 —
Exy Lﬁlelg - Zl(f(yi) — f(X3)) 2 =Exy, l;lelg -~ ;&'(f(yé) - f(X3)) j
<2Ey, ;1615)_ Z eif 2 = 2R, (F).
This yields E[[|[P,, — P|| 7] < 2%R,,(F). O

Step 2: Bounding the Rademacher complexity R, (F)
Now that we have bounded E[||P,, — P|| ] by the Rademacher complexity, the next step of the proof
is to use Dudley’s entropy integral to bound this Rademacher complexity R,, (F).

In order to do that, we will use some useful definitions introduced in Section A, as well as the
Dudley’s entropy integral Theorem A.5.

Recall that the Rademacher complexity we want to bound is:

Zé—z f:r

=122 )

Es[Ed sup || Z:|,]]-

r€EBR
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The strategy of the rest of the proof is to apply Dudley’s Theorem A.5 to (%). In the one-dimensional
case, Dudley’s theorem can be applied directly to the scalar process ﬁ Z?:l &; f+(Y;), which

is a sub-Gaussian process conditioned on the Y; with respect to the associated empirical norm
1/2
I flle2@,) = (% Dy f(Yi)Q) (see Lemma B.4). In the present setting, however, the process

takes values in R%. To use the same concentration inequality, we therefore project it onto scalar
directions—that is, we use the dual norm considering:

1 n
Zizayi= - &iles fo(Yi) 1= 2 2o (15)
i=1

We must then verify that this scalar process Z . ;) remains sub-Gaussian, though, now, with respect
to an appropriate metric dg defined on the product space (G, dg), where G := F x B; (Lemma B.3).
Once this sub-Gaussian property is established, Dudley’s theorem A.5 can be applied to Z; , and
the rest of the analysis will require bounds on:

(i) the moments of the envelope function F' (Lemma B.8 ),
(i1) the Lipschitz constant of functions in F, (Lemmas B.7 and B.10), and
(iii) the covering number of G (Lemmas B.1 and B.2).
In order to do this we will need the definition A.6 of the empirical distance and Lemmas A.7 and
A.8 introduced in Section A, which we will be referring to.

Lemma B.7 (Bound on Lipschitz constant for numerator). Let f € F := {f,, © € Br} as defined
in (13). With an abuse of notations, denote f : (z,y) — ye'A®Y). Then, f(-,y) is Lipschitz with
respect to x. Let y — L(y) be its Lipschitz constant. Consider Y ~ u, a sub-gaussian random

vector in RY of matrix parameter Y, and scalar parameter o := \/||2||o. Then, L verifies
1Ll L2y < ClIAll2 0® d exp(2 R?|[ 52 Al13),
for some constant C > 0.
Proof. Consider f(y) := yeft¥) for t € RY - we will then apply the result to ¢ = Ax using
Vif(t,y) = ATV, f.(y). The Jacobian of f(-,y) att is
Vif(ty) =yy' e e R
Let
2\ /2 4 20ty 2
IVef )y = (Byanl Vet GYIE) T = (Bymu[IV14247])

where we used the fact that YY" is a rank one matrix, hence | YY T || = ||Y[|3.

By Cauchy—Schwarz and the sub-Gaussian property of Y,
1/4

IVef(ty)llzpy < (EYN“[HYHngM (Ey~,¢€4<t’y>>
< (By-uIVIE]) " exp(20750).

Uset 'St =2"ATS Az < |22 A|2||z||3, and take the supremum over ||z||o < R:

1/4
sup_ Vo fo@lliar < ANl (Byv~ullYI5) - exp(2 B2SY/24)3).

lzll2<R
To express the moment factor,

(Bmal15)" = (B 18) ) < e v,

*

where * is an extension to dimension d of a classical bound on sub-Gaussian moments, with ¢ a
universal constant (see [Vershynin, 2012, Lemma 5.5]).
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Hence
1Ll 22wy == SupRHszz(y)HwP) < C||Allz 0% d exp(2 R?|| =12 Al[3)

z|[2<

which concludes the proof. O

Then, we will need a bound on the envelope function of the class F.

Lemma B.8 (Bound on envelope function). Let F' be the envelope function defined in equation (14),
andY ~ p, a sub-gaussian random vector in R? of parameter o = /|| X||2. Then,

]E[F(Y)2]1/2 < Cpd/? VdoedF I=12A13

Proof. By Cauchy—Schwarz,
E[F(Y)?)Y2 = B[||Y |3 2RI Y] 2 < (E||y |4)"/* (BetRIATY )%,

1/4
The first term (E[|Y'||3) !4 is controlled by the same argument used for (Eyw i ||Y||§) in Lemma

B.7. Now, let S¢~! be the unit sphere and U C S%~! an e-net with |U| < (1 +2/¢)%. By a standard
estimate (e.g. [Vershynin, 2018, Lemma 4.4.1, p. 116, 2nd ed.]) we have,

gl = sup (g,u) < max (g, u),
lul|=1 1 —¢ weUu

hence forg = ATY,
G ARIATY |2 < Zexp(f—i <Au,Y>).
uelU

Taking expectations and using the sub-Gaussian moment generative function bound of equation (1)
with t = 2 Ay
1—¢ ’

2 2
E€4RHATYH2 < (1 + 2/E)d eXp(%H% Zl/QAH ) _ (1 + 2/E)d eXp(% ||21/2A||§).
2 —€
Finally, for ¢ = %,
(E[F(Y)Q])l/z < 52 \/d g eSEIT2AIL
which concludes the proof. O

Proposition A.7 holds for all f € F. That is for all z, 2" € Bp,
Ifo = forllie@,) < ILIZ2,) Iz — 213

We formally prove in Lemma B.3 that the empirical process defined in equation (15) is a sub-
Gaussian process, with respect to the distance associated to the product space G = (F x By ) defined
in Lemma B.3. We also need a bound on the covering number of G. Corresponding Lemmas with
their proofs can be found in Appendix B.1.

Now that we have gathered all the necessary tools to bound the Rademacher complexity R, (F) we
can end the proof of Proposition B.5.

Proof of Proposition B.5
Let Rp r = 2R|| L[ z2(p,) + 2| F|lz2(p,) and apply Theorem A.5 to the centered sub-Gaussian
process Z (. ) with respect to the metric space (G, dg), in order to bound Ec[sup(, ,)eg Z (22>

]Es[ sup Z(z,:c)]
(z,x)€g

C diam(G)
S % \/ 1n/\f(5,g,dg)d5
0

C /RL,F s ;
<— N (= Ba, | 1) + /N (s By, || - o) 6,
Vi \/ (e 2l 1) ¢ (ST 21 12)
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where we used Lemma B.1 and B.2.

Taking the expectation over Y;, and using the symmetrization Lemma B.6,

C
E[|P, — P||#] < R, (F) :=EyE.[ sup Z(zyx)\Yl, oY < —(Z+T)
(,7)€G vn

T=Ey| / e \/mN(Q”L”‘SW,BR, I 112)]as

Rp F
j:]Ey[/O \/IIIN(M(.)(;LZ(PTL),BMH‘H2> daD.

where

and

For the term Z, set the change of variable u = m for 0 < w < 1. For the second term 7,
_ 5 "
setu = M2,
I<E / VInN (Ru, Bg, || - ll2) 2R || L] 2 (p,) du| ,
0
1+ S
J<E / VILN (u, By, || - [l2) 2] Fl| 22 e,.) du] ;
0
where we can denote || F'||,, := ||F||z2(p,) and ||L||;, := || L||z2(p, ) in the integrand to alleviate the
notations.
Recall that In N (g, By, || - ||) < dIn (1 + 2£) (see Corollary 4.2.11. in [Vershynin, 2018]), hence
T <4V2dRE[|[L||z2@,)] + 2VdIn3E[|F|[L2(p,)]- (16)
The same steps for the second term give,
J < AV2AE[|F| 12s,)] + 2R VAMBE[|L] 12 s, - (17)
Detailed derivations of (16) and (17) can be found in Appendix B.3. Finally,
cVd
EllP, — Pll] < <= (RE(ILI2e,)) + ElIFl 26, (18)

Vn
) 1/2 o1\ 1/2 .
Applying Lemma A8, E[||L| > (p, ( [||L||L2(Pn)]> = (E[L(Y1)%])"", and using Lemma
B.7, along with Lemma B.8 it comes,

E[|P, - P||] < ff

o CA(RAl20VA+5Y2)0 g2 i3
— \/ﬁ

for some positive constant C'.

(RCl ||A||2U d€2R2H21/2A”2 _|_ 5d/2020'\/a68R2 HEl/QA”Q)

= Co(S, A, 5, R).

To conclude, we apply the Markov inequality, which yields, with probability at least 1 — 4, ||P,, —
Pl < $E[|IP, — P|| ] < L\/’%‘S’m. This ends the proof of Proposition B.5. O

Part 2: Uniform concentration of the denominator empirical process An analogous result as
Proposition B.5 holds for the denominator with an identical proof using the function class
F'i=A{hy 1y V) 2 € Bg}.
Proposition B.9 (Bound on denominator). For all R > 0 and 6 € (0, 1), with probability at least
1-49,
!
H]P)n _ PH]:/ < g . HAHQ U\/an R2H21/2AH§.
) Vvn
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Proof. The strategy of the proof follows the one of Proposition B.5, in dimension 1. The first step
of symmetrization is identical. Then, we detail a few differences compared to the numerator.

First, the Lipschitz constant calculation slightly differs, as shown in Lemma B.10 below.

Lemma B.10 (Bound on Lipschitz constant for denominator). Let f € F', and L defined in Lemma
A7
L]l 22y < CllAllzoVd exp(2 R?[| £ A]3),

for some constant C > 0.

Proof. Here, we apply the exact same proof as for Lemma B.7, with h(t,y) := e{*¥, using

1/4
(]Eywuyug) < Cov/. O

Then, the sub-Gaussian process under consideration is now

1 n
Zy = ﬁ;eihw(m, (19)

(see Lemma B.4 for justification).

In dimension 1, we apply Theorem A.5 to the sub-Gaussian process Zj, - defined in equation (19) -
with respect to the metric space (F', || - ||z, (,)) to bound E.[sup;c  Z]. Note that Dudley’s en-
tropy bound extends to E.[supj, ¢z | Z3|] using that E.[sup;c = |Z|] = sup,cr max{Zy, —Zs}
(both statement can be found in the literature). Then,

diam(F")
E[sup |Zn]] < / VI NG, F, L2 (B,)) db

heF’
C /dmm(BR, 1Ll L2, 1)
<Y In N (——— B, || - ||2) do,
7 [Eleen

where we used Lemma B.2.

Taking the expectation over Y;, and using the symmetrization Lemma B.6 (see Appendix B.3 for
details),

CllAl2 oVd Q2 RPISY2AlL .
5v/n

Finally we also conclude using Markov inequality. O

E[||P, — Pll7] < = Co(%, A, R;0). (20)

Part 3: Uniform concentration of the attention map (ratio bound) The last step of the proof is
to combine Propositions B.5 and B.9 to bound the attention’s ratio. In the sequel, x € Bp, is fixed,
and thus omitted in the notation most of the time. For the sake of clarity, we simplify the notation for
both empirical and continuous attention using N,, := %L 2?21 yie<Az Yi) , D, = - Zl_ elAT,yi)
and N := [yeA®¥du(y), D := [ 4% du(y). Then, we can write: T, () = ||V]]2 - and
La@) = [V %

Putting everything on the same denominator yields:

N, N N,D - ND+ND — ND, INn — Nlja
I5- = pllz=1 <

DD, 2= D, DD, ‘

To bound below the denominator D,,, note that D = E[e{4#Y)] > 1 by Jensen’s inequality. By
Cantelli’s inequality, using the fact that D = E[D,,], it comes that, for any ¢ > 0:

2

g
P(D, <1-¢)<P(D, <D—¢) < —52mt
UDn,x+5

where 0%, . = Var(D,) = 1 Var(el4*¥)) < e e

< (using the definition 2.4 of sub-
Gaussian dlStrlbuthH)

S|
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Taking € = 2, in order for the event D,, > 1 5 to be verified with probability 1 — 41, n must be greater

2>
than

n > npin(61, 2, A, R) := 4e2R2IS2 A1 ((% - 1)‘
1

Hence, with probability 1 — d1,
N, N
”Diniﬁ‘b < 2(||Nn = Nll2 + [Nll2 |Dn — DJ). 2h

By Proposition B.5, the numerator || N,, — N || satisfies, with probability 1 — da,

1212
NG
1
Then, the same derivation as before yields || N ||z = [[E[Y e(4=Y)][|5 < tr(X)Y/2 2B IRZ 4]
Finally, using Proposition B.9, with probability at least 1 — Js,
Ca || Alz0vd
5/n

Combining events (21), (22) and (22), for n > i (0, X, A, R), with probability 1 — § (taking
51:62:(53:%)2

1/
1N = N2 < Cy (R All2v/[[Z]2d + 5%2) - e SR IZ 24l (22)

|D,, — D| < exp(2 R?||S'/2Al]3). (23)

20 VA (R||All2y/[1Z]2d + tr(2)/2[|A]|2 + 542Vd) NEl2 s r2zir2ayz
5 NG '

H*—*Hz <Vl
This concludes the proof of Theorem 3.4.

B.3 Equations of Theorem 3.4

Below, we detail the derivation of some inequalities in the proof Theorem 3.4 (Appendix B.2). We
recall that In N (e, By, || - |) < dIn (1 + 27).

Equation (16). Lett = “F” , then

1+t
T <2RE HLHW,,)/ d1n 1+ du
2 1+t 9
=2RE HLHL?(M) / dln 1+E du+/ dln(1+u> du
1

1+t
SQRE LL2(]P’)</ 7(1 + vdln3du>]

<2RE||Lll 12, (2ﬁ+tVd1n3)]
= 4V2d RE[||L| 2(p,)] + 2VdIn3E[||F| L2(e,,)].

Equation (17). Lett' = Ri”L”n

TEL then by the same arguments as above,

L+ 2
2 F| oo / din (1 + ) du]
0 u

< B[Pl z2(e,) (4v2d + 20V 3|
= V24 E[|F| 2p,)] + 2R VA BE[||L 12(p.,))-

J<E
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Equation (20). Taking the expectation over Y;, and using the symmetrization Lemma B.6,
E[|P, — Pl| 7] < EyEc[sup [Zp] | Y1, ..., o]
heF’
< —Ey

2R‘|LHL2(]P>") (5
InN(———,Bg,| -|l2) dd
v / ¢ (||L||L2<pn) I-1:)

7Ey U VInN (Ru, B, || - |l2) R || L|| 2 (e, )du}

\/» |LHL2(HD")/ ’[dhl 1+ du]
=~ \/» / \( duEy |L||L2

C

REY

¢ (By[L(Y})? ])1/2
=5 vn
= C";”jﬁ”ﬁ exp(2 R 512 A]3).

The last inequality follows directly from Lemma A.8 and Lemma B.7.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof. Let f aLipschitz function of parameter L. By considering f— f(0) instead of f if necessary,
we can assume without loss of generality that f(0) = 0.

Step 1: Decomposition of the error We reformulate the mean error to facilitate our analysis. The
quantity of interest is

B (T (X)) = LT (X)) .
Applying the triangle inequality and adding—subtracting identical terms, we obtain

H]EXN[M [f(Ta(X)] - Ew[f(F“(X))}Hz

= B O] = e [ (O] + Exe, [ (C(@)] — Exm (T 2]
<I+J

2

where
T = |[Bxap, [T, (X)) = ST
and
T = ||Bxm, [T = Exmul T
Step 2: Analysis of the second term [J To bound 7, we follow the same methodology as in the proof
of Proposition 3.3: we apply the CLT, followed by the derivation of an asymptotic confidence bound
using the quantile of the x?(d) law (see Appendix B.5 for more details). We obtain that

1/2 1/2
4315 Amax(Covx o (f (Du(X))))Y
J < NG ;

where the bound scales with the Y2 quantile 415, and the maximum variance direction of

fTu(X))).

Let o := 2|V |2 |12z ||
)\max(COVXNH(fa—‘/L(X)))) < a2 L% : HZH27

from which 7 = O(n~'/2) follows.

9 and let us show that
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Using the at-most-linear growth of I';, of Lemma 3.1, we get,

/\maX(COVXNM( ( ( ))))
<tr(ConN,J(f(F (X))

= tr(E[(f(Tu(X)) = Ef (T (X)))(f(Tu(X)) = Ef(Tu(X)))T])
= E[tr((f(Tu(X)) = Ef(Tu(X)) T (F(Tu(X)) = Ef(Du(X))))]
=E[|lf(Tu(X)) - Ef(Tu(X)]3]

< E[|/(Cu(X))I3] < o L§ - E[IX[5] = o L§ - |32

Step 3: Analysis of the first term Z To bound the first term Z, the key insight is to split the analysis
based on whether |z;| exceeds a threshold R or not, threshold which we will optimize later. We have

T |25 0 @) — AT )|, < T+ T+ T o
i=1
where
L=+ 3 | @) T
lzi|<R
ARED o) NES]
|z;|>R
1
To=— 3 ||ra@))|
lzi|>R

For Z;, we apply Theorem 3.4, and get with probability at least 1 — 41,

<* Z Ly - sup 01(27A7V7R,51,d).

) = D), < Lo

"\s<r  ©€BR ? v
For 75, we prove the following Proposition,
Proposition B.11. Recall 1, ..., xz, are i.id. R*valued sub-Gaussian random vectors, with pa-

rameter 0 = /|| X||2. Let R > 0. For all n > 0, and some constants c¢,C' > 0, with probability at
least 1 — 0,

: —c(E— 2 1 4
R ) R !

lzill2>R

Proof. Let

n
Nei=Y uo>r)y,  Mai= e fleilz, pr = P([X]2 > F).
=1

Since 'z, (z) is a convex combination of {z;}7_;,

[, ], <25

Hence,
1 N
- > T @), <€ =2 M,. (25)

n
lzill2>R
Our task therefore reduces to finding high-probability bounds for: (i) the maximum norm M,,, and

(ii) the fraction Nr/n of samples with norm above R. We begin with a lemma that controls the
norm of a sub-Gaussian vector X .
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Lemma B.12 ([Vershynin, 2018] see Exercise 6.3.5 p.114, 1st ed.). There exist universal constants
C,c > 0 such that for all R > 0, if X is a sub-Gaussian random vector in R? with sub-Gaussian

norm at most 0 = \/||X||2

pr = B(|X|l2 > B) < (5 -0V,

with explicitly, ¢ = i and C' = 4.

Then we bound separately % and M,,.

Step 1: Concentration of %
The indicators 1y|,,,>r} are i.i.d. Bernoulli(pr). By Hoeffding’s inequality, for every ¢ > 0,

N
IP(R

— — PR
n

21&) < 2 exp(—2nt?).

Equivalently, for any §; € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 41,

e

Then, we move on bounding the maximum of the x;’s norm.

Step 2: Union bound for M,, = maxi<;<n, ||Z:2
The union bound gives

P(My, > 1) < P(U{H%Iz 2 t}> < ZP(I\fEillz >t) = nP(|X]2 > 1)

i=1

Applying Lemma B.12 we get,

P(M, >1t) < ne_(i_\/a)z.

For any 45 € (0, 1), solving n e~ (G VD)® = 5, yields, with probability at least 1 — do,

M, < co(\/g—k A /lng).
2

Combining this result with the step 1, we get with probability at least 1 — §; — Ja,
1 _C(E _C\/E)2 2
oYl < (D () ) o Vi
n (51 (52
lzill2>R

Taking 61 = 02 = 5 ¢ concludes the proof of Proposition B.11. O

We deduce from Proposition B.11, and using the same bound for N /n as in Proposition B.11, that
with probability at least 1 —

1
L<— > Lo |Ta (@),
lz:|l2>R
n

S LO . CQ(Z, R, 52,6[, n)

| peB—cva2 . 1, 4 2n
Co(S, R, 82, d, n) (e n 2nln(62)> ca<\f+,/1n52>

33
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For 73, applying Lemma 3.1:

I 1<
~ 2 Ledz>my [FTu@)lly < Lo 21VIEVIZI2 |22 A, = > Lwsry [|2ill,
i=1 i=1

[0

N,
n

where we used the notations of Proposition B.11. The same bound on %Mn holds and gives, with
probability 1 — d3

1 n
521“\%”2%} | f(Cu(za))|], < Lo - - C2(%, R, 83, d, n).

We return to our initial inequality (24), where, with probability 1 — § (taking §; = do = 05 = 2

and denoting ¢’ = g), v
B, 1£(Ta, (0) = LN, ST+ T + T < £(R).
Here, f(R) = Lo - SEARSD 4 [ (140) - Co(3, A, R, &', n) with,
Ci(S,A,V,R, 8 ,d) = P(,A,V,R,8,d) - exp {8”21/2,4”25:2}

Co(S, R, 8, d,n) = <eC<§Cﬂ>2+ 111(?/)) co(\[Jr\/ln(y)

cVd
Pl(E,A,KR,é’,d)ZiHVIIQ IS5 - (RIIAll2]1]15%d + tr(£)Y2|| All2 + 5¥/2Vd)

where

is linear in R.

To make the two terms of f(R) of the same order, we choose

R* — ln(n)
16 |1/2A4]1% + 13t

2 we get the final bound

Noting H? :=

16H2 )
16H2 4 - 2¢
TIER

F(R) = (K1 K- 1n(n)) 2

Recalling that ¢ = 1 (see Lemma B.12), we get f(R*) = ©O(n~ 27579 /In n) with ¥ := H? .
IZ]|l2 which concludes the proof of Theorem 4.4. O

B.5 Proof of Proposition 3.3

Proof. Let u be as in the statement of Proposition 3.3, and let (x4, ..., z,) be i.i.d. samples from
p. Welet A = KT (Q where K and (Q are the key and query matrices in the attention mechanism,
and consider the random vector Z;(z) 1= (e{4®@i)g; ef42.@i)) ¢ RIHL,

We introduce notation for the numerator and denominator of the attention maps I';,, () and T, ():

N, 1« 1 « ,
Ly, (z) = i) E;; where N, ( = Z Al e RY Dy(x) = - Ze<Ar’x7> eR
n i=1 j=1
N(z)

L,(x) = D2) where N(z) =Ex~, {e“‘x’X)X} €R? D(z)=Ex., [6<A$7X>} €ER

where X ~ p.
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Step 1: Joint Central Limit Theorem (CLT) and Delta Method
Under the assumptions that E [||e4® %) X||5] < oo and E[e{4®X)] < oo, the strong law of large
numbers ensures almost sure convergence

N, (z) 2 N(x), D,(z) 22 D(x) asn — oo.

The random vectors Z;(x) = (ef4®%i)g; elAm7i)) € RIF! are iid. with mean E[Z;(x)] =
(N(x),D(z)) € R*™L. Assuming E[|| Z;(z)||?] < oo, the multivariate central limit theorem yields

v ((gngg) B (g gg)) 2y Nigsr (0, Cov(Z ()

Ti(z) Ziz() (d+1
R )X (d+1)
221 (l’) 222 (l’) S s and

where Cov(Z; (z)) = <
S () = Cov(et=X) X) = E[X T XA X0] — (B[XeAX))? ¢ Rixd
222<[L‘) = Var(e(Ax,X)> — ]E[€2<Ax’X>] _ (E[e(Aaf,X>])2 cR
Y12(z) = Ba1(z) T = Cov(e®X) X 2%y = B[ XXX — B[ XX E[e!X] € RY.
Applying the multivariate delta method to g : R? x R} — R defined by g(a, b) = a/b, we obtain,

J (Nn(a:) N(z)

where the asymptotic covariance is denoted Cov(z) and is equal to

d
Do) D(:z:)) = Nz (0,Cov(z)),

Cov(x) = Vg(N(2).D(2)) COV(Z1(2)) V9N (2). D)) € R
The gradient of g at (N (x), D(x)) is

_ N( dx (d+1
VI(N(z),D(z)) = (D%gc)fd —D<f>2) € R,

where I is the d x d identity matrix. The variance Cov(x) expands as

1 1

bwv&“”‘puw“W”&ﬂ@T+&J@N@W%F¥LimmwwwNmF.

Cov(x) = D)

Step 2: Chi-Square Bound
From the asymptotic normality, the squared Euclidean norm converges in distribution to a chi-
squared random variable

|V Covta) (s, (2) ~ a2 ().

2
For any 0 € (0, 1), for n large enough, we have

P <H\/ﬁ Cov(z) (s, (x) — I’M(x))Hz < qd,15) >1-4 (26)

where gg1-¢ 1= F;zl(d)(l — §) is the (1 — &)-quantile of the x?(d) distribution.
To derive the desired inequality for [T, (x) — I'),(z)||3, we use a spectral inequality.

Step 3: Spectral Bound
Let Z, = /n(T'y, () — T\ (x)). Applying the Rayleigh-Ritz theorem, we get

12013 < Ammax (Cov(x)) || Cov(a) ™22, 3.
This yields the event inclusion
{11 Cov(@) 22013 < a5} © {IZall3 < Amax(Cov(@))auas} @)
From (26) and (27), we obtain that for n large enough,
P (|23 < Amax(Cov(2))ga.1-5) > 1 - 4.
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Therefore:
Amax (Cov(@)2q)/7
vn

This spectral inequality allows us to convert bounds on quadratic forms back to Euclidean norm
bounds, completing the bridge between the chi-squared concentration and our desired result. The
quantile g4 1—s can be upper bounded using the Laurent-Massart concentration inequality for chi-
squared random variables (see [Laurent and Massart, 2000, Section 4.1 Lemma 1]) stating that, for
any z > 0,

T, (z) = Tu(z)]2 < with probability 1 — 6.

P(x*(d) > d+ 2Vdx +22) < e ™.
Setting x = In(1/4) in this inequality yields
P (XQ(d) > d+2y/dIn(1/8) + 21n(1/(5)> <.
By definition of the quantile function,

qa1—5 < d+2+/dIn(1/8) + 21n(1/5).

This yields our refined bound, with probability at least 1 — 4,

Amax(Cov(2))Y/2(d + 21/dIn(1/5) + 21n(1/4))
NG

1/2

1T, () = Tu(@)l2 <

Step 4: Moment Generating Function Representation

We express the variance components using the moment generating function (MGF) M (t) = E|
and its derivatives. For a centered sub-Gaussian X with parameter X:

M(t) = B[], M'(t) = E[Xe® ], M"(t) = EXX eV,

etTX]

The variance components become
Y1 (x) = M"(2Ax) — M'(Az)M'(Az)T.
Yoo (z) = M(24z) — M (Ax)?.
Yio(z) = M'(2Az) — M'(Ax) M (Axz).
Since D(x) = M (Azx) and N(z) = M’(Az), the covariance Cov(x) can be written as

_ M"(2Az) M'(Az)M'(2Az)" + M'(2Az)M’'(Az)"  M((2Az) ,
Cov(z) = M(An? M (Az)? +M(Ax)4 M'(Az)M'(Az)".

Let X be -sub-Gaussian with ||ZH§/2 = /Amax(2). For any t € R? and unit vector u:
[, MY ()] < [[B]5/% > (28)
(u, M (t)u) < V3[S]ae" . (29)
Let us prove this result. Let Y = (u, X). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
|(u, M ()] = [E[Y ]| < (E[Y?)/2(E[])2,
Since X is X-sub-Gaussian, Y is o,-sub-Gaussian with o, = VuT Xu < ||Z||§/2. Thus E[Y?] <
|||z and E[e2(tX)] < 2" %t

The second inequality follows similarly using the fourth moment bound E[Y*4] < 3||%||3 for sub-
Gaussian random variables.

Step 6: Main spectral bound
We will prove the following spectral bound for attention variance. For any € R?,

Amax (Cov(z)) < (2 + V3)[|]|2e5(A2) 24z,
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M (2t) 1
M(t)4 S

Let u be a unit vector and t = Ax. Using M (t) > 1, and VIGE

IN

1’
lu” Cov(z)u| < |u" M (2t)u| + Ju" M'(t)]* + 2|u" M'(2t)||u" M'(t)|.
Substituting the bounds from (28) and (29), with p(t) :=t" %t ,

[u” Cov(wyul < |52 (V3 4 e200) 4 267 ®)

Since the exponential terms are dominated by ¢°?(!), we obtain
luT Cov(z)u| < (24 V3)||2|2e®.
Since this holds for all unit vectors u, the result follows.

Step 7: Conclusion
Combining our results, we obtain that, for any x € R and 6 € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — ¢,

C(3,A,V,2,5,d)

1P, () = Pu(2)]]2 <

N )
where

C(S, A, V,2,6,d) = (2+ V3)| V|2 V2|2 34 542 (¢ 4 2. /dIn(1/5) + 21n(1/5)) /*.
This concludes the proof. O
B.6 Proof of Proposition 4.8
Proof. To alleviate the notation, set g; := I',(7;) and g; := Iy, (;) forall i € {1,...,n}, as well

as the empirical means g, = + 3" | g; and g, = = > | ;. We also denote g := T',(X) and
g =T}, (X). Now, decompose
| Covixnp, (9) — Covxnn(g)l2
< [ Covxng, (9) = Covxmp, (9)ll2 + | Covxnp, (9) — Covxan(g)ll2
= (98] —9i9]) = (9nd — Gn3)
i=1

<I+J,

+ || Covxmp, (9) — Covimp(9)]l2
2

where

)
2

]' A A ~ ~ - —

= (34" = 99 ) = (Gndn — GnGn)
=1

J = Covxnp, (9) — Covxnp(g)ll

Step 1: Analysis of the second term [J

Recall from Lemma 3.1 that,
ITu(X)]l2 < @l X[l2,  a:=2|V][2 |52z [£/2All,. (30)

As X follows a sub-Gaussian distribution with scalar parameter o = [|X1/2||5, || X||2 is sub-
Gaussian with parameter ov/d (see Lemma 1 in [Jin et al., 2019]). Using the characterization of
sub-Gaussianity via the tail bound P(|| X |2 > t) < 2¢=t*/(29”) we deduce from Lemma 3.1 that

[T,.(X)]2 is sub-Gaussian. Moreover, since for every u € S4=1, |(u, I, (X)) < [T (X)]]2 <
a|| X||2, it follows that I",, (X) is a sub-Gaussian random vector.

From Proposition 2.1 in [Vershynin, 2012] applied to the sub-Gaussian vector I',,(X),

d
J 50,6 \/7
n
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Step 2: Analysis of the first term T
Now bound Z,

1 n o .
13" T a4 |

1
1 n
HEZ(Q@T—M;JWZ@? —gig?)HzﬂL‘
=1

1 n
= > g = gill2lgsll2 + lgill2)] + (1gnll2 + 1Gnll2)l|gn — Fnll2
i=1
<I+1.
where
1 n
L= > Mg = gill2lgillz + lgill)]
i=1
Ty = (Ignll2 + 1gnll2)l1gn — Gnll2-
For 7,
1 . . .
i< o g = gill2gsll + Nlgsll) + = D~ (lgill2 + lgill2)?
lzill2<R lzill2>R
<Ti<r+Zi>r
where
1 R A
Licr= > (g = gill20lgill2 + llgsll2)],
lz:2<R
1 N
Ton=— 3 (il + o)
lzill2>R

For ||z;[2 < R, using the notation N := Y7 | 1{jjz;|,> R}, and M, = maxi<;<, ||zil|2, we
have [|gille < M, < R, and ||g;|]l2 < aM, < «R, where « is defined in (30). Also, from
Proposition 3.3, ||g; — gill2 < % Hence,

Gy

Li<r<(1+ a)R%.

For ||z;||2 > R,
N 1 /4 )
T ~p < TRMﬁ(l +a)? < <ec<§cﬁ>z n in“(5)> - 2o? <\/&+ In 6”) (1+a)?

where we used the result of Proposition B.11.
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For 75,

(||gn||2 + [gallz) 13 = Gll2
RN

<(; Z\|gz|lz+ anzn) S 16— gl
i=1

1 . 1 .

S D D T PR S P S [
llzill2<R

lzill2<R lzill2<R

. 1 1 .
= 3 e+ X lall) s D g - ila
llzsll2>R

lzill2>R lzill2<R

. 1 1 . 1
PO AT S A | G S PR S P
llzill2<R llzill2<R llzill2>R

lz:ll2>R
1 2

S g+~ D laille)

llzsll2>R llzill2>R

Iy <r<r+Zo>r<r +I2<r>r+Z12>R>R

where
1 R 1 1 .
Lensn=(> 2 lal+= > lale)= > la -l
n n n
lzillo<R lzill2<R llzill2<R
1 R 1 1 N
Lonsn= (= 3 lalb+= 3 lalz)- > 1l — gl
n n n
lzill2>R lz:ll2>R llzill2<R
Lenon=(r 3 bt~ 3 lal)(z 3 o+ S laila)
2,<R,>R — n gil|2 n 9gil|2 9ill2 n gil|2
lzill2<R II:Ic ||2<R |\£1|\2>R lzill2>R
1 . 2
Iy >Rr>R = (ﬁ > gl + ﬁ ||ng2)
lzill2>R

llzill2>R
The first term Z5 < r <R is bounded by

C N,
To<r<r < (1+a) ! i

RT+( ” M,(1+a))?.

The crossed terms Z> ~ r <r and Zo <, ~ g are bounded by,

N,
Ir>Rr<r < %Mn(l

+a) —

Ch

vn
Nr C
Th<r>r < (1+a)’M,— 7%
And the last term is again bounded by

N
IQ,>R,>R S TRMTQL(l + 04)2.

;ﬂm(;‘)) ~ca<\/a+ lnzg‘>.

Therefore, as in Theorem 4.4, optimizing over R yields the optimal radius R*

R* ~ ln(n)
16 |21/2A4]1% + 15

Finally, Z + J = P(y/In(n)) - O(n 207159 ) where U := H? - ||Z||2, and P is a polynomial
function of In n, which concludes the proof.

Recall that Y& 2 M, < e—c(B-CVd)*
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B.7 Proof of Proposition 3.6

The proof of Proposition 3.6 is the same as the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Appendix B.2, except
for the step 2 of part 1, where bounds on the Lipschitz constant and envelope function are derived
differently. More precisely, Lemma B.7, Lemma B.10 and Lemma B.8 needs to be replaced by
Lemma B.13, Lemma B.14, and Lemma B.15 respectively.

Lemma B.13 (Bound on Lipschitz constant of numerator for compactly supported p). Let f € F,
and L defined in Lemma B.7, for Y ~ p, with support i C Bpg,, and x € Bp,

ILl| 12 (py < R efFoll4llz,

Proof. Consider f(t,y) := ye®¥). Then, with t = Az, V,f(t,y) = ATV, f(x,y). The Jacobian
of f(-,y)attis

Vif(ty) =yy' v e R

N\ 1/2
IV (9l = (Bynul Vef (EY)I3)
1/2
= (Eveu[IV I3 e2])
1/2
< R§ (EYNH [62<Az7y>]>
< R% R RollAll2
where we used Cauchy-Schwarz to bound (¢, z) < ||Az||2]|Y]l2 < RRo||A]l2. O

Lemma B.14 (Bound on Lipschitz constant of denominator for compactly supported ). Let f € F/,
and L defined in Lemma B.10, and let Y ~ pi, with support i C Bpg,, and v € Bg. Then,

1Ll 2Py < || All2 Ro et Foll4llz,

Proof. Consider f(t,y) := ¥, Then, with t = Az, V,f(x,y) = ATV, f(Az,y).
The Jacobian of f(-,y) attis

Vif(ty) =yelt¥ e R,

1/2
IV2f (69l = (Bvaul Vs (1))

1/2
G

< Ry eRROHAHZ'

~/

O

Lemma B.15 (Bound on envelope function for compactly supported p). ForY ~ u, with support
i C Bp,, and x € Bp,

1/2

(E[F(Y)2))"/? < RgeRRollAlz,

Proof.
E[F(Y)?] = E[HYH% ezRHATYHz] < R? o2RRollAll2
O

To apply those results to prove Proposition 3.6, recall equation (18) for the numerator of attention in
the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Appendix B.2,

cVd
Vn

E[IP, - Pll5] < <= (RoElILl 2e,] + ElIFl2(e,))-
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Applying Lemma B.13 and Lemma B.15 yields,

cvVd
E[|P, — P||£] < %(HAHQ RS effolldllz R, eRROHAII2)
cVd
SN (I All2 R + 1) eftFollAll2,
To control the denominator of attention, we apply Lemma B.14 to equation (20),

c

El|P, — Pl ] < —

(IPn = Pll=] < 5 7

Combining those results, the conclusion of part 3 in Appendix B.2 becomes,
INl2 = [[E[Y A=Yl < Ro ™ol Allz,

No Ny cVAR2R3|Allz+ RolAll2+2) 1 srrojals
== 2 <V2- e .
D, D 5 NG

| Allz o oAl 31

B.8 Lemmas for hardmax convergence rate

In this section, we introduce some useful lemmas about extreme value theory used in the proof of
Proposition 5.1.
Definition B.16 (Asymptotic uniform integrability). A family (X;);c; of random variables is
asymptotically uniformly integrable if:

li E||X;i| 11x, =0.

A sup E[1Xi] 1(x,5.0] =0

Mt —a, —M- —an, .

2n G0 and Y; = —F— g . JOll’lt convergence
b 1
n

Lemma B.17 (Joint Convergence). Let Z,, = i

holds:
(Zn, Yn) £ (G, Gl)

with G, G _ independent, centered Gumbel random variables (variance 7 /6).

Proof of Lemma B.17. A statement of the weak convergence of the marginals can be found in The-
orem 1 of [Tanguy, 2015]. For joint convergence, see Theorem 1.8.3 of [Nadarajah, 2000] applied
to Gaussian distribution. O

Lemma B.18 (Sum Convergence).

+ —
2V2hon My My a4 g
o o
where L :== G — G _ follows a standard logistic law with variance /3.

Proof. This follows from Lemma B.17 and continuity of the mapping (a,b) — a + b. O

C Gaussian case: additional results and proofs

This section provides additional results for the Gaussian token distribution, including pointwise
convergence rates, one-dimensional analysis, and detailed proofs of auxiliary lemmas used in the
main text.

C.1 Additionnal results on pointwise convergence

We begin with concentration bounds for fixed query vectors under Gaussian token distribution.

Lemma C.1 (High-probability concentration (Gaussian constants)). For any fixed query x € R¢
and 6 € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 0,

C(3,A,x,6,d

Hrﬂ(x)*ru(x)ng < (\Fﬂ)’
where o
C(2, A2, 8,d) = Vs q) 4q5 €2 P 4705,

1/2
o as = VIZlz + [SA2]7 ai/is.
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C.2 Dimension 1

In the one-dimensional case, sharper convergence rates can be obtained with explicit constants.
Lemma C.2 (Concentration in d = 1). With probability at least 1 — 9,

C , 0
||Fﬂ(x)—I‘#(x)||2 < (Jlaf;f), C(o,a,2,6) = V| q1_5/2 0 /1 +02%a2 GXP(%Uzai> .
Proposition C.3 (Mean convergence rate in d = 1). Let ¥ = (a0)? - 02 and kip = V/(1 + V) =
1%. Then,
tanTor
—_ —4(1—rk1p) _ 1
B [05(@)] = B, D (@)]]| = © (1mn n 307w ) gy = =
1+ Goyrom

C.3 Proof of Proposition 3.5

The proof of Proposition 3.5 is the same as the one of Theorem 3.4 in Appendix B.2, except for step
2 of part 1, where bounds on the Lipschitz constant and envelope function are tighter for Gaussian
distributions. More precisely, Lemma B.7 , Lemma B.10 and Lemma B.8 needs to be replaced by
Lemma C.4 , Lemma C.5 and Lemma C.6 respectively.

Lemma C.4 (Bound on Lipschitz constant for numerator for Gaussian distribution). Let f € F,
and L defined in Lemma A.7, for Y ~ N(0,%), and = € Bp,

1Ll 2Py < (S, A, R) exp(R?|| 212 A]3),
Ylla, R, and tr(X).

where ¢(X, A, R) is a polynomial function in || A2,

Proof. Consider f(t,y) := yef“¥ - we will then apply the result to t = Az using V,f(t,y) =
ATV, fo (y).
The Jacobian of f(-,y) at ¢ is

Vif(ty) =yy' ¥ e R4,

1/2 1/2
Let |V f(t, y)llLzq) = (EYNHHth(t,Y)H%) = (EY'\'M[HY”% e2<t7y>]) , where we used
the fact that Y'Y T is a rank one matrix, hence | YY T || = ||Y||3.

Notice that, for any measurable function g,

E[g(Y)el¥)] = /g(y)e“’”abz(y) dy = /g(y) exp (<t,y> - ;yTZly) (zﬂ)d/;clit@)l/?

— /g(y) exp (—;(y — Et)—rz—l(y _ Et) + ;tTEt) (27T)d/2ilfét(2)1/2

=37 [ g)on(y - 50 dy = TIBI(Y + 2],

Using this property, we can write:

. 1/2
IVef ()l = = (Bvau Iy +2e18])
Note that t ' %t = 2T ATS Az < || 2Y/2 A3 2|3, and take the supremum over ||z||2 < R:

1Ll 2Py = | S”ugRHmex(y)lle) < o, A) exp( R||=V2A]13),
Tll2>

where ¢(3, A) is a polynomial function in || A||2, [|X]|2, and tr(X). O

Lemma C.5 (Bound on Lipschitz constant for denominator for Gaussian distribution). Let f € F,
and L defined in Lemma A.7, for Y ~ N(0,%), and x € Bp

ILllz2(py < ¢(S, A, R) exp(R?|SY2A]3),
Y|l2, R, and tr(X%).

where ¢ (X, A, R) is a polynomial function in || A2,
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Proof. Consider f(t,y) := e*¥ - we will then apply the result to ¢t = Az using V,f(z,y) =

ATV, f(Az,y). The Jacobian of f(-,y) attis
Vif(ty) =ye e R,
5\ 172
Let Ve (t9)lago == (Bynu Ve 6 Y)IE)
As derived in the proof of Lemma , for any mesurable function g,
Elg(Y)e )] = e3'"¥E [g(¥ + Bt)].
Using this property,
tT st 21\ /2
IV f (o = e = (Byau[IlY +2t13])

Uset 'St =z2"ATS Az < |22 A|)3||z||3, and take the supremum over ||z||o < R:

ILlL2epy == sup [IVafe(®)llizqn < ¢(5,4) exp( R?|[SV2A]3),

lzll<R

where ¢/(X, A, R) is a polynomial function in || A]|2, [|X||2, R, and tr(X).

Lemma C.6 (Bound on envelope function for Gaussians) ForY ~ N(0,Y), and x € Bp,

V2r 2t
(BIF() <272 (201 + F”( 7 = Rz Al yHL) AL,
2
Proof. Write Y = XY2Z where Z ~ N(0,1;), and notice that 2R||ATY ||,

2R||XY2 Al Z||2 := t||Z]|2, where t := 2R||X/2 A|5. Then:

T - -
E[F(Y)’] = E[|Y |34 Y] < |S23 B[ Z|5e 171e] = || B[ Z[3e 11 712].

1 d

As || Z||2 ~ xa, writing ¢4 = r( ),

one can explicitly compute:

> (e}
E[||Z|5e"1#1] = Cd/ e 2 dr = g et /2/ pdtlo—(r=t%/2 4.

0 0
Making the change of variable r — ¢ = s,

/OO pdtle=(r=0%/2 g /OO(Sth)d“e*SZ/2 ds
0 —t
S/ (‘S‘+t>d+1€_sz/2ds
— 00

< / 24( |54+t +td+1)6782/2 ds,
— o0 ——— —
()
where we use (a + b))+ < 24(ad*! + pd+1) in (%).

Then use symmetry to compute

o0
/ |8|d+1e‘52/2ds=2/ stle 2 ds = 2. 28 P<d+2) :2%2F<d+2
—oo 0 2

Combining these results, we obtain that,

4+1
BIZIet ) < ca2t (0P 0 (L52) 4 vEmeeth) o2 = et + YE

()
Finally, with t = 2R||S'/2A|,,

\/27T2

21y1/2 1/2 d+1
(BLP ) < 1212 (2171 + S

which is exactly the stated inequality.
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Recall equation (18) for the numerator of attention in the proof of Theorem 3.4 in Appendix B.2,

cfﬁg (R]E[HLHLz(Pn)] + E[HF”L%PH)]).

E[|[Pr — P|l] <

Applying Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.6 yields,

cVd

B[P, — Pll) < S (Re(S, 4) + C(d, 5, 4, R) ) 157415,

NG

d
whete C(d, 2, A, R) = |52 (2414 + 2228 (op|51/2 4] 04

To control the denominator of attention, applying Lemma C.5 to equation (20),

E[|P, — P|| ] < 0/5527’14) RIS AIL

vn
Combining those results, the conclusion of part 3 in Appendix B.2 becomes,

N E[Y e(4z.Y)
INJ2 _ |IE] Nz _ s ae), < 245 B,

D E[e(Az.Y)]
Nn N C(E,A, R, d) 1 R2H21/2A”2
- — < —_ .. 2
15 = Bl < IVl S22 e ,
where
2¢||V[2Vd
Bnvas = WV (o A, R) 0.5, 4, B) + | 2Als R (5. A, R).
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