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Abstract
The rapid adoption of synthetic data for training
Large Language Models (LLMs) has introduced
the technical challenge of “model collapse”–a de-
generative process where recursive training on
model-generated content leads to a contraction of
distributional variance and representational qual-
ity. While the phenomenology of collapse is in-
creasingly evident, rigorous methods to quantify
and predict its onset in high-dimensional spaces
remain elusive. In this paper, we introduce SIGMA
(Spectral Inequalities for Gram Matrix Analysis),
a unified framework that benchmarks model col-
lapse through the spectral lens of the embedding
Gram matrix. By deriving and utilizing determin-
istic and stochastic bounds on the matrix’s spec-
trum, SIGMA provides a mathematically grounded
metric to track the contraction of the representa-
tion space. Crucially, our stochastic formulation
enables scalable estimation of these bounds, mak-
ing the framework applicable to large-scale foun-
dation models where full eigendecomposition is
intractable. We demonstrate that SIGMA effec-
tively captures the transition towards degenerate
states, offering both theoretical insights into the
mechanics of collapse and a practical, scalable
tool for monitoring the health of recursive train-
ing pipelines.

1. Introduction
LLM Model Collapse (Shumailov et al., 2024a;b) refers
to the phenomenon where Large Language Models (LLMs)
progressively degrade towards a degenerate state. This state
arises as a result of recursive training, where models are
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trained on iterations of data generated by other models,
often previous versions of themselves. We term this model-
generated output Synthetic Data, in contrast to organic data
produced by human users.

In the current landscape of AI research, the demand for
reliable and high-quality training data has never been higher.
The scale of the latest generation of LLMs is increasing
at such a staggering speed that the natural generation of
internet content by humans cannot keep pace. Consequently,
utilizing synthetic data has become a vital, if not inevitable,
step in LLM training. Although this is a logical progres-
sion, it has a significant caveat. Without the infusion of new
data produced by human users, model collapse occurs as
the model iterates on its own probability distribution. Ul-
timately, the model may converge to a state characterized
by low variance and degraded representational quality (Shu-
mailov et al., 2024a;b).

Therefore, it is imperative to conduct a rigorous mathemat-
ical examination of LLM model collapse. What are the
underlying mechanisms at the mathematical level? How
can this degradation be tracked and quantified throughout
the training process? Furthermore, how can we leverage
these metrics to gain deeper insights into LLM dynamics
and guide the development of more efficient training archi-
tectures? This paper aims to answer these questions.

We introduce SIGMA (Spectral Inequalities for Gram
Matrix Analysis), a novel framework that quantifies and
measures model collapse by utilizing the spectral bounds
of the Gram matrix of LLM embedding vectors. The
Gram matrix is a classical mathematical concept named
after Jørgen Pedersen Gram. It has a wide range of appli-
cations in fields such as Riemannian geometry and control
theory, and has found critical utility in modern applied math-
ematics and computer science domains, including the finite
element method (Lanckriet et al., 2004). It is also widely
used in classical NLP as an intuitive method to encode
variable quantities of natural language embeddings into a
fixed-dimensional matrix representation(Lodhi et al., 2002;
Levy & Goldberg, 2014). As we enter the era of LLMs, the
Gram matrix remains a vital tool, as it captures the intrin-
sic geometry and distributional properties of the data we
seek to analyze. SIGMA revisits this fundamental opera-
tor to quantify the modern phenomenon of representation
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collapse.

Inevitably, the spectrum of the Gram matrix becomes the
key to understanding LLM model collapse. We develop
our theory and framework around this central mathematical
object, allowing us to monitor, estimate, and predict the be-
havior of LLMs regarding model collapse through training
iterations. Crucially, our method utilizes both determinis-
tic and stochastic bounds to function effectively even with
partially observed data, ensuring our framework remains
scalable for large-scale models. Moreover, this framework
is black box friendly. While our experimental validation re-
quires fine-tuning to simulate the recursion loop, the SIGMA
metrics themselves rely solely on output embeddings, al-
lowing practitioners to track model collapse on deployed
systems without accessing model weights or gradients.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• A Theoretical Framework for Collapse Detection: We
propose SIGMA, a spectral analysis framework that rigor-
ously links the decay of the Gram matrix eigenspectrum
to the phenomenon of model collapse.

• Rigorous Spectral Bounds: We derive both deterministic
and stochastic inequalities for the Gram matrix, allowing
for precise estimation of representation collapse even in
high-dimensional settings where exact computation is
prohibitively expensive.

• Scalable, Black Box-Friendly Metrics: Leveraging
these bounds, we introduce a set of scalable metrics that
can track the “health” of an LLM’s distribution during
recursive training, providing an early warning system for
the onset of degenerate states, without the need of LLM
internals.

2. Background
2.1. Related Work

The risk of training generative models on their own out-
puts has been formalized as model collapse, where repeated
self-training progressively erodes distributional support, par-
ticularly in the tails, and can culminate in highly generic or
degenerate generations (Shumailov et al., 2024a;b).

Related phenomena have been studied under different labels
and experimental protocols, including Model Autophagy
Disorder (MAD), which emphasizes precision–recall trade-
offs and the role of “fresh” real data injections across gener-
ations (Alemohammad et al., 2024). Recent theory sharpens
these concerns by distinguishing regimes where degrada-
tion is transient versus strong and asymptotic, even when
synthetic data is mixed with a constant fraction of real
data (Dohmatob et al., 2025).

Complementary analyses interpret recursion as an entropy-
or variance-contracting process and propose tail-centric
quantities such as time-to-forget and covariance shrink-
age to explain why rare events vanish first (Seddik et al.,
2024). Other lines formalize stability of self-consuming
loops via recursion-stability notions, connecting collapse
to unbounded generalization degradation across genera-
tions (Yoon et al., 2025).

Finally, practical collapse signals in text include over-
concentration of surface features (e.g., n-grams), emphasiz-
ing the need for diagnostics that are sensitive to diversity
loss beyond average quality metrics (Zhu et al., 2025). Most
prior work studies recursion within a single-model loop (or
a fixed teacher–student chain), whereas real-world synthetic
data arises from multi-model, retrieval-mediated ecosys-
tems. Building on this black-box perspective, recent work
develops statistically grounded uncertainty and calibration
techniques tailored to LLM-as-a-Judge systems (Pang et al.,
2025b;a), and studies related dynamics that can shift judge
behavior over time (Wang et al., 2025), where LLM Web
Dynamics (LWD) explicitly targets this setting by modeling
a network of LLMs coupled through a retrieval-augmented
substrate, and analyzes convergence patterns under such
web-like feedback.

In contrast to task- or token-level statistics alone, our SIGMA
framework focuses on representation geometry: we track
collapse via the eigenspectrum of embedding Gram matrices
and develop deterministic and stochastic spectral inequali-
ties that enable scalable, one-sided monitoring when only
partial Gram information is available.

2.2. Preliminaries

For initial information encoding in LLMs, the i-th sentence
is mapped to a vector of a fixed dimension m. We denote this
vector as Xi ∈ Rm, which is referred to as the embedding
or the embedding vector of the sentence. Let the set of
embedding vectors be E0 = {Xi : i ∈ [n]}, where [n] :=
{1, . . . , n}. E0 represents our starting evaluation corpus.
We operate under the regime where the sample size exceeds
the embedding dimension, i.e., n > m.

Subsequently, we construct an m× n matrix M by concate-
nating all embedding vectors column-wise. We define the
Gram matrix as:

G = MM⊤, (2.1)

with respect to the set E0. Note that G is an m×m matrix
whose dimensions are independent of the sample size |E0|,
though its entries depend on the samples. Since we assume
n > m, it is possible for G to be full rank. Given that LLMs
are probabilistic models, the set E contains random vectors;
consequently, G is treated as a random matrix. Our objective
is to establish a framework using the spectrum of the Gram
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matrix to measure the magnitude of model collapse.

It is well known that the Gram matrix G captures the inter-
dependency relations between the semantic features of the
sentences. We posit that G being full rank is a necessary
condition for the LLM to function properly, indicating that
the model utilizes the full capacity of its embedding space.
Conversely, if G is singular (or effectively rank-deficient),
it implies information loss at the semantic level and marks
the onset of model collapse.

To provide an intuitive (non-rigorous) example: imagine a
collapsed LLM that outputs identical or highly repetitive
phrasing for distinct queries. These outputs would map to
linearly dependent embedding vectors, failing to span the
ambient space Rm, thereby resulting in a singular Gram
matrix.

Motivated by this, we introduce the log-determinant as our
primary metric for model collapse:

log |G| = log

 m∏
j=1

λj

 =

m∑
j=1

log(λj), (2.2)

where λj are the eigenvalues of G. When collapse occurs,
we expect a sharp decrease in the log-determinant (diverging
towards −∞ as λmin → 0).

3. The SIGMA Framework: Deterministic &
Spectral Bounding of the Gram Matrix

To rigorously quantify model collapse, we analyze the spec-
tral properties of the embedding Gram matrix. However,
computing the full spectrum for large-scale LLMs is often
computationally intractable due to the sheer volume of to-
kens (nk) relative to the embedding dimension (m). In this
section, we present the SIGMA framework, which leverages
a sub-sampling strategy to derive both deterministic and
stochastic bounds on the Gram determinant. This allows us
to estimate the “health” of the representation space using
only a fraction of the data.

3.1. Setup and Notations

We track the model’s state at a fixed training iteration
k. Adding superscripts to the basic notation in (2.2), let
M (k) ∈ Rm×nk be the embedding matrix, where each col-
umn v

(k)
j ∈ Rm, 1 ≤ j ≤ nk is an embedding vector. We

define the Gram matrix as:

G(k) := M (k)
(
M (k)

)⊤
=

nk∑
j=1

v
(k)
j

(
v
(k)
j

)⊤
∈ Sm+ ,

(3.1)

where Sm+ denotes the set of m×m positive semi-definite
matrices. We denote the eigenvalues of G(k) by λ1(G

(k)) ≥

· · · ≥ λm(G(k)) ≥ 0.

The Sub-Sampling Strategy. Since nk is typically massive,
we partition the embedding matrix M (k) into two blocks:

A(k) ∈ Rm×nA : The observed block;

B(k) ∈ Rm×nB : The unobserved block.

Here, nk = nA + nB , and we assume nA > m to ensure
rank stability. A(k) consists of the columns we keep during
the computation and B(k) contains the part we ignore. Write

G
(k)
A = A(k)(A(k))⊤, G

(k)
B = B(k)(B(k))⊤ (3.2)

the sub-Gram Matrices formed by A(k) and B(k). A sim-
ple computation gives us

G(k) = G
(k)
A +G

(k)
B . (3.3)

Our goal is to bound the spectrum (and determinant) of the
full G(k) using only the observable G

(k)
A .

3.2. Main Results

We first provide a rigorous deterministic bound that relies
on no distributional assumptions, utilizing Weyl’s inequality
and Ky Fan dominance. The detailed deduction as well as
the proofs of theorems can be found in appendix A.

Theorem 1 (Deterministic Spectral Bound). Let G(k) =

G
(k)
A +G

(k)
B be as defined above. Let βk := λmax(G

(k)
B ) be

the spectral radius of the unobserved component. Then, the
determinant of the full Gram matrix is bounded by:

det(G
(k)
A ) ≤ det(G(k)) ≤

m∏
i=1

(
λi(G

(k)
A ) + βk

)
.

(3.4)

While Theorem 1 is rigorous, the dependence on βk (the
max eigenvalue of the unobserved data) makes it loose in
practice. To obtain a scalable estimator for real-world mon-
itoring, we derive a stochastic bound assuming the data is
drawn from a consistent underlying distribution. This as-
sumption does not restrict the geometric complexity of the
embeddings; it merely posits that the generative process
is stationary, ensuring that the spectral properties of the
sub-sample generalize to the full corpus.

Theorem 2 (Stochastic Scaling Spectral Bound). Assume
the columns of M (k) are i.i.d. samples drawn from a distri-
bution with positive-definite covariance matrix C ∈ Sm+ . As
nA, nk →∞ with fixed m, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists
a constant K such that with probability at least 1− δ:

det(G(k)) ≤ K ·
(
nk

nA

)m

det(GA). (3.5)
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Note that we assume C is positive definite for convenience.
In practice, if C is singular, we instead consider the regu-
larized matrix C + δIm, which is exactly what we do in
section 3.4.

Theorem 2 implies a simple operational scaling law: for a
healthy model, the log-determinant increases naturally with
sample size as m lognk. This allows us to define a size-
invariant baseline: the difference log detG(k) −m lognk

should remain constant across checkpoints. By monitoring
this corrected value, we isolate genuine geometric collapse
from trivial fluctuations in dataset size, ensuring that any
observed negative drift reflects a true degradation in the
model’s representational capacity.

3.3. Error Estimation

Naturally, we are interested in how much error the theorems
in the previous section introduce. In fact, theorem 2 provides
extra insights for the tightness of inequalities in 1. Let C
be the covariance matrix defined in theorem 2. We know
that for large nA, nk, det(G(k)) ≈ (nk/nA)

m
det(G

(k)
A ) ≈

nm det(C), we can define the asymptotic Overestimation
Ratio R as the ratio of the Weyl bound to the stochastic
expected value:

R =
1

detG(k)

m∏
i=1

(
λi(G

(k)
A ) + βk

)
≈

m∏
j=1

nAλj(C) + (nk − nA)λmax(C)

nλj(C)
. (3.6)

Dividing through by n, and letting ρ = nA/n, we have a
more concise formula

R ≈
m∏
j=1

(
ρ+ (1− ρ)

λmax(C)

λj(C)

)
. (3.7)

For each j, we consider the ratio λmax(C)/λj(C) ≥ 1.
If this ratio is close to 1 for all j, it implies the covari-
ance matrix C is close to being isotropic; consequently,
the overestimation ratio will also be close to 1, yielding an
asymptotically tight deterministic bound.

On the other hand, if C is more anisotropic - i.e., the ratio
λmax(C)/λj(C)≫ 1 for some smaller eigenvalues λj(C)
- then the term (1 − ρ)λmax(C)/λj(C) will dominate the
product in (3.7) and cause the error to grow.

As for theorem 2 itself, we can also give a more refined
estimation of the error. Let X be a random vector drawn
from the i.i.d. distribution in theorem 2, we set

σ2 := Var
(
XTC−1X

)
. (3.8)

The following theorem holds:

Theorem 3 (Stochastic Error Term). Assume the settings
of theorem 2 and, in addition, the distribution of column
vectors has a finite fourth moment. Then as nA, nk → ∞
with nA < nk, we have

log detG(k) − log detG
(k)
A −m log(nk/nA)

σ
√

1
nA
− 1

nk

→ N (0, 1)

(3.9)

in distribution. Consequently, for any α ∈ (0, 1), let zα/2 =
Φ−1(1− α/2). Then with probability approaching 1− α:∣∣∣∣log detGn − log

((
nk

nA

)m

detGA

)∣∣∣∣
≤ zα/2 · σ

√
1

nA
− 1

nk
. (3.10)

Stability in Large Corpora. While theorem 2 establishes
the asymptotic scaling law, theorem 3 quantifies the preci-
sion of this law in finite samples. Specifically, it provides
the exact confidence intervals required to bound the error of
our scaling-law estimator in the finite-sample regime. The
estimation error depends on the factor

√
1/nA − 1/nk. In

the practical regime where the total volume of model outputs
is massive compared to our observed sample (nk ≫ nA),
this factor simplifies effectively to√

1

nA
− 1

nk
≈ 1
√
nA

. (3.11)

This leads to a crucial practical insight: the precision of our
collapse monitoring depends primarily on the size of our
observed block nA, not on the total size of the unobserved
corpus. Even if the total output nk grows indefinitely, our
estimate remains stable.

This motivates the definition of a simple plug-in estimator
for the full log-determinant:

L̂(k) := log detG
(k)
A + m log

(
nk

nA

)
. (3.12)

Using the rigorous result from (3.10), we derive a practical
rule-of-thumb for large datasets (nk ≫ nA) with (1 − α)
confidence interval:

log detG(k) ≈ L̂(k) ±
zα/2 σ√

nA
. (3.13)

This formula allows practitioners to easily determine the
necessary sample size: to achieve a target precision ε, one
simply needs to choose an observed block size of nA ≳
(zα/2 σ/ε)

2.
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3.4. SIGMA-UB Collapse Monitoring

Section 3.2 provides two complementary routes to control
the full Gram determinant: a distribution-free determinis-
tic bound (Theorem 1) and a stationary/i.i.d. scaling law
(Theorem 2). However, the raw statements are not directly
usable and practical because (i) the deterministic bound de-
pends on the unobserved quantity βk = λmax(G

(k)
B ), and

(ii) the stochastic scaling contains unknown constants and
is meaningful primarily up to trends.

Our goal in SIGMA-UB is therefore operational: to design
online diagnostics that are fully computable from the ob-
served summary statistics

(
G

(k)
A , nA, nk

)
, while remaining

analytically trackable across checkpoints. This bridge is a
central strength of the framework: even with partial Gram
access (only the sub-Gram G

(k)
A plus sample counts), we

can still make principled inferences about the full Gram
geometry, with uncertainty explicitly controlled via our de-
terministic envelope and stochastic scaling with error guar-
antees.

3.4.1. METRICS: TWO THEOREM-TO-METRIC BRIDGES

The geometric quantity we ultimately care about is the log
determinant induced by the full Gram matrix,

L(k)(δ) := log det
(
G(k) + δIm

)
,

where we fix a small δ > 0 and reuse the same δ across
generations. The δIm shift makes the log-determinant well-
defined under rank deficiency and stabilizes numerics near
collapse (Appendix B). The difficulty is that we never explic-
itly construct G(k); instead, we only compute the observed
sub-Gram matrix G

(k)
A = A(k)(A(k))⊤. Our framework,

however, provides a principled way to interpret and infer
properties of the full Gram matrix.

Bridge I (Theorem 1): a computable deterministic enve-
lope. Theorem 1 implies that the unobserved component
can only inflate the spectrum, yielding a one-sided control
of the form

G(k) ⪯ G
(k)
A + βkIm, (3.14)

which implies

L(k)(δ) ≤ log det
(
G

(k)
A + (βk + δ)Im

)
. (3.15)

The obstacle is that βk = λmax(G
(k)
B ) is unobservable.

To remove βk, we enforce a standard preprocess-
ing/normalization so that every embedding column satisfies
∥v(k)j ∥22 ≤ ρ. With n2 := nk − nA unseen columns, a
worst-case tail-energy budget gives the computable bound
(Appendix B)

β̂k := (nk − nA) ρ. (3.16)

Substituting β̂k yields a valid one-sided envelope for
L(k)(δ). Finally, because the envelope level is dominated
by the isotropic shift (β̂k + δ)Im, we normalize it to isolate
the gain contributed by the observed spectrum:

G(k)KF(δ) := log det
(
G

(k)
A + (β̂k + δ)Im

)
−m log(β̂k + δ). (3.17)

Equivalently,

G(k)KF(δ) = log det

(
Im +

1

β̂k + δ
G

(k)
A

)
=

m∑
i=1

log

(
1 +

λi(G
(k)
A )

β̂k + δ

)
, (3.18)

so G(k)KF(δ) decreases when the observed eigenvalues con-
tract. This metric is deterministic and conservative: it re-
quires no distributional assumptions, and its conservative-
ness is governed solely by an explicit upper bound on the
unobserved tail spectral mass.

Bridge II (Theorem 2): size correction and covariance
normalization. Under the stationary/i.i.d. assumption of
Theorem 2, the full Gram determinant scales approximately
like

det(G(k)) ≈
(
nk

nA

)m

det(G
(k)
A ),

i.e., the log-determinant shifts by the purely geometric term
m log(nk/nA). Moreover, when G

(k)
A ≈ nAC for a sta-

ble covariance C, we have log det(G
(k)
A ) ≈ m log nA +

log det(C). This motivates a size-invariant proxy for the
underlying covariance geometry:

U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) := log det

(
G

(k)
A + δIm

)
−m lognA.

(3.19)

Intuitively, U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) tracks log det(C): it removes the

trivial m lognA growth, so sustained negative drift reflects
a genuine contraction of the representation geometry rather
than a change in sample size. While the absolute scaling
in Theorem 2 involves an unknown constant, this constant
cancels when we monitor trends.

To remove checkpoint-independent constants and emphasize
temporal contraction, we report drift relative to a baseline
checkpoint k = 0:

∆G(k)KF(δ) := G
(k)
KF(δ)− G

(0)
KF(δ),

∆U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) := U

(k)
LLN,cov(δ)− U

(0)
LLN,cov(δ). (3.20)
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Algorithm 1 SIGMA-UB Collapse Monitoring (upper-
bound diagnostics)

Require: {G(k)
A }Kk=0, counts {nk}Kk=0, fixed nA, and hy-

perparameters δ > 0, ρ > 0.
1: Define LOGDETδ(X) := log det(X + δIm).
2: for k = 0, . . . ,K do
3: β̂k ← (nk − nA)ρ

4: Sk ← LOGDETδ(G
(k)
A )

5: G(k)KF ← LOGDETδ(G
(k)
A + β̂kIm)−m log(β̂k + δ)

6: U (k)
LLN,cov ← Sk −m lognA

7: if k = 0 then
8: store (G(0)KF,U

(0)
LLN,cov)

9: else
10: compute drifts ∆G(k)KF, ∆U (k)

LLN,cov via (3.20)
11: end if
12: end for
Return: ∆G(K)

KF , ∆U (K)
LLN,cov

3.4.2. ONLINE MONITORING PROCEDURE

To monitor the health of the representation space continu-
ously during training, we utilize a partial observation strat-
egy. At each checkpoint k, we compute the sub-Gram ma-
trix G

(k)
A on a fixed observed block size nA > m. This

allows us to evaluate both the Track-I (deterministic) and
Track-II (stochastic) diagnostics using only the summary
statistics

(
G

(k)
A , nA, nk

)
, avoiding the prohibitive cost of

full eigendecomposition.

Algorithm 1 details the computational steps. In practice,
the log det(·) terms are computed efficiently via Cholesky
decomposition on the shifted positive semi-definite (PSD)
matrices (see Appendix B).

Both metrics are designed to decrease as the eigenvalues of
G

(k)
A contract, becoming increasingly sensitive as the spec-

trum compresses toward the regularization floor δ. A sus-
tained negative drift in either ∆G(k)KF or ∆U (k)

LLN,cov signals
the onset of collapse, while saturation at the floor suggests
the model has reached a late-stage, rank-deficient state.

The dual-track design provides complementary theoretical
insights. ∆GKF acts as a mathematically conservative
bound. Being deterministic, it guarantees a valid upper
bound on collapse given a fixed tail-energy budget. How-
ever, its theoretical sharpness degrades when the embedding
space is highly anisotropic—i.e., dominated by a few promi-
nent eigen-directions. In such cases, the scalar energy cap
β̂k significantly overestimates the unobserved tail contribu-
tion, potentially masking early signs of contraction.

Conversely, ∆ULLN,cov serves as a statistical estimator.
By leveraging the Law of Large Numbers (LLN), it cor-

rects for dataset size to estimate the intrinsic geometric
density. Its limitation is statistical: if the underlying data
distribution is highly complex or heavy-tailed relative to the
block size nA, the LLN convergence may be slow, introduc-
ing estimation variance. Consequently, a divergence where
Track-II plummets while Track-I remains stable is often an
informative signature of early collapse—indicating that the
geometry is contracting (visible to the sensitive probe) but
has not yet violated the worst-case energy budget (Track-I).

4. Experiments
We empirically stress-test recursive synthetic self-training
under stable evaluation conditions to pinpoint where col-
lapse may arise in the data cycling loop. The central
question is not whether recursion can degrade outputs, but
whether the observed geometric contraction sufficiently rep-
resents and tracks the collapse mechanism across protocols.
Throughout, we track collapse using the two SIGMA-UB
diagnostics introduced in Section 3.4, computed on a frozen
evaluation protocol so that measured drift is attributable to
model evolution rather than evaluation drift.

All experiments in the main text are run and trained on a
single controlled benchmark dataset (TECH) from Decay-
Bench. We focus on TECH (software & technical domain
contextual data) for two practical reasons: (i) it provides
a large, heterogeneous set of prose spanning conceptual
guides, tutorials, and operational documentation; and (ii)it
provides a fixed evaluation prompt bank that can be reused
unchanged across checkpoints, ensuring the distribution
does not drift due to uncontrolled prompt-relevent vari-
ables. We construct a real TECH corpus R as a collection
of N = 1000 fixed-length 64-token contexts. Evaluation
uses a frozen TECH prompt bank P with stable prompt IDs
and a fixed bucket taxonomy (Creative, Divergent, Anal-
ogy/ELI5, What-if, Neutral). Every checkpoint is evaluated
on the same prompt IDs under fixed decoding and embedded
with a frozen sentence encoder. This prevents “evaluation
drift” (where changing prompts/decoding would create ap-
parent metric changes unrelated to the model). To ensure we
can form stable Gram matrices with embedding dimension
m = 384, we generate multiple stochastic responses per
prompt at each checkpoint; the full evaluation protocol and
seed schedule are specified in Appendix C.3.

At generation g ≥ 1, we build a fresh synthetic pool S(g)

by prompting the previous-generation model with each real
context x ∈ R. This produces one synthetic continuation
per training context, so |S(g)| = |R| and token budgets
remain comparable across generations. The training data at
generation g is a constant-budget mixture of both synthetic
and real data: a fraction (1 − α) is drawn from S(g) and
a fraction α from R, with the total number of 64-token
training blocks held fixed to |R|.

6
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Two recursion settings. We study two matched settings
that share similar regeneration protocol and mixture rule
and differ only in whether model weights are reset between
generations.

S1: restart-from-base (data recursion only). Each gener-
ation regenerates a fresh synthetic data pool, but training
always restarts from the same base model at initial state:

M (g) ← Finetune
(
M (0), D(g)(α)

)
. (4.1)

S1 isolates the impact of increasing synthetic data share in
LLM training: while the synthetic data distribution shifts
across generations, there is no cumulative weight drift.

S2: true recursion (data + weight recursion). In this setting,
we do not restart from a fixed base checkpoint. Instead,
we carry the model weights forward across generations and
finetune iteratively under the same regeneration and mixture
rule:

M (g) ← Finetune
(
M (g−1), D(g)(α)

)
. (4.2)

S2 is included because it matches the real-world self-
consuming pipeline: each generation both produces the next
synthetic data and inherits the parameters shaped by earlier
generations. This induces a feedback loop that can magnify
small changes over time. In addition, S2 and S1 compari-
sion isolates the incremental impact of weight recursion: it
tests whether repeatedly updating parameters on recursively
generated data produces extra (and possibly accelerating)
contraction, beyond the drift caused by data feedback alone
under restart-from-base training.

Result (TECH; S1 vs. S2). Restart-from-base recursion
(S1) exhibits a mild but consistently negative drift under
both tracks through gmax = 50 (final drifts ≈ −151 and
≈ −142), consistent with gradual contraction induced by
the evolving synthetic pool even when weights are reset each
generation. Under true recursion (S2), Track II contracts
by more than an order of magnitude (final ≈ −1537; slope
≈ −42.6), indicating substantially accelerated observed-
spectrum contraction when weights are carried across gener-
ations. Track I, in contrast, remains near zero and can even
trend slightly positive over the same window; this reflects
that the KF envelope is governed by a worst-case tail-energy
budget rather than the observed sub-spectrum itself. Accord-
ingly, Track II/Track I separation is an intended diagnostic
signature of SIGMA-UB and is operationally useful for flag-
ging “early collapse” regimes where the observed spectrum
has contracted sharply while the conservative envelope re-
mains permissive.

For a more in-depth discussion, in the S2 loop (true recur-
sion), early generations behave like self-distillation: the
model is repeatedly trained to imitate its own sampled
continuations, which quietly removes low-probability se-

mantic/style alternatives even before outputs look obvi-
ously repetitive, so ∆ULLN,cov(δ) drifts negative from the
start. As weight carryover accumulates, the model’s con-
ditional distributions sharpen and fixed top-p/temperature
sampling becomes effectively more deterministic, so around
g≈ 20 the synthetic pool begins losing whole modes and
∆ULLN,cov(δ) drops much faster (Fig. 2).

In contrast, ∆GKF(δ) reports the observed geometry only
relative to a worst-case “unseen energy” budget, so modest
early diversity loss can be masked and the curve stays near
zero. The large positive excursion near g≈20 is consistent
with collapse concentrating probability mass into a few high-
confidence templates. This can transiently inflate a small
number of dominant embedding directions (higher-energy
but lower-diversity responses) and thus increase GKF even
while global diversity is deteriorating. The resulting sep-
aration between ∆ULLN,cov(δ) and ∆GKF(δ) is therefore
an interpretable early-collapse signature: breadth is shrink-
ing first, and the conservative envelope only tightens once
recursion crosses a tipping point.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we established SIGMA as a scalable frame-
work for monitoring the onset of model collapse without
the prohibitive cost of full eigen-decomposition. By deriv-
ing rigorous spectral inequalities, we demonstrated that the
health of an LLM’s representation space can be accurately
estimated using only a sub-sample of the embedding Gram
matrix, effectively decoupling monitoring costs from the
total corpus size.

Our empirical analysis of recursive loops reveals a critical
distinction between data-only recursion (S1) and true re-
cursion with weight carryover (S2). We showed that while
data recursion induces gradual drift, the compounding ef-
fect of weight updates accelerates geometric contraction
by orders of magnitude. Crucially, the divergence between
our conservative deterministic envelope (Track I) and the
sensitive stochastic scaling metric (Track II) serves as a di-
agnostic signature for early-stage collapse, often preceding
surface-level repetition artifacts.

Future Work This paper marks a rigorous first step in
quantifying the static geometry of model collapse. However,
the recursive training loop is inherently a dynamical process–
a trajectory of distributions evolving over time. Our future
work aims to transition from monitoring states to predicting
dynamics by viewing the LLM training loop through the
lens of Koopman Operator Theory (Brunton et al., 2022).

While the state-space evolution of model parameters is
highly non-linear and opaque, the Koopman operator lifts
these dynamics into an infinite-dimensional function space
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Figure 1. TECH, Setting S1 (restart-from-base): drift vs. generation under both SIGMA-UB tracks. Top: Track II ∆ULLN,cov(δ).
Bottom: Track I ∆GKF(δ). Values are baseline drifts relative to the base checkpoint (g = 0). S1 isolates data recursion only: synthetic
text is regenerated each generation, but training restarts from the same base checkpoint. Appendix C.4 reports the exact per-generation
table used to render this figure.
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TECH (S2): ULLN, cov( ) vs generation
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Figure 2. TECH, Setting S2 (true recursion): drift vs. generation under both SIGMA-UB tracks. Top: Track II ∆ULLN,cov(δ).
Bottom: Track I ∆GKF(δ). Values are baseline drifts relative to the base checkpoint (g = 0). S2 compounds data recursion + weight
recursion: each generation regenerates synthetic text and continues training from the previous generation weights. Appendix C.4 reports
the exact per-generation table used to render this figure.

Table 1. TECH summary statistics (S1 vs S2). Final drifts and OLS slopes are computed from the plotted drift curves.

Setting g max DeltaU final slope LLN,cov DeltaG final slope KF Track agreement?

S1 50 -150.986 -0.941 -142.051 -0.918 yes (both negative)
S2 50 -1536.562 -42.621 -2.426 2.350 no (Track˜II collapses; Track˜I does not)

where the evolution becomes linear. This powerful shift
allows us to deploy the robust tools of functional analysis
and ergodic theory to analyze the system’s spectral prop-
erties. By characterizing the eigenvalues of the Koopman
operator associated with the recursive training map, we hope
to rigorously predict asymptotic behaviors–such as the rate
of convergence to degenerate fixed points–and identify sta-
ble “eigen-distributions” that resist collapse. This approach
promises not only to demystify the black-box nature of
iterative learning but also to bridge the gap between mod-
ern dynamical systems theory and the empirical realities of

foundation model maintenance.

Impact Statement
This paper advances the understanding of Large Language
Models and the field of Machine Learning. There are many
potential societal consequences of our work, none of which
we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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A. Mathematical Deductions and Proof of Theorems
We Adopt the notations from section 3.1, for the Gram matrix G(k), if rank(M (k)) < m (e.g., if nk < m or the columns
of M (k) are linearly dependent), then G(k) is singular and det(G(k)) = 0. In practice, we usually have nk ≫ m, and the
Cauchy–Binet formula for Gram matrices yields

det(G(k)) =
∑

J⊂[nk], |J|=m

det(M
(k)
J )2, (A.1)

where M
(k)
J is the m×m submatrix formed by columns indexed by J . Recall from Section 2.2 that computing the full

Gram matrix can be computationally prohibitively expensive. Instead, we compute the log-determinant of the sub-Gram
matrix, formed by selecting a subset of the columns in the embedding matrix.

Proof of Theorem 1. To prove the lower bound, notice that A(k) is a sub-matrix of M (k). By the Cauchy Binet formula
(A.1), the sum defining det(G

(k)
A ) is a subset of the sum defining det(G(k)). This directly implies

det(G
(k)
A ) ≤det(G(k)). (A.2)

For the second half of the inequality, we use Weyl’s inequality and Ky Fan dominance and for each i:

λi(G
(k)) ≤ λi(G

(k)
A ) + λ1(G

(k)
B ). (A.3)

Hence, with βk := λmax(G
(k)
B ), we have:

G(k) ⪯ G
(k)
A + βkIm, det(G(k)) ≤

m∏
i=1

(
λi(G

(k)
A ) + βk

)
. (A.4)

Combining the lower bound in (A.2) and the upper bound in (A.4) yields the stated result.

The Cauchy-Binet formula, as well as the bound in Eq. (A.4), opens a window for us to bound the determinant of the original
Gram matrix. Alas, the upper bound is not sharp because there is no way for us to extract information from the columns that
we do not choose.

However, in practice, this is usually not the case because the dataset we are working on typically comes from a consistent
context. If we use the analogy of viewing the Gram matrix as a book, then the chapters we read (i.e., G(k)

A ) are usually a
good indication of the chapters we do not read (i.e., G(k)

B ), even though mathematically the unseen chapters could contain
content that is completely irrelevant.

To reflect such realistic circumstances, we assume that the embedding column vectors are drawn from an implicit distribution
(probability measure) µ. Denote v as an arbitrary column (where v can be seen as a random variable) and let C = E[vv⊤]
be the covariance matrix. With this additional assumption, We proceed with the asymptotic argument.

Proof of Theorem 2. We leverage the concentration of the sample covariance matrix. Let Ĉnk
= 1

nk
G(k) and ĈnA

=
1
nA

G
(k)
A . By the properties of determinant scaling, we have:

det(G(k)) = det(nkĈnk
) = nm

k det(Ĉnk
),

det(G
(k)
A ) = det(nAĈnA

) = nm
A det(ĈnA

). (A.5)

We consider the ratio:

det(G(k))

det(G
(k)
A )

=

(
nk

nA

)m
det(Ĉnk

)

det(ĈnA
)
. (A.6)
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By the Strong Law of Large Numbers (or finite-sample concentration inequalities for covariance matrices), both Ĉnk
and

ĈnA
converge to the population covariance C as nk, nA →∞. Specifically, the continuous mapping theorem implies that

det(Ĉnk
)

P−→ det(C) and det(ĈnA
)

P−→ det(C). This implies that for any ϵ > 0, with probability approaching 1:

1− ϵ ≤ det(Ĉnk
)

det(ĈnA
)
≤ 1 + ϵ. (A.7)

Letting K = 1 + ϵ establishes the upper bound with high probability:

det(G(k)) ≤ K

(
nk

nA

)m

det(G
(k)
A ). (A.8)

This confirms that the determinant of the full Gram matrix scales with the determinant of the sub-sample according to the
geometric factor (nk/nA)

m, up to a stochastic constant K that approaches 1.

This bound serves as an asymptotic scaling law rather than a point-wise estimator of det(G(k)). It gives us a theoretical
foundation for monitoring model collapse with partial data, assuming the bare minimum: that the data we are processing
comes from a consistent context.

Proof of Theorem 3. Since we assume that the distribution of column vectors have a finite fourth moment, we know

Z := XTC−1X =

m∑
i,j=1

(C−1)ijXiXj (A.9)

has a finite variance. i.e., σ is finite. In fact, Z is the Mahalanobis distance. It plays an important role in this proof. For
lighter notation, we write n ≡ nk and Gt ≡ G

(k)
t the gram matrix formed by selecting t columns from M (k). This way

G(k) ≡ Gn and G
(k)
A ≡ GnA

.

For arbitrary positive integer N , consider ĈN := 1
N

∑N
i=1 XiX

⊤
i the sample covariance matrix and by our notation,

GN = NĈN . By the Central Limit Theorem for Sample Covariance Matrices (Theorem 3.4.4, (Anderson, 2003)),√
N(ĈN − C) converges in distribution to a Gaussian random matrix M with mean zero:

√
N(ĈN − C)

d−→M. (A.10)

We know that ĈN − C = Op(N
−1/2), and we shall see soon that what exactly is M does not matter. Consider the function

f : Sm++ → R defined by f(S) = log det(S). This function is continuously differentiable at S = C, with the gradient given
by ∇f(C) = C−1. Using Taylor expansion, we get

f(ĈN ) = f(C) + ⟨∇f(C), ĈN − C⟩+RN , (A.11)

where RN is the remainder term. Since ĈN − C = Op(N
−1/2), the remainder term is of order Op(N

−1). Substituting the
gradient and the inner product for matrices ⟨A,B⟩ = tr(A⊤B):

log det ĈN = log detC + tr
(
C−1(ĈN − C)

)
+Op(N

−1). (A.12)

By the definition of ĈN , the trace in (A.12) can be written as

tr
(
C−1(ĈN − C)

)
= tr

(
C−1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

XiX
⊤
i − C

))

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

tr(C−1XiX
⊤
i )− tr(C−1C)

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

tr(C−1XiX
⊤
i )−m. (A.13)
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Now use the cyclic property of trace and combine (A.12), (A.13), we arrive at

log det ĈN = log detC +
1

N

N∑
i=1

(X⊤
i C−1Xi −m) +Op(N

−1). (A.14)

Inspired by the outcome and (A.9), define the scalar random variable Zi := X⊤
i C−1Xi −m. Since Xi are i.i.d., Zi are

also i.i.d. with mean E[Zi] = 0 and variance Var(Zi) = σ2. We can now rewrite the log-determinant of the Gram matrix
GN = NĈN as:

log detGN = m logN + log detC +
1

N

N∑
i=1

Zi +Op(N
−1), (A.15)

because the all matrices here are m-by-m, which explains the m logN term. With (A.15) being established, Consider the
quantity of interest from Theorem 3:

∆k := log detGn − log detGnA
−m log

(
nk

nA

)
. (A.16)

Directly applying (A.15) to ∆k and we get

∆k =

(
log detC +

1

nk

nk∑
i=1

Zi

)
−

(
log detC +

1

nA

nA∑
i=1

Zi

)
+Op(n

−1
A )

=

nk∑
i=1

Zi

nk
−

nA∑
i=1

Zi

nA
+Op(n

−1
A ). (A.17)

We then split the sum over nk into the observed part (1 . . . nA) and the unobserved part (nA + 1 . . . nk) so each summand is
independent:

∆k =

 1

nk

nA∑
i=1

Zi +
1

nk

nk∑
j=nA+1

Zj

− 1

nA

nA∑
i=1

Zi +Op(n
−1
A )

=

(
1

nk
− 1

nA

) nA∑
i=1

Zi︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 1

+
1

nk

nk∑
j=nA+1

Zj︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 2

+Op(n
−1
A ). (A.18)

Let W1 =
∑nA

i=1 Zi and W2 =
∑nk

j=nA+1 Zj . By the standard Central Limit Theorem applied to i.i.d. variables with finite
variance σ2:

W1

σ
√
nA

d−→ N (0, 1) and
W2

σ
√
nk − nA

d−→ N (0, 1). (A.19)

Let Y be the random variable representing the limiting distribution of the leading terms of ∆k. Since W1 and W2 are
independent (as the sample sets are disjoint), the linear combination of their limiting distributions is a Gaussian distribution
with the sum of their variances. The asymptotic variance is calculated as follows:

σ2
∆ = Var

((
1

nk
− 1

nA

)
W1

)
+ Var

(
1

nk
W2

)
=

(
1

nk
− 1

nA

)2

nAσ
2 +

1

n2
k

(nk − nA)σ
2

= σ2

[
nA

(
1

n2
k

− 2

nAnk
+

1

n2
A

)
+

1

nk
− nA

n2
k

]
= σ2

[
nA

n2
k

− 2

nk
+

1

nA
+

1

nk
− nA

n2
k

]
= σ2

(
1

nA
− 1

nk

)
. (A.20)
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The remainder term Op(n
−1
A ) from the Taylor expansion converges to zero in probability relative to this standard deviation,

which scales as O(n
−1/2
A ). Therefore, by Slutsky’s Theorem, the normalized difference converges in distribution to a

standard normal variable:
∆k

σ
√

1
nA
− 1

nk

d−→ N (0, 1). (A.21)

This completes the proof.

B. Mathematical Details for SIGMA-UB (Section 3.4)
This appendix connects Theorems 1–2 to the two computable SIGMA-UB diagnostics in Section 3.4 and justifies the
normalizations used for online monitoring.

B.1. Regularized log-determinant and PSD monotonicity

Fix δ > 0. For X,Y ∈ Sm+ , if X ⪯ Y then X + δIm ⪯ Y + δIm and

log det(X + δIm) ≤ log det(Y + δIm), (B.1)

since X + δIm, Y + δIm ∈ Sm++ for any δ > 0 and log det(·) is Loewner-monotone on Sm++. This is the basic tool that
turns PSD majorants into one-sided envelopes for the (regularized) log-volume.

B.2. Bridge I: deterministic envelope via a tail-energy budget (Track I)

B.2.1. FROM THEOREM 1 TO A PSD MAJORANT

Recall G(k) = G
(k)
A +G

(k)
B with G

(k)
B ⪰ 0. By Weyl’s inequality,

λi

(
G(k)

)
≤ λi

(
G

(k)
A

)
+ λ1

(
G

(k)
B

)
(i = 1, . . . ,m). (B.2)

Let βk := λmax(G
(k)
B ) = λ1(G

(k)
B ). Then, in PSD order,

G(k) ⪯ G
(k)
A + βkIm. (B.3)

Shifting by δIm and applying (B.1) gives the (incomputable) envelope

log det
(
G(k) + δIm

)
≤ log det

(
G

(k)
A + (βk + δ)Im

)
. (B.4)

B.2.2. REPLACING βk BY A COMPUTABLE BUDGET β̂k

Because G
(k)
B ⪰ 0, we have the bound

βk = λmax(G
(k)
B ) ≤ tr(G

(k)
B ). (B.5)

Using G
(k)
B =

∑
j∈B v

(k)
j (v

(k)
j )⊤ gives

tr(G
(k)
B ) =

∑
j∈B

∥v(k)j ∥
2
2. (B.6)

Assume preprocessing enforces ∥v(k)j ∥22 ≤ ρ for all columns. With n2 := nk − nA unseen columns,

βk ≤ β̂k := n2ρ. (B.7)

Combining (B.3) and (B.7) yields the computable PSD majorant

G(k) ⪯ G
(k)
A + βkIm ⪯ G

(k)
A + β̂kIm. (B.8)
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B.2.3. VALID REGULARIZED ENVELOPE AND THE NORMALIZED GAIN FORM

Define the computable envelope

U (k)
KF(δ) := log det

(
G

(k)
A + (β̂k + δ)Im

)
. (B.9)

Then (B.8) and (B.1) imply

log det
(
G(k) + δIm

)
≤ U (k)

KF(δ). (B.10)

To interpret this envelope across checkpoints, we normalize out the isotropic baseline (β̂k + δ)Im, whose log-determinant
equals m log(β̂k + δ). Define

G(k)KF(δ) := U
(k)
KF(δ)−m log(β̂k + δ). (B.11)

Equivalently,

G(k)KF(δ) = log det

(
Im +

1

β̂k + δ
G

(k)
A

)
=

m∑
i=1

log

(
1 +

λi(G
(k)
A )

β̂k + δ

)
. (B.12)

Thus, G(k)KF(δ) defines a dimensionless gain relative to the tail-budget scale: it decreases as the eigenvalues of G(k)
A contract,

and it is most sensitive when eigenvalues are near the δ floor.

B.2.4. GAP CONTROL RELATIVE TO THE IDEAL (INCOMPUTABLE) ENVELOPE

Define the ideal but generally incomputable envelope as

U (k)
KF,⋆(δ) := log det

(
G

(k)
A + (βk + δ)Im

)
.

Since β̂k ≥ βk, by monotonicity of the log-determinant,

0 ≤ U (k)
KF(δ)− U

(k)
KF,⋆(δ) =

m∑
i=1

log

(
λi(G

(k)
A ) + β̂k + δ

λi(G
(k)
A ) + βk + δ

)
≤ m log

(
β̂k + δ

βk + δ

)
. (B.13)

This implies

U (k)
KF(δ)−m log(β̂k + δ) ≤ U (k)

KF,⋆(δ)−m log(βk + δ). (B.14)

Thus, the normalized quantity G(k)KF(δ) remains uniformly controlled by the (unknown) ideal normalization, even when β̂k is
a loose bound.

B.3. Bridge II: LLN scaling and covariance normalization (Track II)

B.3.1. LLN SCALING AND CANCELLATION OF UNKNOWN CONSTANTS BY DRIFT

Motivated by the law-of-large-numbers (LLN) scaling suggested by Theorem 2, define

U (k)
LLN(δ) := log det(G

(k)
A + δIm) +m log

(
nk

nA

)
. (B.15)

When the stochastic bound is written in logarithmic form as

log det(G(k)) ≤ logK + U (k)
LLN(0) for an unknown finite K,

then baseline differencing removes logK. Accordingly, define the differenced quantity

∆U (k)
LLN(δ) := U

(k)
LLN(δ)− U

(0)
LLN(δ). (B.16)
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B.3.2. COVARIANCE-NORMALIZED FORM

Define the covariance-normalized statistic

U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) := U

(k)
LLN(δ)−m log nk = log det(G

(k)
A + δIm)−m log nA. (B.17)

Equivalently,

U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) = log det

(
1

nA
G

(k)
A +

δ

nA
Im

)
. (B.18)

Under the i.i.d. assumption, 1
nA

G
(k)
A → C as nA →∞, so for large nA,

U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) ≈ log det(C),

up to the vanishing regularization δ/nA. Hence U (k)
LLN,cov(δ) is size-invariant and is the natural object to difference over

checkpoints for collapse monitoring.

B.4. Numerical computation of log-determinant

For S ≻ 0, compute log det(S) via Cholesky S = LL⊤:

log det(S) = 2

m∑
i=1

logLii. (B.19)

Apply this to G
(k)
A + δIm and G

(k)
A + (β̂k + δ)Im.

C. Supplementary Experiments, Reproducibility, and Extended Diagnostics (TECH)
C.1. Section Roadmap

This appendix section has three goals: (i) to make the TECH recursion loop fully reproducible from scratch, (ii) to make
all main-text plots and scalars auditable from exported tables, and (iii) to provide extended diagnostics that contextualize
geometric contraction.

(i) Reproducibility from raw sources to SIGMA-UB curves. The recursion loop is sensitive to implementation choices.
We therefore document the entire pipeline for the reported TECH run: (a) how the real TECH corpus and frozen prompt
bank are constructed, (b) how synthetic pools are regenerated deterministically each generation, (c) how training mixtures
are formed under a constant token budget, and (d) how evaluation responses, embeddings, and SIGMA-UB metrics are
computed.

(ii) Plot–table consistency and “single source of truth.” All scalar summaries reported in the main text are computed
directly from exported per-generation tables. To prevent transcription errors, we include the exact plotted points as tables in
Appendix C.4.

(iii) Extended diagnostics. Because SIGMA-UB is a geometric diagnostic computed from embedding Gram structure,
we also report two surface-form baselines on the same generated outputs used to form the SIGMA-UB embeddings
(Appendix C.5). These baselines are included for interpretability: they quantify lexical repetition directly, and help
distinguish cases where geometric contraction aligns with (or departs from) visible degeneracy in text.

Baseline A: Distinct-2 (Li et al., 2016). Distinct-2 is a standard diversity score defined as the ratio

Distinct-2 =
#{unique bigrams}
#{total bigrams}

,

computed on the generated corpus (or per-generation batch). Lower Distinct-2 indicates that the model is reusing the same
short phrases more frequently, i.e., increased short-range repetition.
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Component S1 S2 Notes

Base model facebook/opt-125m facebook/opt-125m 125M parameters
Fine-tuning epochs / gen 5 5 Fixed per-generation budget
Batch size 16 16 Effective batch size held constant
Learning rate 2× 10−5 2× 10−5 Constant across generations
Optimizer AdamW AdamW Weight decay 0.01
Precision FP16 enabled FP16 enabled GPU training

Table 2. Model and training hyperparameters. These hyperparameters are held fixed across S1 and S2 so that observed differences are
attributable to data recursion vs. data+weight recursion, rather than to optimization budget changes.

Baseline B: Hashed n-gram HHI (Cormode & Muthukrishnan, 2005; Itagaki et al., 2007) (global concentration of
repeated phrases). To capture longer-range and heavier-tailed repetition, we compute a Herfindahl–Hirschman Index (HHI)
over n-gram frequencies: if cj is the count of n-gram type j and pj = cj/

∑
ℓ cℓ, then

HHIn =
∑
j

p2j .

Higher HHI implies that a small number of n-grams account for a large share of the text, i.e., strong concentration and mode
collapse at the surface level.

Finally, we provide an optional bucket-localization slice using the frozen TECH prompt taxonomy (Appendix C.6) to
identify where contraction is most pronounced. Importantly, these surface-form baselines are contextual, not definitional:
they are reported to help interpret when geometric contraction coincides with familiar repetition patterns, without redefining
collapse in terms of lexical features.

C.2. TECH controlled assets: data provenance, licensing, and construction

This paper’s experiments rely on two frozen assets for TECH: (i) a real corpus R of fixed-length contexts used as prompts
for synthetic regeneration and as the real-data component of mixtures, and (ii) a frozen prompt bank P used for evaluation.

Real TECH corpus R. We collect TECH documents from permissively licensed software and technical documentation
sources (e.g., The Rust Book (MIT/Apache-2.0), Kubernetes documentation (CC BY 4.0), PostgreSQL documentation
(BSD-style), SQLite documentation (Public Domain), and Python documentation (PSF license)), verifying license terms per
source/page. Documents are converted to plain text with boilerplate removal and code-block stripping, filtered to English,
and tokenized using the OPT-125M GPT-2 BPE tokenizer to match the base model’s vocabulary. We then extract 64-token
contexts using a sliding window with fixed stride and enforce minimum-length and quality filters. Finally, we remove exact
duplicates (content hashes) and near-duplicates prior to selecting the final N = 1000 contexts.

Frozen TECH prompt bank P (stable prompt IDs and buckets). Independently of R, we construct a TECH prompt
bank designed to elicit a range of response regimes (open-ended creative prompts through neutral factual prompts) while
maintaining evaluation stability across checkpoints. Prompts receive persistent prompt IDs and are categorized into buckets
such as Creative, Divergent, Analogy/ELI5, What-if, and Neutral.

C.3. Reproducibility specification for S1 and S2

We summarize every operational choice that affects outcomes: model hyperparameters; synthetic regeneration and mixture;
decoding; seeds; SIGMA-UB computation; evaluation metrics; hardware/software; and the formal difference between S1 and
S2. Unless explicitly stated, S1 and S2 share the same configuration; the only intended difference is whether weights are
reset to M (0) (S1) or carried forward M (g−1) (S2).

Operational end-to-end loop (implementation-level clarification). For auditability, we summarize the precise loop
that produces one point on each drift curve: (1) regenerate S(g) by prompting each x ∈ R and sampling a fixed-length
continuation with fixed decoding and per-context deterministic seeds; (2) form D(g)(α) under a constant block budget of
|R|; (3) fine-tune under either S1 (initialize from M (0)) or S2 (initialize from M (g−1)) using fixed hyperparameters; (4)
evaluate on the frozen prompt bank P using fixed decoding and per-prompt deterministic seeds to produce nk responses; (5)
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Item Value Applies to Notes

Real fraction α 0.0 (pure synthetic) S1, S2 Stress-tests recursion (no real-data anchoring)
Context unit 64 tokens S1, S2 Training blocks; constant token budget
Real corpus size ∼1,000–1,200 contexts / domain S1, S2 Domain-dependent (DecayBench)
Prompt bank size ∼163–200 prompts / domain Eval Frozen prompt IDs and bucket labels
Generations reported g = 0, . . . , 50 (51 checkpoints) Main text TECH run shown in Figures 1–2
Synthetic pool size |S(g)| = |R| S1, S2 One synthetic continuation per real context per generation

Table 3. Data generation and mixing. We use constant-budget mixtures and, for the reported runs, set α = 0 to isolate synthetic
recursion dynamics without real-data refresh.

Decoding parameter Value Used for Notes

Sampling type Nucleus (top-p) Gen + Eval Stochastic sampling (not greedy)
Temperature 1.0 Gen + Eval Fixed across generations
Top-p 0.95 Gen + Eval Fixed across generations
Max tokens (training) 64 Corpus construction 64-token blocks for training
Max tokens (evaluation) 256 Prompt-bank responses Used to obtain sufficiently long responses

for embedding/geometry
Table 4. Text generation (decoding) parameters. Decoding is frozen across checkpoints to prevent evaluation drift and to keep the
generation distribution comparable over time.

embed responses with the frozen encoder, select a fixed observed index set IA once per run, and compute both SIGMA-UB
tracks and (optionally) surface proxies. These steps are deterministic given the experiment card above and the fixed input
assets.

C.4. Exact per-generation values for the main-text drift plots

In particular, the S1 vs. S2 summary in Table 1 is computed directly from these per-generation series (including the baseline
point g = 0, where drift is 0 by definition).

C.5. Surface-form proxy diagnostics and alignment with SIGMA-UB

SIGMA-UB is specifically constructed to follow the geometry of the gram matrix instead of merely capturing surface-level
repetition, while still providing robust statistical validity and support for inference. Nevertheless, it is useful to ask whether
geometry contraction coincides with familiar surface-form baseline metrics. We therefore compute two lightweight proxies
on the same generated text used for SIGMA-UB embeddings: (i) distinct-2 (unique/total bigrams; higher is more diverse),
and (ii) hashed n-gram HHI (higher is more concentrated/repetitive). These proxies are not collapse definitions and can be
noisy, but they provide an operational sanity check.

Figure 3 makes two practical points. First, in S2 the Track-II drift becomes strongly negative early, whereas hashed HHI
rises more gradually and can spike later. This indicates that SIGMA-UB Track II can act as an earlier indicator of contraction
than surface repetition alone. Second, Track I remains near the bottom of the normalized scale in S2 for much of the run,
reinforcing that Track I is not intended as a sensitive trend detector; it is a conservative envelope that can remain loose even
under clear contraction signals elsewhere.

To quantify the qualitative overlay, Table 11 reports proxy endpoints (g = 0 vs. g = 50) and simple correlation diagnostics
between Track II drift and the proxies over generations. The key operational takeaway is that true recursion (S2) yields
substantially larger surface-form concentration than restart-from-base (S1), and this increase co-varies strongly with Track
II under a rank-based measure.

C.6. Within-domain localization by frozen prompt buckets

Because the evaluation prompt bank is annotated by prompt type (creative, divergent, analogy/ELI5, what-if, neutral), we
can attribute model collapse to particular regimes while holding the evaluation framework constant over time. Specifically,
we modularize the evaluation pipeline by limiting the framework to prompts from a single category, producing one response
per prompt with identical decoding settings, embedding these responses using the same frozen encoder, and then computing
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SIGMA-UB component Value Used for Notes

Sentence encoder sentence-transformers/
all-MiniLM-L6-v2

Embedding Frozen encoder, m = 384

Regularization δ 10−3 Track I/II Matches Section 3.4 conventions
Energy cap ρ 1.0 Track I Worst-case tail-energy budget
Baseline g = 0 Drift computation ∆(·) reported relative to base checkpoint
Observed block fixed IA within run Track I/II Prevents measurement drift across checkpoints

Table 5. SIGMA-UB computation. Both tracks are computed from the same frozen embeddings and the same observed index set, so drift
is attributable to model evolution rather than to evaluation sampling.

Metric family Reported quantity Notes

SIGMA-UB Track II ULLN,cov and ∆ULLN,cov Sensitive trend probe (observed-spectrum contraction)
SIGMA-UB Track I GKF and ∆GKF Conservative envelope; can be loose or non-monotone
Surface proxies distinct-2, hashed n-gram HHI Computed on the same generated outputs as SIGMA-UB

Table 6. Evaluation metrics. The appendix focuses on geometry diagnostics and lightweight surface-form proxies; perplexity-based
baselines are excluded by design.

Component Specification

Training hardware NVIDIA GPU (server environment)
Metrics hardware CPU (Mac M1 used for aggregation/plotting)
Core libraries PyTorch 2.0+, Transformers 4.30+, sentence-transformers 2.2+
Precision Mixed precision (FP16) enabled during training

Table 7. Computational environment. Hardware does not change the definition of metrics but can affect throughput; determinism is
enforced via fixed seeds and fixed decoding.

Prompt bucket Description (frozen taxonomy)

Creative Open-ended creative prompts emphasizing novelty and stylistic variation
Divergent Prompts encouraging multiple alternatives, brainstorming, or broad exploration
Analogy / ELI5 Prompts asking for analogies, simplifications, or explanatory reframings
What-if Counterfactual or perturbation prompts (“what if we change X?”)
Neutral Factual/neutral prompts with minimal stylistic pressure

Table 8. Prompt buckets for localization. Bucket IDs and assignments are fixed by DecayBench; slicing by bucket does not change the
evaluation distribution over time, it only reveals where contraction is concentrated within a frozen taxonomy.

the same SIGMA-UB drift metrics.

Interpretation. Bucket localization helps answer a practical question: is model collapse uniformly distributed across
prompt types, or concentrated where the model is pushed into higher-entropy regimes? In the reported S1 run, the CREATIVE
bucket shows consistently larger-magnitude Track-II contraction than the aggregate, suggesting that open-ended prompts
amplify the representational collapse induced by synthetic recursion. That said, bucket series are noisier because each bucket
contains fewer prompts and therefore smaller sample size.
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Generation g ∆ULLN,cov(δ) (Track II) ∆GKF(δ) (Track I)

0 0.000000 0.000000
1 -50.937706 -42.771322
2 -87.220752 -78.285600
3 -89.193112 -80.257959
4 -108.940054 -100.004901
5 -138.689852 -130.138891
6 -135.146696 -126.211544
7 -144.505214 -135.954253
8 -158.731260 -149.796107
9 -151.887859 -142.952706

10 -149.844314 -140.909162
11 -171.990854 -163.055701
12 -181.172379 -172.237226
13 -143.036471 -134.101319
14 -146.954698 -138.019546
15 -150.025009 -141.089857
16 -169.047237 -160.112084
17 -134.754288 -125.819136
18 -116.984750 -108.049597
19 -136.991334 -128.056181
20 -135.678684 -126.743532
21 -137.759104 -128.823951
22 -150.287784 -141.352631
23 -154.278070 -145.342917
24 -132.792859 -123.857707
25 -108.036399 -99.101246

Generation g ∆ULLN,cov(δ) (Track II) ∆GKF(δ) (Track I)

26 -136.136651 -127.201498
27 -137.363591 -128.428438
28 -154.600200 -145.665047
29 -134.832965 -125.897812
30 -146.391209 -137.456057
31 -152.558431 -143.623278
32 -126.370288 -117.435135
33 -166.712986 -157.777834
34 -151.610056 -142.674903
35 -158.777897 -149.842744
36 -146.721644 -137.786491
37 -171.229229 -162.294077
38 -145.678374 -136.743222
39 -134.396708 -125.461556
40 -159.999869 -151.064716
41 -151.415048 -142.479895
42 -152.343583 -143.408430
43 -136.593098 -127.657945
44 -140.138527 -131.203374
45 -163.640084 -154.704932
46 -167.730336 -158.795184
47 -138.267815 -129.332663
48 -136.290231 -127.355078
49 -174.970491 -166.035338
50 -150.986188 -142.051035

Table 9. Per-generation values for Figure 1 (S1; restart-from-base). Track II and Track I are reported as drifts relative to the base
checkpoint (g = 0). In S1, both tracks remain consistently negative at the end of the run (g = 50), indicating gradual contraction driven
by the evolving synthetic pool even without weight carryover.

Generation g ∆ULLN,cov(δ) (Track II) ∆GKF(δ) (Track I)

0 0.000000 0.000000
1 -51.410418 -1.041078
2 -70.477165 -1.098910
3 -67.666663 -1.110627
4 -102.965110 -1.173303
5 -126.844686 -1.220078
6 -156.320891 -1.266556
7 -277.027401 -1.665481
8 -482.600764 -2.313280
9 -586.239077 -2.729119

10 -589.243534 -2.756645
11 -656.250424 -2.917514
12 -409.708770 -2.250243
13 -366.284030 -2.065401
14 -326.883875 -1.910236
15 -306.138619 -1.815842
16 -266.006178 -1.640532
17 -340.097542 -1.858227
18 -459.780098 -2.043834
19 -580.087915 1920.861134
20 -1222.621957 1011.736828
21 -1295.000015 925.612336
22 -1369.047226 906.107430
23 -985.967065 1455.366376
24 -993.200907 1426.878098
25 -1094.777825 1247.085610

Generation g ∆ULLN,cov(δ) (Track II) ∆GKF(δ) (Track I)

26 -988.967085 1414.089742
27 -1033.645644 1337.676319
28 -1509.672539 671.355093
29 -1520.580241 409.488784
30 -1583.494588 323.527521
31 -1597.411170 297.547119
32 -1514.735790 589.234296
33 -1674.100026 139.234670
34 -1323.216571 78.225593
35 -304.629566 1.402128
36 -1284.962201 158.412491
37 -1415.459884 151.402919
38 -1426.475962 125.709896
39 -1773.662017 121.296272
40 -2036.524604 221.560576
41 -1983.942360 394.404189
42 -2191.980469 244.398064
43 -2020.929507 145.270029
44 -1994.987639 309.382624
45 -2028.916186 320.526442
46 -1955.248314 -2.116992
47 -1829.693344 3.802502
48 -1885.721733 9.290424
49 -2000.020743 -1.967390
50 -1536.562331 -2.425766

Table 10. Per-generation values for Figure 2 (S2; true recursion). Track II reaches large-magnitude negative drift (e.g., beyond −1000
by roughly g ≈ 20 in this run), indicating rapid observed-spectrum contraction under weight carryover. Track I remains near zero and can
be non-monotone (including occasional positive excursions), consistent with its role as a conservative envelope controlled by a tail-energy
budget rather than by the observed spectrum itself.
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Figure 3. Normalized overlay of SIGMA-UB drifts and surface-form proxies (TECH). Each curve is min–max normalized to [0, 1]
within its panel for visual comparability. We overlay four signals across generations: Track II drift ∆ULLN,cov(δ), Track I drift ∆GKF(δ),
distinct-2, and hashed n-gram HHI. Left: S2 (true recursion). Right: S1 (restart-from-base). The key qualitative trend is that the large
early Track-II contraction in S2 precedes (and is accompanied by) stronger surface-form concentration (rising HHI) than in S1.

Setting distinct-2 (g=0) distinct-2 (g=50) HHI (g=0) HHI (g=50) corr(∆U,distinct-2) corr(∆U,HHI) Spearman(∆U,HHI)

S1 0.731 0.334 0.000102 0.013385 0.926 -0.286 -0.318
S2 0.715 0.254 0.000100 0.097262 -0.165 -0.468 -0.685

Table 11. Surface-proxy alignment with Track II (TECH). Distinct-2 decreases and hashed n-gram HHI increases in both settings,
with substantially stronger concentration under true recursion (S2). Correlations are computed over generations using the per-generation
series (including g = 0). In S1, ∆U and distinct-2 co-move strongly (both decrease), yielding a high positive Pearson correlation. In S2,
distinct-2 is noisier (and can transiently increase despite strong contraction), while HHI retains a strong monotone association with ∆U
(Spearman ≈ −0.69), consistent with the overlay in Figure 3.
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Figure 4. Bucket localization under S1 (TECH; optional). SIGMA-UB drifts computed after restricting evaluation to each frozen
prompt bucket. Bucket curves can be noisier than the aggregate because each bucket contains fewer prompts; we therefore interpret bucket
localization as a qualitative “where does collapse concentrate?” tool rather than as a primary metric.
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g Creative Divergent Analogy/ELI5 What-if Neutral

0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
1 -97.949065 -55.159718 -3.116045 -42.928381 5.319456
2 -197.646061 -102.878209 -8.989381 -58.633942 -16.935859
3 -111.319080 -85.428164 -29.718339 -56.452165 -16.401600
4 -210.171845 -52.805090 -24.366967 -53.958981 -16.339483
5 -190.844854 -86.526231 -129.090423 -55.162083 -83.129598
6 -219.455934 -71.041283 -55.255710 -63.533863 -72.571280
7 -168.494531 -65.564080 -79.075972 -52.309351 -126.984507
8 -244.501580 -101.711687 -111.373454 -56.608878 -175.909325
9 -248.006326 -77.422012 -120.572586 -69.700436 -84.569910

10 -206.202956 -85.442737 -63.331140 -93.868086 -92.089470
11 -384.826592 -84.560220 -76.590153 -96.869445 -135.712099
12 -191.844812 -114.666577 -260.148545 -120.239236 -223.771048
13 -287.341241 -99.117427 -76.357705 -62.108385 -63.006851
14 -308.242176 -91.501159 -69.393513 -63.105835 -75.480431
15 -312.938055 -84.708643 -47.853525 -86.176912 -151.496944
16 -357.149831 -121.594475 -63.509059 -90.049027 -106.138078
17 -200.374851 -78.959020 -96.759571 -56.453774 -61.019787
18 -129.635475 -81.399424 -42.033181 -62.702197 -42.118850
19 -222.708576 -77.688492 -45.745484 -81.863135 -57.727289
20 -207.613162 -102.415834 -51.668224 -106.350109 -60.770080
21 -165.012269 -79.875531 -204.677032 -93.085949 -102.880295
22 -334.643279 -79.037445 -54.864907 -69.461680 -140.839753
23 -248.946713 -72.418699 -40.687391 -89.783746 -180.663248
24 -194.390032 -65.316534 -86.586005 -64.861563 -76.556536
25 -92.896077 -50.135445 -50.367304 -51.637901 -75.460966
26 -204.110634 -88.983083 -55.942330 -57.759885 -45.832592
27 -256.717613 -87.868162 -42.095798 -65.592657 -66.432976
28 -305.102122 -78.531429 -42.149740 -92.922173 -116.332023
29 -156.620419 -80.583804 -59.878911 -73.651079 -144.240864
30 -245.838960 -88.216022 -70.145223 -107.060914 -74.803194
31 -261.953853 -80.824331 -157.886675 -54.458516 -66.717892
32 -150.001326 -73.853490 -64.132656 -89.356801 -88.258118
33 -227.135310 -75.126110 -212.806264 -72.637732 -167.992962
34 -259.798832 -87.601284 -49.906544 -78.191872 -94.565098
35 -324.139874 -81.799765 -44.590636 -78.285666 -117.771632
36 -274.266735 -59.455086 -53.930531 -69.795271 -104.338444
37 -344.774439 -94.113630 -56.990416 -76.943106 -170.769428
38 -168.644537 -46.805503 -52.271075 -100.768563 -163.202054
39 -165.214096 -68.054030 -44.045319 -45.225875 -119.155531
40 -178.614273 -101.818107 -59.327405 -95.767226 -151.824765
41 -265.623322 -68.819743 -55.908253 -100.310327 -89.635536
42 -263.447148 -93.701634 -59.242546 -68.744265 -103.269554
43 -114.642464 -85.956916 -57.339421 -92.521798 -111.816243
44 -235.803806 -65.343599 -60.264987 -66.722845 -93.284889
45 -267.718776 -87.940112 -54.625358 -98.657337 -199.815871
46 -314.117762 -91.077680 -65.452508 -62.377067 -170.152065
47 -162.290329 -53.746197 -41.316406 -73.824375 -91.395436
48 -175.864254 -69.564232 -40.553158 -54.144934 -156.291398
49 -349.254658 -96.036588 -73.186376 -68.534576 -143.092325
50 -232.342407 -78.865678 -80.803164 -51.253275 -69.202759

Table 12. Track-II drift by bucket under S1 (TECH; optional). Each entry is ∆ULLN,cov(δ) computed using only prompts from the
given bucket (baseline g = 0). In this run, CREATIVE tends to exhibit the largest-magnitude negative drift by late generations, while
other buckets are comparatively less contracted. Because bucket sizes differ, cross-bucket comparisons should be interpreted qualitatively
unless normalized for prompt count.
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