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Abstract

Attention involves comparing query and key vectors in terms
of a scalar product, Q- K, together with a subsequent soft-
max normalization. Classicaly, parallel/orthogonal/antiparal-
lel queries and keys lead to large/intermediate/small attention
weights. Here we study expressive attention (EA), which is
based on (QTK)?, the squared dot product. In this case at-
tention is enhanced when query and key are either parallel
or antiparallel, and suppressed for orthogonal configurations.
For a series of autoregressive prediction tasks, we find that
EA performs at least as well as the standard mechanism, dot-
product attention (DPA). Increasing task complexity, EA is
observed to outperform DPA with increasing margins, which
also holds for multi-task settings. For a given model size, EA
manages to achieve 100% performance for a range of com-
plexity levels not accessible to DPA.

Introduction

Since its inception [3, 36], the attention mechanism has had
a transformative impact on machine learning [31, 25]. At its
core, attention facilitates pairwise information routing be-
tween tokens, with information being transmitted when a
given matching condition is fulfilled. For the latter query
and key vectors Q and K are compared in terms of the re-
spective dot products, Q7 K, which are mapped to a normal-
ized probability distribution via a subsequent softmax opera-
tion. As illustrated in Fig. 1, this setup, dot-product attention
(DPA), constrains the central part of the matching condition
to a one-dimensional subspace of the otherwise potentially
large space of attention heads. Given that attention matrices
tend to be sparse [20], it might be favorable to allow the sys-
tem to express low attention states in a larger subspace.

Here we introduce and discuss a modified attention mech-
anism, expressive attention (EA), which is based on the pre-
sumption that low attention should correspond to orthogonal
query and key configurations. This venue allows attention to
express itself in the entire attention space, as illustrated in
Fig. 1. All one needs to realize EA is to base attention on
(QTK)?, the squared scalar product. In practice, this cor-
responds to changing a single line of code, which makes it
straightforward to introduce effective attention into produc-
tion codes.
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Figure 1: Comparing a key (colored arrows) with a given
query (black arrow), constitutes the basis of ML attention.
The outcome may be a match (green), mismatch (red), or
neutral (dashed yellow). For the standard dot-product at-
tention (DPA, left panel), one has a match/mismatch/neu-
tral configuration for parallel/antiparallel/orthogonal vec-
tors. For expressive attention (EA, right panel), both par-
allel and antiparallel alignments form matching pairs, with
orthogonal keys and queries leading to a mismatch. General
directions in the space of an attention head are neutral. Com-
pare (1) and (2).

We present a comparative evaluation of classical DPA and
EA. For this purpose we employ a suite of autoregressive
prediction tasks (NT prediction tasks) that are based on time
series generated by the delayed addition of two or more
numbers, where addition is modulo a generic basis N, like
2 or 16 (binary/hexadecimal case). NT tasks are general-
ized delayed XOR tasks that become increasingly difficult
to solve for larger N and delays 7 [30]. Models are expected
to achieve not just a good performance, but 100%, which
reflects the view that systems can be said to exhibit reason-
ing errors when achieving less than 100% accuracy for solv-
able tasks [21]. The question is then, how long perfect per-
formance can be maintained when systematically increasing
complexity.

Related work

Alternatives to the standard, attention-based transformer
have been studied intensively during the past years. At a ba-
sic level, non-transformer based architectures for sequence
processing have been proposed, like structured and/or selec-
tive state sequence models [12, 11]. Other approaches aim
to reduce compute costs, for example by making use of a
multi-to-multi recurrent network analogy [9]. Another route



is linearized attention [17, 37, 38] for which compute scales
linearly with context length, and not quadratically. In prac-
tice, linear attention comes with various problems of its own,
like unbounded gradients and attention dilution [27, 14]. In
general, linearized attention models substitute the softmax
operation of classical dot-product attention by various lin-
ear kernel functions, which may have stochastic components
[8,26], well designed spatial dependencies [28], or being de-
rived from a singular value decomposition [6].

A different aspect is addressed by rotary positional em-
bedding (RoPE), which adds positional information directly
to the attention mechanism, via position-dependent rotations
of query and key vectors [34, 33]. RoPE can be used in par-
ticular for extending context windows [5]. Somewhat similar
in spirit is (I A), which uses element-wise rescaled key and
values vectors (in addition to rescaled hidden layer activi-
ties) for fine-tuning pretrained LLMs for downstream tasks
[22].

Two main routes are available for testing the performance
of sequence processing architectures, such as transformers.
The first is to use databases relevant for real-world appli-
cations [16, 39], the second is to rely on synthetic test
suites. The latter approach is used standardly when study-
ing learning biases, e.g., when comparing length generaliza-
tion scores for functions like ‘parity’, ‘majority’, “first’ or
‘mean’ [2, 13]. Synthetic test environments have been em-
ployed also for the study of attention glitches in reasoning
tasks [21]. For our studies we use NT tasks, a suite of syn-
thetic autoregressive prediction tasks which can be tuned to
a desired level of complexity. In this way we are able to
study performance differences in the vicinity of the com-
plexity boundary.

Background

Multiplying token activity with the respective query, key
and value matrices generates three vectors, Q;, K; and V,
specifically for each token 7 in a given attention layer. The
activity y,, of token m is given by y,,, = > t<m @mk VY ks
when masked attention is used. The attention matrix a,,j >
0 is normalized row-wise, 1 = Zk amk, encoding how
much information is transferred from token k to token m.
This setup implements information routing for any suitable
mechanism determining the individual a,,;. The standard
approach [36],

1
ami|ppy = 7~ exp (BQnKx) (1)
m

takes the scalar product Q7K as the fundamental similar-
ity measure. The softmax operation included in (1) trans-
forms the basic similarity measure into a probability distri-
bution function, with Z,,, being an appropriate normaliza-
tion factor. For the rescaling factor S, the standard value is
B = 1/v/Neon, Where Ncop is the context length [36]. Here
we set 5 = 1 for simplicity.

As an alternative to (1) we investigate expressive attention
(EA), defined by
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Figure 2: For a time series of symbols (boxes), the structure
of the NT prediction task (teal), as defined by (4), and of the
NT-S variant (red), see (8).

where N, is a normalization factor. As illustrated in Fig. 1,
there are several distinct differences between EA and DPA.

Expressivity in attention space Attention mechanisms
based on comparing keys and queries allocate semantic
meanings to the respective configurations. The standard
approach is to map parallel/anti-parallel/orthogonal con-
figurations to high/low/neutral attention weights. For a d-
dimensional attention-head space, this option attributes d— 1
dimensions to neutral configurations.

Full attention matrices tend to be sparse [20], which al-
lows in many instances to reduce the dimensionality of at-
tention matrices from the start via a dedicated decimation
process [29, 23]. This observation suggest, that it may be
advantageous to map the entire d — 1 dimensional orthogo-
nal subspace to reduced attention weights. This is the route
taken by expressive attention, as shown in Fig. 1. The ra-
tionale non-linearity also introduced in (2) is not a critical
feature of EA, other choices would be viable as well.

Experimental settings

Suite of Tasks A basic non-linear autoregressive task is to
predict the next token of a time series [18]. For our inves-
tigation we are interested in a suite of time series predic-
tion tasks which allows to systematically increase and tune
difficulty. As a motivation we first consider the basic XOR
setting [10].

z(t) = XOR(z(t—1),z(t —2))
= [z(t—1)+z(t —2)]%2, (3)
where we used in the second step that the XOR operation
correspond to the addition of two boolean inputs z = 0/1,
modulo two. As illustrated in Fig. 2, we generalize (3) to

the case of a general delay 7 € [1,2,3,..] and basis N €
[2,3,4,..],

NT: z(t)=[z(t—7)+z(t—1-7)]%N, &)

which defines the NT prediction task. For the XOR series,
recovered for N2T1, two types of cyclic patterns are gener-
ated,

011011011011..., 000000000000.... (5)

There are four initial conditions, 11, 01, 10 and 00, of which
the first three give rise to cycles of type 011, with the last



leading to the default series. The complexity of the associ-
ated prediction task increases systematically when increas-
ing N and/or 7. For example, one has

512-120+64-60+8-30+1-15+1-1 = 65536 = 16* (6)

for N16T3, which states that there are 512/64/8/1/1 cycles
of length 120/60/30/15/1. One recovers the N7t = 164
possible initial conditions when summing up all cycles to-
gether with their respective multiplicities. The most de-
manding system examined in this study is N16T5, for which
16% = 22* ~ 16.8 M initial conditions exists, together with
a corresponding number of distinct cycles.

Transformer details As a testbed, we use a standard
transformer architecture with V.., context token of embed-
ding dimension d = N, where N is the basis of the NT task,
see Eq. (4). A straightforward orthogonal token embedding
of the N symbols {0,1,2, ..., N—1} is implemented. Atten-
tion is causal, but positional embeddings are not included,
which simplifies the analysis of performance as a function
of input length. It has been argued in this context that causal
attention is all one needs, in the sense that causality implic-
itly leads to the encoding of positional information [15]. A
single transformer bilayer is used throughout this study, with
one attention head per token. Skip connections are present,
with layer normalization being performed on entry, sepa-
rately for the attention and the token-wise, tanh feedforward
layer. The width of the hidden layer for the latter is expanded
by a factor four.

Training Training is performed as a function of epochs,
with each epoch consisting of Ny, predictions. At the
start of each epoch a new random NT series is generated and
encoded. The first N, symbols are then loaded into con-
text space. For the underlying sequence we define a batch as
the task to predict one-by-one the next Npuicn = 40 sym-
bols. A basic SGD optimizer is used during training, with
momentum p = 0.8 and a learning rate ¢ = 0.02. Our aim
is for a testbed that allows to study relative performance, in
particular as a function of the complexity of the task, and not
to attain optimal performance by fine-tuning meta parame-
ters. If not stated otherwise, results shown are averaged over
N, = 16 independent runs,

Readout & Testing The readout token is connected via a
dN¢on X d matrix to the uppermost layer, with the task being
to predict the next symbol of a NT time series. For the loss
function the basic squared difference is taken, inference is
greedy. During training, model performance is evaluated by
asking the system to predict N, = 50 subsequent symbols of
Niest = 100 distinct, randomly generated NT series. Once
training is finished, larger numbers of N,y are used for the
final evaluation, at least Nyost = 10%. The aim is to achieve
100% accuracy.

Learning strategies For NT tasks, the symbols to be pre-
dicted are determined exclusively by two tokens situated at
fixed positions from the right end of the input sequence. As
a matter of principle, the complexity of the task would inde-
pendent of N, 7 and N, the context length, if the mod-
els tested would focus attention on exactly these two input
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Figure 3: For a NT task with basis N = 16 and delay
T = 2, the performance (lines) and the loss (rescaled by a
factor 0.75, circles). Result are for the standard dot-product
attention (DPA, maroon), and for expressive attention (EA,
blue). Performance is 1/16 = 0.0625 (baseline) when pre-
dictions are random, and 100% when no errors are made.
Shown are results for a context length of 32 token (top panel)
and 52/56 token (bottom panel), with DPA needing 56 token
to achieve 100% performance. In this case, EA/DPA shown
nearly identical training behavior.

positions. Our results indicate that this is not the case. Per-
fect performance is achieved nevertheless regularly, which
implies that the respective strategies must be based on ex-
ploiting longer-range causal correlations. When using this
class of strategies, task complexity does increase exponen-
tially both with the size of the basis and the delay, NV and 7,
becoming easier on the other hand when increasing context
length.

Results
A representative result is presented in Fig. 3, where simula-
tions for N = 16 and 7 = 2 are shown for both types of
attention, EA and DPA. This is a task of moderate complex-
ity, with
64-56+16-28+4-14+1-7+1-1=4096 = 16>, (7)
compare (6), which means that there are 64/16/4/1/1 peri-
odic patterns of lengths 56/28/14/7/1. Three context lengths
are considered, N, = 32/52/56.

— 100% performance
Eventually, both systems achieve 100% accuracy, pre-
dicting correctly 100 successive tokens for 10 random
starting N16T2 sequences.



— structural traps

Lowering N..n, eventually both algorithms become
trapped in a structural local minimum. This is particu-
larly evident for N¢o, = 32, as shown in Fig. 3. Both
attention mechanism rapidly improve their performance,
reaching a plateau of about 55%, which is substantially
above baseline. At this point the DPA loss function stops
improving, with progress slowing down for EA. The phe-
nomenology seen indicates that the enhanced expressiv-
ity of EA allows the system to escape the local trap via a
comparatively narrow escape route.

— apparent emergence

As a function of system size, the DPA performance
rapidly increases from about 55% to 100%. This happens
between N.,, = 52 and 56, but it would be wrong to
interpret this performance jump as an ‘emergence phe-
nomenon’. In fact, what happens is that the structural
local trap disappears eventually when enlarging training
space successively, an expected behavior.

— task complexity

For 7 = 2, only 163 = 4096 distinct sequences exists for
N = 16. The task is hence of modest complexity, given
that during training Npatcn = 40 shifted sequences are
seen for any single epoch. It is hence not surprising that
the problem can be solved within 100 epochs for both
models when the context length is large enough. When
reducing the number adjustable parameters, both mod-
els require however larger training compute, when not
failing completely. E.g., for N.o,, = 16 (not included in
Fig. 3), expressive attention still converges to 100% per-
formance, needing however about 2000 epochs.

The results presented in Fig. 3 show in addition that train-
ing performance is nearly identical for both attention mech-
anisms when the problem at hand can be solved easily with
available resources.

Binary sequences It has been pointed out that an impor-
tant aspect for our understanding of transformers is the study
of their loss landscape [13, 7]. In this context we further in-
vestigate the structural local minima observed in Fig. 3 by
comparing the two attention mechanisms for the smallest
possible embedding dimension, d = N, which is realized
for the binary case N = 2, compare (4). An additional ques-
tion is here whether EA is advantageous even in this limit.

We specialize to 7 = 5, for which there are just two NT
sequences, namely the default state ‘00000’, and a cycle of
length 63. Together the 63 + 1 = 64 = 25 possible initial
conditions are covered, which makes N2T5 a seeming trivial
task. For N¢o,, = 16, and an embedding dimension d =
N = 2, overall model size is however modest, Ny odel =
802, which may induce pronounced local minima in the loss
landscape. This is indeed the case, as the results presented
in Fig. 4 show. Averages over 16 runs have been taken.

For DPA one observes extended training spans during
which performance fluctuates around the baseline, 50%, es-
sentially without improving. For EA, the equivalent training
stage is substantially shorter. The phenomenology observed
indicates that learning is dominated by a stochastic escape
process [10]. However, further studies would be needed to
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Figure 4: Results for a NT task with a binary basis, N = 2,
and delay 7 = 5. The model contains 802 adjustable param-
eters for a context length N.,, = 16, as used. Top: Loss
(rescaled by 0.75) and performance. For otherwise identical
parameters, dot-product attention (DPA) needs substantially
longer to converge than expressive attention (EA). Bottom:
Snapshots of the respective attention matrices. Typically, EA
(left) covers a larger dynamical range (color-coding in log;
scale), than DPA (right).

substantiate this hypothesis. Of relevance for our studies
here is the observations that expressive attention may lead
to a substantially faster convergence, depending on the task,
than the classical dot-product mechanism.

Also included in Fig. 4 are sample snapshots of the re-
spective attention matrices. Visual inspection indicates that
both models make use of the entire input sequence, viz that
attention is not focused predominantly on the two causal to-
ken, as defined by (4).

Large sequence spaces The number Nyoq = N7 of dis-
tinct NT sequences has been modest for the results presented
in Figs. 3 and 4. As a consequence, exact solutions in the
form of learned one-by-one mappings Ng.q — N are con-
ceivable, at least as a matter of principle. This is however not
any more the case for large Nyeq.

In Fig. 5 we present results for N16T5. Model size is
about 4 - 10° for N.o, = 128, in terms of adjustable pa-
rameters, which is substantially smaller than the number of
distinct NT sequences, Nyoq = 16° ~ 16.8 - 10°. During
training, Niain = 0.8 - 10° training sequences are presented
within the first 2000 epochs, which is about 0.5% of Ngeg.
It is hence likely that the generative mechanism has been
encoded in one form or another once performance is either
perfect, or near to 100%. As before, we used 5 - 10° predic-
tions for the evaluation.

On a qualitative level, the results shown in Figs. 5 and 3
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Figure 5: For a NT task with basis N = 16, delay 7 = 5,
and 128 token, the performance (lines) and the loss (rescaled
by a factor 0.75, circles). Qualitatively, the results mirror the
ones presented in Fig. 3, both for the standard dot-product
attention (DPA, maroon), and for expressive attention (EA,
blue). When training for 2000 epochs, models see about
0.5% of the 16.8 - 108 possible sequences.

are equivalent. Both attention mechanisms converge rapidly
to a heuristic strategy with a non-trivial performance, re-
spectively of the order of 0.55 for N16T2 and 0.2 for N16T5.
In both cases, DPA remains stuck in the corresponding local
minimum, with EA escaping at a reduced pace.

We did not determine at which context length DPA would
converge. For N, = 256, DPA remains in a local trap, but
with an improved performance, of roughly 0.44. Increasing
the context length further, to N, = 512, we find that the
training of both DPA and EA becomes unstable when our
standard learning parameters are used, namely ;» = 0.8 and
€ = 0.02. One could stabilize training by adjusting momen-
tum and learning rate, which is however outside the scope of
our comparative analysis.

Mixture of tasks The results presented till now concerned
setups containing only a specific single tasks. We performed
simulations also for mixture of tasks, finding that expressive
attention outperforms classical dot-product attention generi-
cally also in this case. We define a new task variant, NT-S,

NT-S: z(t) = < Ti: z(t — At)) %N , 3)

AT=1

which corresponds to summing up the 7+ 1 preceding token,
modulo N. The two versions, NT-S and NT are identical for
7 = 1, compare (4) and Fig. 2, but not for 7 > 1.

Results for N, = 32 are given in Fig. 6. During training
a 50/50 mixture of N16T2 and N16T2-S autoregressive pre-
diction tasks are presented as such, viz without further infor-
mation. For a given prompt, which could be either a N16T2
or N16T2-S sequence, the system needs to determine on its
own both the delay 7 and the type of the task at hand.

NT-S tasks typically lead to shorter cyclic patterns than
the corresponding NT task, which makes them easier to
learn. For example, the mean cycle length is 47.6 for N16T2,
but only 23.8 for N16T2-S. Both systems, EA and DPA
have consequently no problem to achieve 100% accuracy on
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Figure 6: For a mixture of two tasks, N16T2 and N16T2-S,
the performance of EA (blue) and DPA (maroon). Compare
Fig. 3 for the case when only N16T2 is trained. After 2500
epochs (shaded vertical line), learning speed is reduced by a
factor four.

N16T2-S as a single tasks. When combined with N16T2,
both systems achieve still above 99% accuracy, as shown in
Fig. 6. Also of interest is the reduction of the steady-state
N16T2 performance in the mixed-task scenario, from about
0.55 to 0.34, which is also the value achieved by DPA.

In our setup, expressive attention is able to solve both
tasks to about 99%, Given that N16T2 is shown only 50%
of the time, it is not surprising that learning is prolonged, as
evident from Fig. 6. As an experiment we lowered learning
speed after 2500 epochs, finding that N16T2 performance
increases a bit, by about 0.5%. Interference between com-
peting tasks is reduced at lower learning rates.

Tasks are acquired consecutively in order of difficulty, as
shown in Fig. 6, which can be interpreted as an instances
of unsupervised curriculum learning [4]. Our results can be
seen also as an explicit example of successive learning of
task quanta, as postulated in the quantization theory of neu-
ral scaling [24].

Rare events As a third variant, we introduce via

{ NR—S if z(t—7—1)=0

NT-R: NR otherwise

(©))

a logical if-statement. The generating algorithm remains de-
terministic, switching from NT to NT-S when a given condi-
tion is fulfilled, here when z(t—7—1) = 0. For an observer
this corresponds to a rare event that occurs with a probability
of 1/16=0.0625 when N=16.

Determining the presence of an isolated hidden logical
statement, as defined by (9), can be an exceedingly demand-
ing task. In Fig. 7 results for N, = 64/128 are presented.
For these two context lengths N16T?2 is comparatively easy,
as shown in Fig. 3, which implies that a certain level of
performance should be attainable in any case. For DPA this
level about 0.36 for N, = 64, doubling to 0.72 when the
context length is raised to 128.

The data presented in Fig. 7 demonstrate that it is difficult
also for expressive attention to isolate a lone if-statement,
as defined by (9). Training progress is slow, achieving in
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Figure 7: A N16T2 task switching conditionally to N16T2-
S, as defined by (9). Data as averaged over 16 runs.

the end however an average accuracy of 98.8/99.9%, respec-
tively for N.o, = 64/128. As usual, averages over 16 ran-
dom initial conditions have been are taken. The majority of
runs achieves however perfect performance. We did not in-
vestigate the cause of the non-monotonic events showing up
during training, which may be due to periods with an in-
creased clustering of rare events.

Discussion

Obtaining encouraging results, we presented a first evalua-
tion of expressive attention (EA). Additional investigation
would however necessary for a full assessment of the poten-
tial of EA, e.g. in the realm of natural language processing
[16, 39]. or within the context of formal languages [32, 1].
Generally, we expect that expressive attention will fare at
least as well as dot-product attention (DPA), a presumption
that is based on the respective design principles. For DPA,
large and small attention weights are constrained to a one-
dimensional manifold within the space of attention heads,
which is not the case for EA. The size of the performance
boost obtainable when substituting DPA by EA may depend
however strongly on the use case.

Heuristics Repeatedly we observed that initial perfor-
mance gains flatten out rapidly. This happens in particular
for small model sizes, but also for DPA in cases when the
available resources are sufficient for EA to solve the problem
at hand exactly. We argued that the resulting stationary per-
formance plateau indicates the presence of a local minimum
in loss landscape. From this trap models may escape either
by an embedding into into a larger dimensional parameter
space, or by an improved design. For all cases the level of the
observed stationary performance plateau was independent of
initial conditions and training details. This led us to the con-
clusion that the associated local minimum in loss landscape
is structural, viz that it corresponds to a heuristic strategy. To
examine how this heuristic strategy works would an interest-
ing research question, which is however beyond the scope of
the present study.

Reasoning Inductive reasoning is one of the big chal-
lenges of large language models [19, 35]. It is encouraging
that one of the building blocks, the logical if-statement, can

be extracted and encoded when effective attention is used.
Of course, this is just a first indication and it remains to be
seen to which extend EA may raise performance in this field.
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