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Abstract

For a given base class of sequence-to-next-token generators, we consider learning prompt-
to-answer mappings obtained by iterating a fixed, time-invariant generator for multiple steps,
thus generating a chain-of-thought, and then taking the final token as the answer. We formalize
the learning problems both when the chain-of-thought is observed and when training only on
prompt-answer pairs, with the chain-of-thought latent. We analyze the sample and computa-
tional complexity both in terms of general properties of the base class (e.g. its VC dimension)
and for specific base classes such as linear thresholds. We present a simple base class that allows
for universal representability and computationally tractable chain-of-thought learning. Central
to our development is that time invariance allows for sample complexity that is independent of
the length of the chain-of-thought. Attention arises naturally in our construction.

1 Introduction
Autoregressive generation and learning, particularly with attention-based models such as transform-
ers, is driving remarkable advances in Artificial Intelligence and increasingly becoming synonymous
with AI itself. To solve complex tasks, especially those requiring multi-step or compositional rea-
soning and computation, autoregressive generation produces a Chain-of-Thought, consisting of
multiple intermediate tokens, that ultimately leads to the desired answer. In this paper, we pro-
pose a formal framework for studying this emerging paradigm: learning complex functions through
autoregressive Chain-of-Thought generation using a simple next-token generator. We analyze the
statistical and computational benefits and pitfalls of this approach, and see how attention naturally
arises as a key ingredient for “universal” learning with autoregressive Chain-of-Thought generation.

In our view, a central component of autoregressive generation is that it is time-invariant, i.e.,
the same next-token-generator, with the identical parameters (e.g. a transformer with the same
weights) is used at each step of generation, to generate each token as a function of the prefix
thus far. Throughout the paper we emphasize how such time-invariance is crucial for allowing
learning with sample complexity independent (perhaps up to a log-factor) of the generation length,
and later on, of the compute time (number of steps) of a learned process. In this crucial regard,
we deviate significantly from another recent (and inspiring) attempt to formalize autoregressive
learning by Malach (2023), who considered time-dependent autoregressive learning. We directly
contrast with Malach’s approach as we progress through our presentation. We begin by presenting
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Figure 1: Illustration of Chain-of-Thought generation and the functions fCoT-T and f e2e-T .

a formal setting for time-invariant autoregressive Chain-of-Thought generation and learning using
an abstract base class of next-token-generators (Section 2), studying the basics of learning in
this framework for general and abstract base classes (Section 3), and, as an example, for what is
perhaps the simplest possible base class, namely linear thresholds (Section 4). Already here we can
start seeing the computational benefits of Chain-of-Thought learning and the statistical benefits of
time-invariant autoregressive generation. We then turn to the more ambitious goal of “universal”
learning of computable functions and see how far the benefits of time-invariance and autoregressive
Chain-of-Thought take us, and how attention arises naturally (Sections 5 and 6).

2 Time-Invariant Autoregressive Chain-of-Thought Learning
For a finite set of tokens Σ, a next token generator is a mapping f : Σ∗ → Σ. On input x ∈
Σ∗, autoregressive Chain-of-Thought (CoT) generation will start with a string containing only
the input and will repeatedly apply f to the string and append the newly generated token to it
(see Figure 1). Formally, for a next-token generator f , we define the apply-and-append mapping
f(x) : x 7→ append(x, f(x)) ∈ (Σ|x|+1),1 and apply f iteratively for T steps to obtain a mapping
from x to its T -step Chain-of-Thought:

fCoT-T (x) = f ◦ f ◦ . . . ◦ f︸ ︷︷ ︸
T times

(x) ∈ Σ|x|+T . (1)

We think of all but the last of these T tokens as intermediate “thinking”, and only the final token
after T steps as the “answer” and so consider the following end-to-end mapping between an input
and the final token in fCoT-T (x):

f e2e-T (x) = fCoT-T (x)[−1] . (2)

For any base class F = {f : Σ∗ → Σ} ⊆ ΣΣ∗ of generators, and a generation length T , we define
the corresponding end-to-end and CoT classes:

Fe2e-T = {f e2e-T : Σ∗ → Σ | f ∈ F} and FCoT-T = {fCoT-T : Σ∗ → Σ∗ | f ∈ F} . (3)

For simplicity, throughout the paper we consider a fixed thought generation length (i.e. number of
iterations) T . This number of iterations T will be a crucial parameter for us and we will study how
the learning complexity and expressivity depend on T .2

1For any x ∈ Σ∗, we use |x| to denote its length. We use negative indices to refer to elements of a vector or string
from the end, i.e. v[−1] is the last element. We use inclusive slice indexing, so that v[i : j] are the elements from
position i to j inclusive. Dropping i or j means that the slice extends from the beginning or to the end, respectively.

2One could also define a variant with variable thought lengths and, e.g., a special token indicating when to stop.
But if we would anyway be interested in the maximal thought length, we could just as well extend each thought with
a padding token to make them all of the same length.
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Learning. Our goal is to learn the hypothesis class Fe2e-T . Throughout we consider a realizable
setting, i.e. we assume there exists some ground truth f∗ ∈ F , and for an input distribution D over
X ⊆ Σ∗ (if not explicitly specified, we always take the domain as X = Σ∗), we would like to find a
predictor h : X → Σ that minimizes the population error:

L0-1
D,f∗(h) := Px∼D

(
h(x) ̸= f e2e-T

∗ (x)
)
.

We will consider two learning settings that differ by what data are available during training. First,
we will consider learning based only on observing the final answer f e2e-T

∗ (x):

Definition 1 (Realizable End-to-End Learnability). For a base class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗, and generation
length T ∈ N+, we say that Fe2e-T is e2e-learnable over a domain X ⊆ Σ∗, with sample complexity
m(ε, δ) if there exists a learning rule A : (X × Σ)∗ → ΣX such that for every distribution D over
X and f∗ ∈ F , for every 0 < ε, δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ over x1, . . . ,xm ∼iid D, with
Se2e = ((x1, y1), . . . , (xm, ym)), yi = f e2e-T

∗ (xi) and m = m(ε, δ), we have L0-1
D,f∗

(A(Se2e)) ≤ ε.

Definition 1 amounts precisely to the standard definition of PAC-learning the hypothesis class
Fe2e-T , but we give it explicitly in order to contrast it with learning in situations where the entire
Chain-of-Thought is available during training:

Definition 2 (Realizable Chain-of-Thought Learnability). For a base class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ and gener-
ation length T ∈ N+, we say that3 Fe2e-T is CoT-learnable over a domain X ⊆ Σ∗, with sample
complexity m(ε, δ), if there exists a learning rule A : (X × ΣT )∗ → ΣX such that for every dis-
tribution D over X and f∗ ∈ F , for every 0 < ε, δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ over
x1, . . . ,xm ∼iid D, with SCoT = (z1, . . . ,zm) where zi = fCoT-T

∗ (xi), and m = m(ε, δ), we have

L0-1
D,f∗(A(SCoT)) = Px∼D

(
A(SCoT)(x) ̸= f e2e-T

∗ (x)
)
≤ ε.

Even though the entire Chain-of-Thought is available during training, the learned predictor is
still evaluated only on predicting the final answer. We do not explicitly require learning to be
proper, but all our positive results provide a proper learning rule outputting A(S) ∈ Fe2e-T , and
all our negative results preclude also improper learning, i.e. outputting some A(S) : X → Σ, even
if A(S) ̸∈ Fe2e-T . We do not observe any gaps between proper and improper learning.

Time-Invariance vs. Time-Dependence. In our setup we emphasize time invariance, i.e. that
the same base function f ∈ F is used in every step of autoregressive generation (e.g., a transformer
with the same parameters, in a practical setting of interest). We then need to learn just a single
function f ∈ F , and our goal is for the learning complexity to be independent of (or at least nearly
independent of) T . Time-invariance here can also be viewed as “parameter sharing” (Rajaraman
et al., 2021) across steps of generation: for a parametric class F = {fθ : θ ∈ Θ}, the parame-
ter θ is shared among all time steps and we only need to learn a single θ. This invariance is
in contradistinction to a Time-Dependent notion of autoregressive learning suggested by Malach
(2023), where a different base predictor ft ∈ F is used in every step t, yielding the Time-Dependent
Chain-of-Thought class

FTD-CoT-T =
{
x 7→ fT ◦ fT −1 ◦ · · · ◦ f2 ◦ f1(x)

∣∣∣ f1, f2, . . . , fT ∈ F
}
. (4)

3We emphasize that CoT-learnability is a property of the base class F and length T , not only of the set F e2e-T .
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e2e (Latent CoT) CoT (Available CoT)
Learning Rule Conse2e ConsCoT

Sa
m

pl
e

C
om

pl
ex

ity |F| bounded log |F| log |F|
(Theorem 3.1)

VCdim(F) bounded T ·VCdim(F) VCdim(F) log T
(Theorems 3.2 and 3.3) (Theorem 3.4)

Ldim(F) bounded Ldim(F) log T Ldim(F) log T
(Theorem 3.5) (dominated by VCdim(F) log T )

Computational complexity when Not necessarily Poly(n, T, d) Poly(n, T, d)
Cons for (Fd) is tractable (Section 4) (Corollary 3.7)

Table 1: A summary of the results in Section 3 for time-invariant autoregressive learning for a general base
class F . Each sample complexity row indicates the best possible guarantee, up to O(log(1/(εδ))/ε), on the
sample complexity of e2e or CoT learning under the corresponding assumption on F . All indicated sample
complexities are tight except for log T factors, i.e. for each cell there exists classes F matching the indicated
upper bound except for the log T factor (see Appendix E).

Malach considered learning the class FTD-CoT-T , i.e. with the CoT available during training (as in
our Definition 2)4. One can also consider end-to-end learning (as in our Definition 1) in such a
time-dependent setting, which amounts to PAC-Learning the hypothesis class:

FTD-e2e-T =
{
x 7→ g(x)[−1]

∣∣∣ g ∈ FTD-CoT-T
}
. (5)

Sample complexities obtained by Malach all scale linearly with T , and this is unavoidable without
time-invariance—see also discussion in Section 3. Our goal is to avoid such dependence.

Computational Complexity. Although all our learning guarantees are for learning over the
entire X = Σ∗, and do not have any dependence on the length of the input, when discussing com-
putational complexity, the length of the input will be important. Likewise, instead of considering
a fixed base class F , we must consider a family Fd parametrized by (one or more) size parame-
ters d. We will say that Fe2e-T

d is e2e or CoT learnable in time(n, d, T, ε, δ) using some learning
algorithm5 A, if over the domain X = Σ≤n (i.e. restricted to prompts of length at most n), A(S)
runs in time at most time(n, T, d, ε, δ) almost surely. For an expression κ(ψ1, . . . , ψk) in scalar
quantities (ψ1, . . . , ψk) ∈ Rk, we say that κ is in Poly(ψ1, . . . , ψk) if κ is uniformly bounded by a
polynomial for all (ψ1, . . . , ψk) ∈ Rk, i.e. there exists a polynomial p : Rk → R such that for every
(ψ1, . . . , ψk) ∈ Rk, we have κ(ψ1, . . . , ψk) ≤ p(ψ1, . . . , ψk).

3 Statistical and Computational Complexity for a General F
In this section, we discuss the learnability of Fe2e-T for a hypothesis class F in terms of general
properties of F ; see Table 1. Complete proofs can be found in Appendix B.

4In Malach (2023), the learning goal is to be able to generate the entire CoT, not just the final answer. This is
different from our Definition 2, but this is not a substantial difference.

5Formally, to allow uniform algorithms, we can think of A being implicitly passed T and d.
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3.1 Learnability and Sample Complexity

Our first observation is simple, yet as we will see, also powerful: if the cardinality |F| of the base
class is bounded, then so is the cardinality of the End-to-End and Chain-of-Thought classes:∣∣∣Fe2e-T

∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣FCoT-T
∣∣∣ ≤ |F| . (6)

This is already sufficient for obtaining learning guarantees with sample complexity log |F|, in par-
ticular, using a learning rule requiring “consistency” with the final answer:

Given Se2e = ((x1, y1), . . . , (xm, ym)),

Return f̂ e2e-T , for some f̂ ∈ F such that f̂ e2e-T (xi) = yi, ∀(xi, yi) ∈ Se2e. (Conse2e)

Theorem 3.1. For any Σ, base class F , and generation length T , we have that Fe2e-T is e2e-
learnable, and so also CoT-learnable, with Conse2e and sample complexity

me2e-T ,mCoT-T ≤ 2
ε

(log |F|+ log (1/δ)) .

While this is a promising start, it is natural to wonder if analogous results hold for more general
function classes satisfying less stringent complexity bounds, such as requiring only bounded VC
dimension. Indeed, for classes over Σ = {0, 1} (we will return to general alphabets in Remark 3.1
at the end of the section) we can bound VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = O(T · VCdim(F)), which leads to the
following sample complexity guarantee for e2e-learning.
Theorem 3.2. For any base class F ⊆ {0, 1}{0,1}∗ and generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T

is e2e-learnable using Conse2e with

me2e-T = O (ε−1 (T ·VCdim(F) log (ε−1) + log (δ−1))) .

The linear dependence on T is extremely disappointing, as our goal with time-invariance is to
avoid such generation-length dependence. In fact, we can learn the time-dependent FTD-e2e-T , with
O(T · VCdim(F) log T ) samples, i.e. as in Theorem 3.2 up to a log T factor (Theorem E.2 in Ap-
pendix E.2). Unfortunately, even with time-invariance, the linear dependence on T is unavoidable:
Theorem 3.3. For every D,T ∈ N+, there exists a base class F ⊆ {0, 1}{0,1}∗ with VCdim(F) = D,
and a distribution D over {0, 1}n for n = ⌈log(DT )⌉+1 such that for any learning rule A there exists
f∗ ∈ F , s.t. with probability at least 0.8 over Se2e of size m < DT

2 (sampled as in Definition 1), we
have L0-1

D,f∗
(A(Se2e)) ≥ 1

4 .
Now, we see the first benefit of CoT training. With the Chain-of-Thought available, we can

define a stronger learning rule:

Given SCoT = (z1, . . . ,zm), and letting xi = zi[: −(T + 1)],

Return f̂ e2e-T , for some f̂ ∈ F such that zi = f̂CoT-T (xi), ∀zi ∈ SCoT. (ConsCoT)

As ConsCoT is a special case of6 Conse2e, we have that ConsCoT enjoys the same guarantees
as Conse2e, including the cardinality based Theorem 3.1. But for VC base classes, ConsCoT enjoys
a much stronger guarantee than in Theorem 3.2:

6As with many standard learning rules, the rule is not a specific mapping, but a specification that can be imple-
mented by many different mappings. Since any CoT consistent f is also e2e consistent, any valid response of ConsCoT
is also valid for Conse2e, but not vice versa.
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Theorem 3.4. For any base class F ⊆ {0, 1}{0,1}∗ and generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T

is CoT-learnable using ConsCoT with

mCoT-T = O (ε−1 (VCdim(F) log T log (ε−1) + log (δ−1))) .

That is, while the VC dimension of the base class F is not sufficient for ensuring non-invariant
sample complexity with end-to-end learning, having the chain-of-thought available during training
does allow for a (nearly) generation-length independent sample complexity based only on the VC
dimension of the base class—see Table 1.

Returning to e2e learnability, we ask whether an assumption stronger than bounded VC di-
mension, but not as strong as finite cardinality, can allow us to obtain T -independent (or nearly
independent) end-to-end sample complexity. The answer is yes—we can do so in terms of the
familiar Littlestone dimension (Littlestone, 1988), which characterizes online learning (Ben-David
et al., 2009), and has also found applications in other domains (e.g. Alon et al., 2022; Bun et al.,
2020).

Theorem 3.5. For any base class F ⊆ {0, 1}{0,1}∗ with Littlestone dimension Ldim(F), and any
generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T is e2e-learnable using Conse2e with

me2e-T = O (ε−1 (Ldim(F) log T log (ε−1) + log (δ−1))) .

Remark 3.1 (General finite Σ). In Appendix B, Corollaries B.2, B.4 and B.6, we provide exten-
sions of our Theorems 3.2, 3.4 and 3.5 for any general finite alphabet Σ. The bounds are similar,
with the VC dimension replaced with the Natarajan dimension and the Littlestone dimension re-
placed with the sequential shattering dimension, but there is also an additional factor of log |Σ| in
the sample complexities. We also show in Theorem E.5 that with the infinite alphabet Σ = R, even
if the base class F has bounded VC-subgraph dimension (a.k.a. Pollard, or pseudo dimension), the
end-to-end class Fe2e-T could have infinite VC-subgraph dimension.

3.2 Proof Sketches of Theorems 3.2, 3.4 and 3.5

Our learning guarantees are based on bounding the growth function ΓH(m) (number of possible be-
haviors of a function classH on a set of m points) and then applying standard concentration bounds.

CoT Learnability in terms of VC Dimension (Theorem 3.4). We define the loss class:

LCoT-T := {ℓf : z 7→ 1{z ̸= fCoT-T (x)} | f ∈ F}, where x = z[: −(T + 1)] . (7)

The rule ConsCoT can be expressed as requiring ℓf ∈ LCoT-T whose empirical average is zero. We
want to ensure the population mean of this ℓf is also small, as this is a direct bound on L0-1

D,f∗
(f). To

ensure this via uniform concentration, we bound the growth function of the loss class LCoT-T . The
important observation is that the behaviors of LCoT-T on a set SCoT = (z1, . . . ,zm) ∈ (X × ΣT )m

of size m, are determined by the behaviors of the base class F on the set of mT prefixes:

pfx(SCoT) = { zi[: −(t+ 1)] , where zi ∈ SCoT, t = 1, . . . , T } . (8)

We can therefore bound:

ΓLCoT-T (m) ≤ ΓF (mT ) ≤
(

emT

VCdim(F)

)VCdim(F)
⇒ VCdim(LCoT-T ) = O(VCdim(F) log T )

where the second inequality follows from Sauer’s Lemma.
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e2e Learnability in terms of VC Dimension (Theorem 3.2). With only the input given,
the behavior of Fe2e-T on (x1, . . . ,xm) depends on the behavior of F not only on these inputs, but
for each xi also on the possible string after t < T steps of generation. A crude way of bounding
the number of such possible generations is by the total number of possible ways of extending xi

with t < T additional tokens from {0, 1}. There are ∑t<T 2t ≤ 2T such possible extensions, so the
behaviors of Fe2e-T on m points depend on the behaviors of F on at most m2T points, and we
have:

ΓFe2e-T (m) ≤ ΓF (m · 2T ) ≤
(
em 2T

VCdim(F)

)VCdim(F)

⇒ VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = O(T VCdim(F)).

e2e Learnability in terms of the Littlestone Dimension (Theorem 3.5). Instead of the
crude count on the number of behaviors of Fe2e-T on (x1, . . . ,xm), we consider the “computation
path” of any f ∈ F on some xi. This can be thought of as a tree, where the possible out-edges at
each node correspond to the possible behaviors of F on the prefix at the node. We can construct
a complete binary tree of depth m(T + 1) such that the covering number of F on this tree (in the
sense of Rakhlin et al. (2015)) upper bounds ΓFe2e-T (m). We then use the sequential analogue of
Sauer’s Lemma (Rakhlin et al., 2015, Lemma 5). Thus, we compute for large m:

ΓFe2e-T (m) ≤ (# behaviors on a binary tree of depth m(T + 1)) ≤
(2em(T + 1)

Ldim(F)

)Ldim(F)
,

which allows us to obtain that VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = O(Ldim(F) log T ).

3.3 Computational Complexity

What is the computational complexity of implementing the rules Conse2e and ConsCoT, and thus
of enjoying the learning guarantees in the preceding theorems? Recall from Section 2 that in order
to talk about computational tractability, we consider a hierarchy of base classes Fd with some size
parameter d. If the base class Fd itself is computationally hard to learn, we cannot generally hope
for the iterated classes to be easier. But what can we say if Fd itself is computationally easy to
learn? Can we then implement Conse2e and ConsCoT efficiently?

If we do have the entire Chain-of-Thought data SCoT, then implementing ConsCoT amounts to
finding f̂ ∈ F that is consistent with the generation of each of the last T tokens in each zi:

Return f̂ e2e-T for some f̂ ∈ F such that ∀zi∈SCoT∀t=1,...,T , f̂(zi[: −(t+ 1)]) = zi[−t] (9)

But (9) essentially amounts to solving a consistency problem ConsF .

Given (ui, vi)i=1,...,m̃, return some f̂ ∈ F such that f̂(ui) = vi , ∀i ∈ [m̃]. (ConsF )

Theorem 3.6. Consider any hypothesis class F over an alphabet set Σ. The rule ConsCoT on m
examples of input length at most n can be implemented by a single call to ConsF , with m̃ ≤ m · T
samples of input length at most n+ T , and O(m̃) additional runtime.

As a corollary, we have the following tractability of CoT-learnability, if the base class has a
tractable consistent oracle.

7



Corollary 3.7. For a family Fd, if ConsFd
can be implemented in time polynomial in its in-

put and the size parameter d, and VCdim(Fd) ≤ Poly(d), then Fe2e-T
d is CoT learnable in time

Poly(n, d, T, ε−1, log δ−1).
In the next section, we will see that the situation is much grimmer for e2e-learnability. Even for

tractably learnable base classes, where ConsF is computationally easy, implementing Conse2e, or in
fact e2e-learning using any other possible rule, could be computationally hard. This computational
gap is perhaps the biggest advantage of Chain-of-Thought training. In Sections 5 and 6, we will
further see how to leverage the computational tractability of CoT learning exposed by Corollary 3.7.

4 Autoregressive Linear Thresholds
In this section, we study the base class, over the binary alphabet Σ = {0, 1}, where generators are
d-dimensional linear thresholds applied to the last d bits in their input:

Fd,lin :=
{
fw,b =: 1

[∑d∧|x|
i=1

w[−i ]x[−i] + b ≥ 0
] ∣∣∣∣w ∈ Rd, b ∈ R

}
.

From Theorems 3.2 and 3.4, we have that Fe2e-T
d,lin is e2e and CoT learnable with sample com-

plexities me2e ∝ O(Td) and mCoT ∝ O(d log T ) respectively, with the disappointing O(T ) scaling
for e2e learning. But in this case, even though Fd,lin is specified in terms of real-valued parameters,
the discreteness of the input domain actually allows us to bound its cardinality:
Lemma 4.1. Over the domain {0, 1}d, we have7 |Fd,lin| ≤ (2e · 2d)(d+1) = 2O(d2) .

Plugging in Lemma 4.1 into Theorem 3.1 we see that e2e learning is also possible with T -
independent sample complexity. Combining the VC-dimension and cardinality-based sample com-
plexities:
Corollary 4.2. Fe2e-T

d,lin is e2e and CoT learnable using Conse2e and ConsCoT with sample com-
plexities

me2e = O

((
d2 ∧ d · T log(ε−1)

)
+ log(δ−1)

ε

)
and mCoT = O

((
d2 ∧ d log T log(ε−1)

)
+ log(δ−1)

ε

)
.

While we do not know if the d2 vs. d log T gap in the sample complexity (when log T ≪ d)
between e2e and CoT learning is real, it is clear that there remains a statistical advantage over
learning the time-dependent FTD-e2e-T

d,lin (as in Malach, 2023), which requires Ω(d · T ) samples. The
main advantage, however, of CoT learning over e2e learning here is computational, rather than
statistical. Since the consistency problem ConsFd,lin amounts to Linear Programming feasibility
and is thus easily solvable in polynomial time (Dantzig, 2016), Corollary 3.7 ensures that we can
CoT learn Fe2e-T

d,lin with O(d log T ∧d2) samples and implement the rule on inputs of length n in time
Poly(n, d, T, ε−1, log(δ−1)):
Corollary 4.3. The class Fe2e-T

d,lin is CoT-learnable in time Poly(d, T, n, 1/ε, log(1/δ)).
On the other hand, we show that Fe2e-T

d,lin is not tractably e2e-learnable, i.e. when Chain-of-
Thought is not provided. Not only is Conse2e hard to implement, but we prove that no learning
rule can e2e-learn Fe2e-T

d,lin in polynomial time (even improperly). To show this, we rely on the
hardness of learning constant depth threshold circuits—a well-established hardness assumption in
learning theory. See Appendix C.1 for a formal definition of the class of linear threshold circuits.

7The lemma follows by applying Sauer’s lemma on the entire domain {0, 1}d of size 2d: |Fd,lin| = ΓFd,lin (2d) ≤
(2e2d)VCdim(Fd,lin) = 2O(d2).
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e2e-learning CoT-learning
Sample Complexity d2 ∧ d · T d log T ∧ d2

Computational Complexity Not learnable in Poly(d, T, n), Learnable in Poly(d, T, n),
assuming Hardness Assumption 1. using LP feasibility.

Table 2: A summary of the results in Section 4 about learnability of time-invariant iterated linear
thresholds Le2e-T . Sample complexities follow Corollary 4.2. We do not know whether these bounds
are tight, and it remains open whether the gap between me2e and mCoT is real. In Corollary 4.3
and Theorem 4.4, we show the tractability of CoT-learning and hardness of e2e-learning of Fe2e-T

d,lin

respectively.

Hardness Assumption 1 (Hardness of Learning TC0). There exists a constant L > 0 and a
polynomial p(n) such that threshold circuits of depth L and size p(n) over n binary inputs are
not weakly PAC-learnable in time Poly(n), i.e. to constant accuracy and confidence parameters
ε < 0.5, δ < 1.

Assumption 1 is implied by core cryptographic assumptions such as hardness of the problems of
inverting the RSA encryption function, recognizing quadratic residues, and factoring Blum integers
(see Kearns and Valiant, 1994, Theorem 6). The Decisional Diffie-Hellman (DDH) assumption
implies hardness already of learning depth-4 circuits, and so also implies Assumption 1 (Naor and
Reingold, 1997; Krause and Lucks, 2001). An intersection of halfspaces is simply a depth-two linear
threshold circuit, and hence hardness of learning the intersection of polynomially many halfspaces
also implies Assumption 1. This is in turn implied by hardness of the unique shortest vector
problem (Klivans and Sherstov, 2009), hardness of refuting random K-SAT formulas (Daniely and
Shalev-Shwartz, 2016), and the existence of local pseudo-random generators (Daniely and Vardi,
2021).

Theorem 4.4. Under Assumption 1, there is no algorithm that e2e-learns Fe2e-T
d,lin over {0, 1}n in

time Poly(d, T, n) (even to within constants ε < 0.5, δ < 1).

Theorem 4.4 follows from a reduction from circuits to time-invariant iterated linear thresholds:
we show that any linear threshold circuit with depth L and size s can be emulated using a time-
invariant autoregressive linear threshold of dimension d = O(sL), up to a fixed poly-time feature
map:

Lemma 4.5. For any input size n, circuit size s and depth L, there exists a poly-time computable
mapping ϕ : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n′, with n′ ≤ (s+ 2)L(n+ 1), such that for any threshold circuit of size
s and depth L computing C : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, there exists w ∈ Rd, with d ≤ 2(s+ 2)L(n+ 1), and
T ≤ (s+ 2)L(n+ 1), such that f e2e-T

w (ϕ(x)) = C(x) for all x ∈ {0, 1}n.

In Lemma 4.5, the insistence on time-invariance, i.e. using the same linear threshold function
in every step of generation, makes the construction much trickier. If instead we allowed a different
linear predictor at each step of generation, as in FTD-e2e-T

d,lin defined in Eqs. (4)–(5), we could directly
encode each node in the circuit as a step of generation, with T = s generation steps and dimen-
sionality d = s+n. This was the approach taken by Malach (2023) when studying time-dependent
autoregressive generation. We leave it as an open question whether it is possible to improve the
time-invariant construction of Lemma 4.5, and reduce the required dimensionality, and especially
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the dependence on depth. In any case, Lemma 4.5 is sufficient for obtaining the hardness result of
Theorem 4.4.8

5 Expressivity and Universality
One might possibly view Lemma 4.5 as a positive result about the expressive power of autoregressive
time-invariant linear thresholds, suggesting they are “universal” and can express any computable
function. In this sense Lemma 4.5 is disappointing, yielding a sample complexity of sizeΩ(depth)

for learning circuits. Not only is this exponential in depth, but even for very shallow circuits,
e.g. L = 2, the sample complexity is much larger than the size of the circuit and of the sample
complexity of learning the circuit directly.

Should this motivate us to attempt and improve the construction in Lemma 4.5? If our goal
is to express circuits, the time-dependent class FTD-e2e-T

d,lin is more appropriate, and we will not
be able to improve over the sample complexity it provides for learning circuits (Malach, 2023;
Bartlett and Maass, 2003). Circuits are inherently not “time-invariant”, and their size and number
of parameters are always (at least) linear in the input length, and more importantly, in the time of
the computation involved.

What form of “universal” expressive power do we want then? What would we want the sample
complexity to depend on?

One type of desirable universality is to learn all computable functions with sample complexity
proportional to the runtime of computing them. Said differently, consider the class TIME(T) of
functions computable in time T. Can we learn TIME(T) using Poly(T) samples? All such functions
can be expressed as circuits of size Õ(T) (Arora and Barak, 2009), and hence feed-forward neural
nets with E = Poly(T) edges. Since, from a sample complexity perspective, neural nets (e.g. with
threshold activations) can be learned from Õ(E) samples (Anthony and Bartlett, 2009), neural nets
already provide for “universal” learning in this sense: minimizing the loss on a neural net of size
Poly(T) would allow us to learn TIME(T) using Poly(T) samples. The important caveat here, of
course, is that learning a neural network is not computationally tractable, and we cannot actually
minimize the loss on a neural net in polynomial time.

Time-Dependent Autoregressive Chain-of-Thought learning with linear thresholds, i.e. using
FTD-e2e-T

d,lin is also “universal” in the same way as feed-forward networks: it allows expressing the
TIME(T) with dimensionality and generation length d, T = O(T), and thus learning with Poly(T)
samples. The advantage here, as pointed out by Malach (2023), is that we can consider Chain-of-
Thought training as essentially providing us a peek into the inner working of the computation, and
thus allowing computationally tractable learning.

But in principle, we can hope for much stronger universality than just learning with number
of samples proportional to computation runtime. Consider the much broader class PROG(S) of
programs of length at most S. Many very-long-runtime functions have a short program but require
a very long time to run, with runtime that usually depends on input length while program length
does not. This is also a “time invariant” class, since the program is independent of the input and
computation length. The key to the universality dream in machine learning is that this amazingly
universal class has log-cardinality of only log |PROG(S)| = O(S) and thus could, in principle, be
learned with O(S) samples. The caveat again is intractability of training. We really have no hope
of learning PROG(S) tractably–not only is finding a short program with small error uncomputable,
but also functions in PROG(S) might require unbounded amount of time to even evaluate, let alone

8Improving the construction will only enable basing hardness on slightly weaker assumptions, such as hardness of
learning log-depth circuits, or even existence of one-way functions.
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learn. Such functions are anyway useless as predictors, and it would be sensible to exclude them
from consideration in the first place.

This leads us to consider the class PROG(S, T) of programs of length at most S that run in time
at most T (on inputs we are considering). Typically the program length S will be much lower than
the runtime T. Can we learn this class with sample complexity O(S) (or perhaps Poly(S), or with
a mild dependence on T such as Poly(S log T)), and training time Poly(T)? Can we do this using
time-invariant autoregressive learning? Can we have a (natural and simple?) base class F for every
S and T such that:

1. We have PROG(S, T) ⊆ Fe2e-Poly(T);

2. Fe2e-Poly(T) is learnable with Poly(S) or perhaps Poly(S log T) samples;

3. And Fe2e-Poly(T) is CoT-learnable in time Poly(T)?

High Context and Low Complexity Classes. One reason time-invariant iterated linear
thresholds, Fe2e-T

d,lin are not sufficient for universal expressibility, as defined above, is that they
attend to only a limited context window. That is, the output fw(x) of a linear threshold generator
fw ∈ Fd,lin depends only on the last d tokens x[−d :] of its input x—we refer to this as having a
“context length” of d. When applying fw ly for T ≫ d steps to obtain z = fCoT-T

w , we have that
z[t :] only depends on z[t−d : t−1], i.e. on a finite state of d bits, and we cannot expect to capture
computations requiring more than d bits of memory. Since the sample complexity of learning is
also linear in d, we see that with iterated linear thresholds the sample complexity of learning a
target h must be at least linear in the space complexity of computing h, and cannot depend only
(or primarily) on the program length.

To achieve our desiderata on universal expressibility (as defined above) with sample complexity
(nearly) independent of program runtime (and space), we therefore need generator base classes
with a long context window (i.e. where f(x) does not depend only on a short suffix of x) yet
small complexity. One simple candidate is the class of k-sparse d-dimensional linear thresholds,
which has log cardinality (and thus sample complexity) O(k2 + k log d) but context length d (see
Appendix D.1). However, we do not see how to achieve universal expressibility with sparse linear
thresholds and suspect this is not possible. In the next section, we construct a base class that does
directly allow for universal expressibility.

6 A Universal Autoregressive Base Class and Natural Emergence
of Attention

In this section, we answer the optimistic question asked in the previous section, providing an
explicit generator class satisfying all three desiderata. To do so, we first have to decide on a model
of computation and formalize the notions of program length and runtime. We will work with a
Turing machine as our model of computation, which we formalize in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2,
we present our universal base class FTM,S and prove that it satisfies our desiderata from the end of
the previous section (with simple input and output transformations). Finally, in Section 6.3, we
discuss how attention arises naturally for simulating this class.
6.1 Turing Machine Computation

We formalize time-bounded computation using Turing machines, where the number of states of the
Turing machine corresponds to program length and the number of computation steps to runtime.
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Definition 3 (Runtime-bounded Turing Machines). A runtime-bounded Turing machine operates
on an infinitely long “Tape” on both of its ends with cells indexed by integers Z. It uses a tape
alphabet set A = {0, 1, □}, of which {0, 1} are input and working alphabets and □ is a blank symbol.
The Turing machine is then specified by a tuple M = ⟨S, T, τ⟩, where S ∈ N+ denotes the number
of internal states of the Turing machine, and T ∈ N+ is the number of steps the Turing machine
runs for. The transition rule is a mapping of the form

τ : [S]×A → [S]× {0, 1} × {−1, 0,+1} (10)
τ : state, read 7→ nextstate,write,move .

Computation of Turing Machines. At the beginning of the computation, the tape is initialized
with an input ω ∈ {0, 1}∗ on the cells indexed from 1 through |ω| and the other cells contain □ .
The head of the machine is at the position p0 = |ω|+ 1 and its state is initialized to s0 = 1 ∈ [S].
During each time step 1 ≤ t ≤ T, the machine reads the symbol rt = Tape[pt−1] at the current
head position pt−1, and according to the transition rule (st, at, bt) = τ(st−1, rt) updates its internal
state to st, writes Tape[pt−1] ← at on the tape, and updates the head location to pt = pt−1 + bt .
Finally, after the completion of T many time steps, the machine stops9 and outputs the symbol aT
(the symbol it wrote in the final step before moving the head). We denote the function computed
by the machine as g⟨S,T,τ⟩(ω) = aT.

Definition 4 (Runtime-Bounded Turning Computable Functions). For any positive integers S ≤ T,
the class TM(S, T) =

{
g⟨S,T,τ⟩ : {0, 1}∗ → {0, 1}

∣∣∣τ : [S]×A → [S]× {0, 1} × {−1, 0,+1}
}

is the set
of functions computable by some runtime-bounded Turing Machine ⟨S, T, τ⟩.

The number of states of the Turing machine corresponds to program length—roughly speaking,
we can think of each state corresponding to a statement in the program flow chart. More formally,
the description length of a Turing machine ⟨S, T, τ⟩ is O(S log S), and by the Complexity-Theoretic
Church-Turing (aka Invariance) Thesis, any reasonable model of computation can be simulated
by a Turing machine up to polynomial blowup in runtime and additive overhead in description
length. In particular, PROG(S, T) in the RAM model of computation satisfies PROG(S, T) ⊆
TM(Õ(S),Poly(T)). Thus it suffices to address the universality question for the class TM(S, T).

6.2 Universal Autoregressive Base Class

In this subsection, we present a base class of generators FTM,S capable of simulating runtime-bounded
Turing machines (with minimal pre- and post-processing maps, Pre and Post defined later). To
simulate S-state computation, we will use autoregressive generation over the alphabet

Σ := [S]×A× {−1, 0,+1} (11)

where |Σ| = 3 · S · |A| = 9S. Here, both the token set Σ and our base class FTM,S ⊆ ΣΣ∗ depend on
the allowed state space size S (corresponding to program length), but importantly not the runtime
T. The generator class dependence on S is unavoidable, since its complexity must grow with S.
Taking the token set Σ to depend on S is merely a convenience—we could equally well use a binary
Σ = {0, 1} and define the generator as operating on blocks of log(9S) bits, resulting in an additional
O(log S) factor on input size and generation length.

9In a standard textbook definition of a turning machine (e.g. Sipser, 1996), there is a halting state, which we do
not require. This is because we have a bounded runtime T. W.l.o.g. one can always consider τ in a way that the tape
does not change once the machine reaches either of the halting states, and the computation has effectively stopped.

12



Algorithm 1 The Predictor fτ : Σ∗ → Σ for a transition table τ
Input: An input string z ∈ Σ∗

Output: The next token z ∈ Σ
1 return τ(state, read) where (state, read) = read-tape(z) given below.

Subroutine: read-tape ▷ (independent of τ)
Input: An input string z ∈ Σ∗ encoding the history of a Turing machine computation.
Output: The current state (state) and the symbol at the current head-position (read).

1 For each i ∈ [N ], where N = |z| :
2 pos[ i ] = ∑

j<i z[ j ].move ▷ Head position before a move, where z[ i ].symb got written.
3 npos[N ] = pos[N ] + z[N ].move ▷ Final head position.

4 read[N ] =
{
z[j∗].symb if there exists j∗ = maxj≤N j s.t. pos[ j ] = npos[N ]);
□ if j∗ does not exist.

5 return (z[N ].state, read[N ])

Each token x = (s, a, b) ∈ Σ can be used to encode a step of Turing machine computation: a
new state s ∈ [S], and a symbol a ∈ A written on the tape, and a move b ∈ {−1, 0,+1}. Indeed, for
x = (s, a, b) we will denote x.state = s, x.symb = a, and x.move = b. Our universal base class FTM,S

will have next-token generators fτ which correspond to each Turing machine in TM(S, T), i.e. each
possible transition rule τ as in (10):

FTM,S = {fτ : Σ∗ → Σ | τ : [S]×A → [S]× {0, 1} × {−1, 0,+1}}

where each fτ maps a token sequence z = (z[ i ].state, z[ i ].symb, z[ i ].move)i∈|z| encoding the input
and the history of computation up to time t = |z| − (input length) − 1, to the next step z =
(st, at, bt) = fτ (z) the Turing machine specified by τ would make. This is specified explicitly in
Algorithm 1.

The input to the Turing machine is specified in z through initial tokens that mimic writing
the input on the Turing machine tape, and the output can be easily extracted from the final
token corresponding to the final step of computation taken by the machine. More specifically,
we describe the following input and output transformations that map a computation input in
ω ∈ {0, 1}∗ to a generation input (i.e. “prompt”) x ∈ Σ∗, and the last token of the generation
output, z[−1] = f e2e-T

τ (x), to a computation output.

Pre and Post Processing. Given any input ω ∈ {0, 1}∗ with |ω| = n, the pre-processing map
Pre is defined as Pre(ω) ∈ Σn+1, where

Pre(ω)[ i ] =
{

(1, □ ,+1) for i = 1
(1,ω[ i− 1 ],+1) for 2 ≤ i ≤ n+ 1 .

We need a special token (1, □ ,+1) to indicate the beginning of the sequence, similar to the [BOS]
token (Beginning Of Sentence) in standard practice. The post-processing just amounts to returning
the symbol part of the final token, so Post(x) = x.symb.

Universality of FTM,S. We now argue that this universal autoregressive base class satisfies all
three desiderata from Section 5. The definition of fτ as simulating computation by a Turing machine
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with transition table τ directly ensures that, for any transition rule τ and input ω

Post(f e2e-T
τ (Pre(ω))) = g⟨S,T,τ⟩(ω) , (12)

and thus TM(S, T) ⊆ Post ◦ Fe2e-T
TM,S ◦ Pre. Also, as there are only (6S)3S possible transition tables,

and so log |FTM,S| = O(S log S). Applying the cardinality-based bound from Theorem 3.1, we have

mCoT-T = O
(
ε−1(S log S + log(1/δ)

)
.

Moreover, the consistency problem ConsFTM,S (as in ConsF ) on m̃ examples of length ñ can easily
be solved in time O(m̃ñ): for each example (ui, vi) we can use the subroutine read-tape(ui) from
Algorithm 1 (which is completely fixed and does not depend on τ) to compute the last symbol
readi read from the tape, as well as the last state statei of the computation specified by ui. The
constraint fτ (ui) = vi now amounts to a constraint τ(statei, readi) = vi on the transition function,
and so all that is left is to memorize τ—see explicit implementation of ConsFTM,S below.

Given examples (ui, vi)i=1,...,m̃ where ui ∈ Σ∗ and vi ∈ Σ :

Return fτ̂ , for some τ̂ with S states such that fτ̂ (ui) = vi, ∀i ∈ [m̃] . (ConsFTM,S)

Implementation:
1 For each i ∈ [m̃] : fill τ̂(statei, readi) = vi where (statei, readi) = read-tape(ui) .
2 If there are conflicts, then there is no consistent fτ̂ .
3 return fτ̂ after completing the other entries of τ̂(·, ·) arbitrarily.

Theorem 6.1 (Universality). For every S ∈ N+ and T ≥ S, we have that TM(S, T) is contained in
Fe2e-T

TM,S (up to pre and post processing steps), and Fe2e-T
TM,S is CoT-learnable by ConsCoT with runtime

Poly(n, T, ε−1, log δ−1) and sample complexity mCoT-T = O (ε−1 (S log S + log δ−1)) .
This is a corollary of the observations in the preceding paragraphs and Theorem 3.6.

6.3 Emergence of Attention

We now take a closer look at the generator class FTM,S, and its generators fτ ∈ FTM,S specified
in Algorithm 1, and how these generators can be implemented using “generic” function classes.
We intentionally wrote fτ as operating on arrays of length N . The two operations involving array
elements across multiple locations are the position calculation in Line 2 of read-tape, which involves
summing moves over multiple array locations, and the position lookup in Line 4 on read-tape.
The lookup operation is explicitly an attention-type operation: we look for a location where the
write position (the “key”) matches the read position (the “query”) and copy its tape symbol (the
“value”). Meanwhile, the summation operation in Line 2 can be implemented as averaging many
array locations, as in uniform attention.

To be more concrete, we will show how Lines 2 and 4 can be naturally implemented by Average
Hard Attention (e.g. Merrill et al., 2022; Barceló et al., 2023; Strobl et al., 2024):
Definition 5 (Causal Average Hard Attention). For any positive integers N , p, l and any sequences
of vectors q[ 1 ], . . . , q[N ] ∈ Rl (queries), k[ 1 ], . . . , k[N ] ∈ Rl (keys), and v[ 1 ], . . . , v[N ] ∈ Rp

(values), and a score function score : Ri → Ri for each i ∈ [N ], the causal attention function
Att : (Rl)N × (Rl)N × (Rp)N 7→ (Rp)N is defined as:[

Att({q[ j ]}Nj=1, {k[ j ]}Nj=1, {v[ j ]}Nj=1)
]

i
=

i∑
ℓ=1

score({⟨q[ i ], k[ j ]⟩}ij=1)ℓ v[ ℓ ] . (13)
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In particular, the average hard attention AHA(q, k, v) uses the following score function:

scoreAHA({sj}ij=1)ℓ =


1

|M| if ℓ ∈M
0 otherwise

, where M = arg max
j≤i

sj . (14)

That is, the output AHA(q, k, v)[ i ] ∈ Rp at position i is an average of the “values” v[ ℓ ] at positions
ℓ ∈ arg maxj≤i ⟨q[ i ], k[ j ]⟩ whose “keys” k[ j ] have the maximal inner product with the “query” q[ i ]
at the output position i of interest.

Implementing Line 2: This is a summation over all previous positions, which is the same as an
average over all previous positions multiplied by the number of previous position. Such an average
over all previous positions can be easily implemented by “uniform“ attention, i.e. where all keys
and queries are zero and values from all positions are averaged.

There are two minor complications here in using Causal Average Hard Attention as we defined
it: as written in Line 2, we need to average over all previous positions, but not the output position,
as in strict causal attention (a variant of Definition 5 where the arg-max in (14) is over j < i
instead of j ≤ i). We can also implement this using non-strict causal attention (Definition 5) with
one additional local step as follows. Define npos[ i ] = ∑i

j=1 z[ i ].symb instead; i.e. the summation
including the index i. Once we have computed npos, a local operation pos[ i ] := npos[ i ]−z[ i ].move
suffices to compute pos. The second minor complication is going between the average and the
sum, for which we also need to compute the current index. This can be done thanks to the
special “beginning of sequence” token. Specifically, to compute npos using a non-strict causal
attention, first define is-first[ i ] := 1[z[ i ].symb = □ ], which indicates whether the token is the
first. We can use attention to get idx-inv := AHA(0,0, is-first) using uniform attention, where
all keys and query are the same. It is easy to check that idx-inv[ i ] = 1

i . Similarly, consider
scaled-npos := AHA(0,0, z.move). Using the definition of AHA (Definition 5), it is straightforward

to verify that scaled-npos[ i ] =
∑i

j=1 z[ j ].move
i = npos[ i ]

i . Therefore, npos[ i ] = i × scaled-npos[ i ] =
scaled-npos[ i ]/idx-inv[ i ].

Implementing Line 4: This lookup is a much more direct application of attention, and indeed is
reminiscent of the original motivation for attention as a basic component required for computation
(Graves, 2014). Here we directly want to set the query to the current read position and the keys to
the write positions and look for an exact match. The complication here is that we want the most
recent exact match. This can be achieved by augmenting the keys with the step counter and thus
seeking the highest step-count computation step among those with the exact match.

Specifically, we will get read := AHA(q, k, v) with hard-average attention by setting v[ i ] =
z[ i ].symb,

q[ i ] = (−npos[ i ]2, npos[ i ],−1,−1), k[ j ] =
{

(0, 0, 0, idx-inv[ j ]) if j = 1;
(2, 4pos[ j ], 2pos[ j ]2, idx-inv[ j ]) otherwise .

Thus the inner product between queries and products is

⟨q[ i ], k[ j ]⟩ =
{
−1 if j = 1 ;
−2(npos[ i ]− pos[ j ])2 − 1

j otherwise.

Therefore, if we look at the last index read[N ], then whenever j∗ = maxj≤N j s.t. npos[N ] = pos[ j ]
exists, indeed we observe that the inner product {⟨q[N ], k[ j ]⟩}Nj=1 is maximized uniquely at the
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index j∗, i.e. j∗ = arg maxj≤i⟨q[N ], k[ j ]⟩. As a result, the average-hard attention always focuses
j∗ and we have that read[N ] = v[j∗] = z[j∗].symb as desired. When j∗ does not exist, it is easy
to observe that the inner product {⟨q[N ], k[ j ]⟩}Nj=1 is maximized uniquely at the index j = 1.
Therefore, the attention focuses on the first index and returns v[ 1 ] = zin[ 1 ].symb = □ , which is
precisely what we need, concluding the implementation.

From Attention to Transformers. In the preceding paragraphs, we discussed how to imple-
ment the “non-local” operations on Lines 2 and 4 using attention. All other operations in the
implementation of fτ are “local” in the sense that they operate independently at each location of
the arrays10. This directly suggest an decoder-only-transformer architecture (Vaswani, 2017) where
attention operations are interleaved with multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) operating independently
and in parallel at each location, as a generic way of implementing the local operations. Most no-
tably, the τ -lookup operation is directly implementable by an MLP with τ encoded in its weights.
Using Hard Average Attention as in Definition 5 results in a discontinuous and non-differentiable
model, but a natural alternative is to relax the hard max in the score definition (14) to a softmax,
resulting in the familiar softmax attention widely used in practice. Implementing fτ with a prac-
tical transformer architecture further requires care to numerical precision, and to the specifics of
implementing or approximating the local operations with MLPs and possible layer-normalizations,
especially the division and multiplication operations involved in calculating the step-counters and
positions. In fact, the Turing Machine expressivity results of Pérez et al. (2021); Wei et al. (2022);
Merrill and Sabharwal (2023) essentially do this, following a construction similar to ours, and
showing how to implement it with specific transformer architectures.

The difference here is mostly that of perspective: while recent work on Turing universality
of transformers started with the transformer as suggested by Vaswani (2017) and showed how to
coerce it to simulate a Turing machine, we take the reverse perspective. Our starting point is the
desiderata of Section 5, which directly motivates the generator class FTM,S, and we then argue how
implementing fτ ∈ FTM,S naturally involves attention and yields a transformer-type architecture.

Avoiding Uniform Attention. While the tape lookup operation in Line 4 very naturally mo-
tivates attention, and also seems unavoidable and fundamental to universal computation, here we
discuss how the use of uniform attention to calculate the current Turing Machine head position in
Line 2 can be avoided. To do so, instead of writing out the relative move bt of each step of the
Turing computation (as in Definition 3), we can write out the absolute tape position pt. We cannot
do so with a single token, since pt could potentially be as large as the runtime T, necessitating
an alphabet of size Σ = Ω(T), something we would like to avoid. But we could easily write down
(i.e. generate) pt over multiple tokens, even over a binary alphabet Σ = {0, 1}, using some prefix
unambiguous encoding. The generator fτ would then need to collect the encoding of pt−1 (as well
as the previous state and symbol written), do the arithmetic to calculate the next absolute position
pt = pt−1 +bt (as well other operations in Algorithm 1), figure out where in the middle of generating
the description of the next compute state we are at, and generate the next bit in the description.
Implementing this with a transformer-like architecture involves multiple attention layers, mostly
with short-range attention to the last O(log T) tokens as well as a single long-term sparse attention
to implement the lookup on Line 4, and a transformer of size (and depth) that scales with log T. But
it avoids the need for uniform attention. A similar approach can also simulate RAM-computation,

10This includes the operations inside read-tape which operate explicitly at array locations, and the τ -lookup at the
end, which can be thought of as operating at location N , or in fact at each location independently and in parallel
outputting the computation-step-token
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where the non-local operations are reads from memory addresses describable with log T bits.

7 Discussion and Future Directions
In this paper, we presented a framework of time-invariant autoregressive Chain-of-Thought learning.
We hope we convinced the reader that this is a rich and interesting framework to study. Using this
framework, we discussed how:

• Time-invariance can (nearly) avoid the dependence on the number of steps of generation and
computation in sample complexity, and allows for universal learning with sample complexity
dependent only on program length (and not runtime!). This is independent of CoT training
and holds also for e2e learning.

• CoT training allows for overcoming computational difficulties and for tractable training even
of universal classes. This is independent of time invariance and is true also for time-dependent
models.

• Attention arises naturally in time-invariant base classes allowing such universal expressivity.

Learning Goals Nearly CoT-length Computational
Independent Samples Tractability

Time Invariant e2e ✓ ✗

Time Dependent CoT (Malach, 2023) ✗ ✓

Time Invariant CoT ✓ ✓

We were directly inspired by the work of Malach (2023), and address what we view as its major
deficiency, namely time dependence. Our treatment is also much more comprehensive, establishing
generic sample complexity results and proving hardness of e2e learning.

Relationship to Behavioral Cloning. Autoregressive generation can be viewed as a corner case
of behavioral cloning (Pomerleau, 1988; Bain and Sammut, 1995), and indeed Behavioral Cloning
has been suggested as an approach for understanding autoregressive generation (Chang et al.,
2023; Block et al., 2023). To view autoregressive generation as a Markov Decision Process (MDP):
the “state” at step t is the entire sequence generated so far, i.e. fCoT-t(x); actions correspond
to tokens a ∈ Σ; transitions are deterministic mapping a state z and an action a ∈ Σ to the
next state append(z, a); and the initial state distribution corresponds to our input distribution D.
Our “generators” f become deterministic “policies” outputting the action to take (i.e. token to
append) at each state (i.e. string, or “context”). Importantly, the reward is only on the final state
z = fCoT-t(x) and depends only on the correspondence of the last token in z to the prefix containing
the initial state. Behavioral Cloning considers learning a policy maximizing the reward based only
on observations from an expert, in our case the ground truth f∗, and without observing the rewards.
As with much of the study of Behavioral Cloning, including the relevant recent work of Foster
et al. (2024), we assume “realizability”, in that the demonstrating expert f∗ is in our policy class
(i.e. base class F of generators). Behavioral Cloning always assumes the expert demonstrations
are fully visible, and so corresponds to our notion of Chain-of-Thought learnability. Indeed, our
learning guarantee for Chain-of-Thought learning based on the cardinality |F| (the implication of
Theorem 3.1 to Chain-of-Thought learnability, though not the End-to-End learnability) is a special
edge-case the learning guarantees of Foster et al. (2024). Specializing to autoregressive generation,
we go well beyond cardinality-based guarantees, discuss VC-based guarantees, gaps between End-
to-End and Chain-of-Thought learnability, computational hardness.
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We also note that Foster et al. (2024) made a similar distinction of time invariance (parameter
sharing) versus time-dependent policy classes (independent policies at each time step) in discussing
Behavioral Cloning, and how this is essential for avoiding extra dependencies on the “horizon”
(equivalent to our generation length).

In Behavioral Cloning, the lack of reward observability makes it necessary to consider random-
ized policies, unlike supervised learning where deterministic policies are always optimal. Much of
the emphasis in the work on Behavioral Cloning, including most of the effort and innovation of
Foster et al. (2024), is in handling this stochasticity in both the policy class and expert demonstra-
tor. But in our setting, when mapped to Behavioral Cloning, observing the expert demonstration
already tells us what the reward is, and so this point is somewhat moot.

Other Issues and Open Questions. Our work leaves several technical questions open. What is
the true sample complexity of e2e and CoT learning of iterated linear thresholds, i.e. lower bounds
for Corollary 4.2? Can the circuit embedding construction of Lemma 4.5 be improved? Can the
dependencies on log T in Table 1 be resolved, and more significantly the dependence on log |Σ|
mentioned in Remark 3.1? Can e2e learnability be ensured using a notion more relaxed than the
Littlestone dimension?

Additionally, it is interesting to study other base classes under our framework, including sparse
linear thresholds, gated generators, simple attention mechanisms and transformers. What are
the sample and computational complexities of e2e and CoT learning? What is the expressiveness
of Fe2e-T ? Another major challenge is generalizing our framework to the agnostic setting. In
particular, what is the correct way to extend CoT learning to an agnostic setting?

Our framework also allows us to rigorously study the computational complexity of settings
on the spectrum between e2e and CoT learning. What can be done tractably if we have a small
amount of full CoT data, and a large amount of end-to-end input-output pairs? What is the
minimum amount of CoT data required for tractable learning if we have access to an unlimited
amount of end-to-end data? How helpful is CoT data from a mixture of different generators fi all
computing the same end-to-end function f e2e-T

i = f e2e-T
j but fCoT-T

i ̸= fCoT-T
j ?

In this paper, we studied only in-distribution generalization, with a fixed generation length. But
insisting on time invariance should allow us to study the much more complex question of length
generalization and other forms of out-of-distribution generalization.

Finally, much of the actual use of large language models stems from their ability to learn not
only from solutions to the task of interest (as we do here), but also transfer from modeling unrelated
and unlabeled data. One can consider extending our framework to allow studying of such transfer
learning, with access to data not solving the desired task but generated by the same generator.
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A Technical Preliminary
In this section, we provide some preliminary background: (i) the definitions of the complexity
measures which we use throughout the paper, (ii) generalization bounds in terms of appropriate
complexity measures.

Supervised Learning. Consider the supervised learning setup under the 0-1 loss. Consider an
input domain X , a finite label set Y, and a hypothesis class H ⊆ YX . For any h : X → Y, define

LD(h) = E(x,y)∼D [1{h(x) ̸= y}] ,

where D is an unknown distribution over X × Y. We will say that D is realizable by a hypothesis
class H ⊆ YX if Dy|x = h∗(x) for some h∗ ∈ H. The distribution D is unknown and our goal is
to learn from samples S = ((x1,y1), . . . , (xm,ym)) ∼iid Dm. In all our learnability results (in the
positive direction) will be via analyzing the performance of Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM)
rule; it takes S ∈ (X × Y)∗ as the input and outputs a predictor from H that has the lowest 0-1
error on the training set S.

LS(h) = 1
|S|

∑
(xi,yi)∈S

1{h(xi) ̸= yi} and ERMH(S) = ĥ = arg min
h∈H

LS(h) . (ERM)

In the realizable case, this reduces to the following rule. Given S = ((x1,y1), . . . , (xm,ym))

ConsH(S) : Return some ĥ ∈ H such that ĥ(xi) = yi, ∀(xi,yi) ∈ S . (15)
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The sample complexity of the learning rule is characterized by some combinatorial dimensions,
which we discuss now.

A.1 Growth Function, Complexity Measures

We start by defining an important definition of the growth function.

Definition 6 (Growth Function). For any h : X → Y, and S = (x1, . . . ,xm) ∈ Xm, we define
h(S) := (h(x1), . . . , h(xm)) and H(S) := {h(S) : h ∈ H}. The growth function ΓH : N+ → N+

ΓH(m) = max
(x1,...,xm)∈X m

|{(h(x1), . . . , h(xm)) : h ∈ H}| = max
S∈X m

|H(S)|.

We will also abuse the notation and may denote ΓH(S) = |H(S)| as the number of behaviors possible
on S using hypothesis class H.

When Y = {0, 1} is binary, we can define the VC dimension of the class, and its relationship
with the growth function given by Sauer’s lemma.

Definition 7 (VC Dimension). When Y ∈ {0, 1}, for any H ⊆ {0, 1}X , we say that H shatters a
set of points S ∈ Xm iff |H(S)| = 2|S|. The Vapnik-Chervonenkis dimension of the class, denoted
by VCdim(H), is the largest integer D ∈ N+ such that ΓH(D) = 2D. If no such D exists, then we
say that VCdim(H) =∞ .

Lemma A.1 (Sauer’s Lemma). For a hypothesis class H ⊆ {0, 1}X , for every m ∈ N+, we have
ΓH(m) ≤ (em)VCdim(H). Additionally, for m ≥ VCdim(H) ≥ 1:

ΓH(m) ≤
(

em

VCdim(H)

)VCdim(H)
.

A classic generalization of the VC dimension to non-binary finite outputs is the Natarajan
dimension.

Definition 8 (Natarajan Dimension). Consider any finite Y. We say that a set S ∈ Xm is shattered
by H if there exist two functions h0, h1 : X → Y such that

• For every x ∈ S, we have h0(x) ̸= h1(x)

• For every U ⊆ S, there exists h ∈ H such that

∀x ∈ U, h(x) = h0(x) and ∀x ∈ S \ U, h(x) = h1(x) .

The Natarajan dimension of H, denoted by Ndim(H), is the cardinality of the largest S that is
shattered by H. If there is no largest size, then Ndim(H) =∞.

There is a classic generalization of the Sauer’s lemma (Lemma A.1) also for multiclass labels due
to Natarajan Natarajan (1989). Below is a variant (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014, Lemma
29.4).

Lemma A.2 (Natarajan’s Lemma). Recall Definition 6 of the growth function. For any m ∈ N+

ΓH(m) ≤ (|Y|2 ·m)Ndim(H) .
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We will bound the VC dimension (or Natarajan dimension) of the end-to-end class in terms of
the Littlestone dimension (or sequential fat shattering dimension) of the base class to achieve an
improved dependence in terms of T (Theorem 3.5). We define these measures now.

Definition 9 (X -labeled Tree). A X -labeled tree x of depth d is a rooted complete binary tree with
nodes labeled by elements of X . The tree x is identified by the sequence (x1, . . . ,xd) of labeling
functions xi : {0, 1}i−1 → X that provide the labels for each node. Here, x1 ∈ X is the label for the
root of the tree, and xi for i > 1 is the label of the node obtained by following the path of length
i− 1 from the root, with 1 indicating ‘right’ and 0 indicating ‘left’.

A path of length d is denoted by the sequence ϵ = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵd) ∈ {0, 1}d. For brevity, we write
xt(ϵ), but it is understood that xt only depends on the prefix (ϵ1, . . . , ϵt−1) of ϵ.

Definition 10 (Littlestone Dimension). A X -labeled tree x of depth d is said to be shattered by
a binary function class H ⊆ {0, 1}X if for all ϵ ∈ {0, 1}d, there exists h ∈ H such that for all
i ∈ [d], h(xi(ϵ)) = ϵi. The Littlestone dimension Ldim(H) is the largest d such that H shatters an
X -labeled tree of depth d.

Definition 11 (Sequential Fat-Shattering Dimension). Given a function class F ⊆ RX , we say
that F sequentially shatters at scale α a binary tree x of depth m if there exists a real-valued
complete binary tree s of depth m such that for all ϵ ∈ {±1}m, there is some fϵ ∈ F such that
ϵi(fϵ(xi(ϵ))− si(ϵ)) ≥ α/2. We let sfatα(F) be the maximal m such that F sequentially shatters at
scale α a binary tree of depth m.

Lemma A.3 (Theorem 7 from Rakhlin et al. (2015)). Consider a binary-valued function class
H ⊆ {0, 1}X with Ldim(H) <∞. Then for all X -labeled trees x of depth d ≥ Ldim(H) ≥ 1,

|H(x)| ≤
( 2ed

Ldim(H)

)Ldim(H)
.

where H(x) =
{

(h(x1(ϵ)), . . . , h(xd(ϵ))) | ϵ ∈ {0, 1}d , h ∈ H
}

. More generally, for H ⊆ {0, . . . ,K}X

with finite sfat1(H), it holds for d ≥ sfat1(H) that

|H(x)| ≤
(

eKd

sfat1(H)

)sfat1(H)
(16)

Finally, we end by noting an algebraic inequality that we use to get a bound on our desired
dimension from a bound on the growth function. For any a, b > 0, we have

ln a ≤ ab− ln b− 1 , (17)

with equality only if ab = 1 . See (Anthony and Bartlett, 2009, Inequality (1.2), Appendix 1). We
have the following corollary, which we will use throughout.

Lemma A.4. For any N ∈ N+,M ∈ R+ with NM ≥ 1, there exists m ∈ N+ such that

N ≤ m ≤ 3N log2

(2NM
ln 2

)
and m > N log2(emM) .

Proof. Using Eq. (17), with a = emM and b = ln 2
2eNM , we have for every m ∈ N+,

ln (emM) ≤ (emM)
( ln 2

2eNM

)
− ln

( ln 2
2eNM

)
− 1 .

A log2 (emM) ≤ m

2 +N log2

(2MN

ln 2

)
.
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Therefore, in order to ensure m > N log2(emM), it suffices to have m
2 > N log2

(
2NM
ln 2

)
, which is

equivalent to m > 2A log2

(
2NM
ln 2

)
. Finally, noting that N log2

(
2NM
ln 2

)
> 1, so there always exists

m ∈ N+ such that N < 2N log2

(
2NM
ln 2

)
< m ≤ 3N log2

(
2NM
ln 2

)
, concludes the proof.

A.2 Generalization Bounds

First of all, for finite hypothesis classes, we have the following classical guarantee.

Proposition 1 (Corollary 2.3 from (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014)). Consider any domain
X , a label space Y, and a finite hypothesis class H ⊆ YX . For any realizable distribution D over
X × Y (i.e. Dy|x = h∗(x) for some h∗ ∈ H) over the draw of S ∼ Dm with m = m(ε, δ), we have
that with probability at least 1− δ,

LD(ConsH(S)) ≤ ε where m(ε, δ) ≤ 2
( log |H|+ log(1/δ)

ε

)
.

To go beyond cardinality based bounds, we need to consider dimension based guarantees. When
Y = {0, 1}, VCdim completely characterizes the learnability via the fundamental theorem of sta-
tistical learning. For example, see (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014, Theorems 6.7, 6.8).

Proposition 2 (The Fundamental Theorem of Statistical Learning). There is a universal constant
c > 0 such that for any domain X , a hypothesis class H ⊆ YX with Y = {0, 1} and VCdim(H) <∞,
and any distribution D over X ×Y, the following holds. With probability at least 1−δ over S ∼ Dm

with m = m(ε, δ),

LD(ERMH(S)) ≤ inf
h∈H
LD(h) + ε and m(ε, δ) ≤ c

(VCdim(H) + log(1/δ)
ε2

)
.

Moreover, if D is realizable by H, we have

LD(ConsH(S)) ≤ ε with m(ε, δ) ≤ c
(VCdim(H) log(1/ε) + log(1/δ)

ε

)
.

Moreover, for any learning rule A : (X ×Y)∗ → YX , if m < VCdim(H)
2 , then there exists a realizable

distribution D such that over the draw of S ∼ Dm, we have

P(LD(A(S)) ≥ 1/4 ) ≥ 0.8 .

Therefore, the VC dimension completely characterizes the learnability when the labels are {0, 1}.
We will also be interested in the upper bounds in more generality, i.e. general finite alphabet set for
the tokens. The performance of (ERM) rule and its sample complexity in terms of the Natarajan
dimension is given below. See (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014, Theorem 29.3).

Proposition 3 (The Fundamental Theorem for Multiclass Labels). There is a universal constant
c > 0 such that for any domain X , a finite Y, a hypothesis class H ⊆ YX with Ndim(H) <∞, and
any distribution D over X × Y, the following holds. Over the draw of S ∼ Dm with m = m(ε, δ)
we have

LD(ERMH(S)) ≤ inf
h∈H
LD(h) + ε and m(ε, δ) ≤ c

(Ndim(H) log |Y|+ log(1/δ)
ε2

)
.

Moreover, if D is realizable by H, i.e. Dy|x = h∗(x) for some h∗ ∈ H, we have

LD(ConsH(S)) ≤ ε with m(ε, δ) ≤ c

ε

(
Ndim(H) log

( |Y| ·Ndim(H)
ε

)
+ log(1/δ)

)
.
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For our sample complexity results on learning with CoT, we have a more general label space Y,
i.e. the entire CoT output. For this, we will rely on the same uniform convergence argument but
for the loss class instead.

Generalization Bound in terms of the Loss Class. We let Z = X ×Y and for any function
class H ⊆ YX , consider the associated loss class L0-1(H) ⊆ {0, 1}Z defined by

L0-1(H) = {ℓh : (x,y) 7→ 1{h(x) ̸= y} | h ∈ H} .

One can now consider VCdim(L0-1(H)) (of the loss class) over the domain Z. Using the uniform
convergence argument for Proposition 2 but now for the loss class L0-1(H), we have the following
guarantee in the realizable case.

Proposition 4 (General Guarantee). There is a universal constant c > 0 such that for any domain
X , a label space Y, a hypothesis class H ⊆ YX with VCdim(L0-1(H)) <∞, and any distribution D
over X ×Y which is realizable by H. With probability at least 1− δ over S ∼ Dm with m = m(ε, δ),

LD(ConsH(S)) ≤ ε where m(ε, δ) ≤ c
(

VCdim(L0-1(H)) log(1/ε) + log(1/δ)
ε

)
.

B Proofs from Section 3
In this section, we will prove all our results from Section 3 except Theorem 3.3 (which will be shown
in Appendix E). Along with that, in Appendix E, we will also show other complementary lower
bounds and results mentioned during the discussion in Section 3).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. This is a corollary of Proposition 1 after noting that
∣∣∣Fe2e-T

∣∣∣ ≤ |F| and
mCoT-T ≤ me2e-T .

The proof of sample complexity upper bounds, namely, Theorems 3.2, 3.4 and 3.5 are in Appen-
dices B.1 to B.3. The computational complexity result from Section 3.3 is proven in Appendix B.4.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2 and its extension to non-binary alphabets

In order to prove Theorem 3.2 and its analog for general finite Σ, we will need to bound the VC
dimension or Natarajan dimension of the end-to-end class.

Theorem B.1 (VC of Fe2e-T in terms VC of F). Consider any finite Σ, a base function class
F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ and generation length T ∈ N+.

• For binary Σ = {0, 1}:
VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ 6T ·VCdim(F).

• For non-binary finite Σ:

Ndim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ 9T ·Ndim(F) log2

(2 Ndim(F)|Σ|
e ln 2

)
.
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Proof of Theorem B.1. Consider any F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ . Our goal is to bound the growth function ΓT :=
ΓFe2e-T of the class Fe2e-T for T ∈ N+. To this end, consider any fixed set S ∈ (Σ∗)m of size |S| = m.
Let’s consider the set S′ of all possible “partial” extensions of the examples in S.

S′ = {(x,u) : x ∈ S,u ∈ Σt, 0 ≤ t ≤ (T − 1)} .

Clearly, |S′| ≤ m · |Σ|T . For any f1, f2 ∈ F such that f e2e-T
1 (S) ̸= f e2e-T

2 (S), we have that
f1(S′) ̸= f2(S′). Therefore, ΓT (S) ≤ ΓF (S′) ≤ ΓF (m |Σ|T ).11 The argument holds for any S with
|S| = m, and thus,

ΓT (m) = max
|S|=m

ΓT (S) ≤ ΓF (m |Σ|T ) .

• Σ = {0, 1} (binary alphabets): In this case, using Sauer’s lemma (Lemma A.1), for any
m ≥ VCdim(F),

ΓT (m) ≤
(

em2T

VCdim(F)

)VCdim(F)

.

Therefore, VCdim(Fe2e-T ) can be bounded by any m ∈ N+ satisfying 2m > ΓT (m) and
m ≥ VCdim(F). Using the derived upper bound on ΓT (m), it suffices to choose m such that

m > VCdim(F) log2

(
em 2T

VCdim(F)

)
and m ≥ VCdim(F).

Using Lemma A.4 with N = VCdim(F) and M = 2T /VCdim(F), we directly argue the
existence of m ∈ N+ such that

VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ m ≤ 3 VCdim(F) log2

(
2 · 2T

ln 2

)
≤ 6T VCdim(F) .

• For a finite Σ : Using Natarajan’s lemma (Lemma A.2) for any m ∈ N+,

ΓFe2e-T (m) ≤ ΓF (m · |Σ|T ) ≤
(
|Σ|2 ·m · |Σ|T

)Ndim(F)
.

Again, Ndim(Fe2e-T ) can be bounded by anym ∈ N+ for whichm > Ndim(F) log2

(
|Σ|T +2 ·m

)
.

Applying Lemma A.4 with N = Ndim(F) and M = |Σ|T +2/e, we obtain that there exists
such m ∈ N+ such that

Ndim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ m ≤ 3Ndim(F) log2

(
2Ndim(F)|Σ|T +2

e ln 2

)

≤ 9T Ndim(F) log2

(2Ndim(F)|Σ|
e ln 2

)
.

Once we have the bound on the VC dimension of Fe2e-T in terms of VCdim(F), using Propo-
sition 2 we have the following proof.

11Note that this step in the proof critically requires time-invariance.

26



Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof directly follows by combining Theorem 3.4 with Proposition 1,
after recalling that e2e-learnability of Fe2e-T (Definition 1) is just standard supervised learning
setup from Appendix A for H = Fe2e-lin.

We also have the following corollary for non-binary but finite Σ.

Corollary B.2. There exists a universal constant c > 0 such that for any base class F over a finite
Σ and generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T is e2e-learnable using Conse2e with

me2e-T ≤ c

ε

(
T ·Ndim(F) log (Ndim(F)|Σ|) log

(1
ε

)
+ log

(1
δ

))
.

Proof of Corollary B.2. This directly follows from substituting the bound on Ndim(Fe2e-T ) from
Theorem B.1 in Proposition 3.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.5 and its extension for non-binary alphabets

We now prove the guarantee based on the Littlestone dimension to bound VCdim(Fe2e-T ).

Theorem B.3 (VCdim of Fe2e-T in terms of Ldim of F). Consider any finite Σ, a base hypothesis
class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ and generation length T ∈ N+. When Σ = {0, 1}, we have

VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ 10 Ldim(F) · log(T ).

More generally, for any finite Σ, it holds that

Ndim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ 20 sfat1(F) · log (T |Σ|) .

Proof of Theorem B.3. The case when Σ = {0, 1}: Let x1, . . . ,xm ∈ Σ∗ be m points. Consider the
tree x of depth M = m(T + 1) where for t ∈ [M ],

xt(ϵ) =
{
xi if t = (i− 1)(T + 1)
[xi, ϵt−(i−1)(T +1), . . . , ϵt] otherwise.

For f ∈ F , let ϵf ∈ {0, 1}M be such that for all 0 ≤ i < m and all 1 ≤ s ≤ T ,

f(x(T +1)i+s(ϵf )) = f e2e-s(xi).

By virtue of this mapping, we see that |(f(x1), . . . , f(xm)) : f ∈ F| ≤ |F(x)|.
Now, by definition of ΓT (m) = ΓFe2e-T (m), it holds by Lemma A.3 that for all m > Ldim(F),

Γt(m) ≤ max
x
|F(x)| ≤ (em(T + 1)/Ldim(F))Ldim(F) ≤ (2emT/Ldim(F))Ldim(F). (18)

To conclude, note that ΓT (m) < 2m if and only if m ≥ VCdim(Fe2e-T ). Thus, it holds that if
m > Ldim(F) and

(2emT/Ldim(F))Ldim(F) < 2m, (19)

then m upper bounds VCdim(Fe2e-T ). Setting m = 10 Ldim(F) · log(T ) and observing that such
an m satisfies the desired bound concludes the proof.
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General finite Σ: The general proof is amost identical. Let k = ⌈log2(|Σ|)⌉ and let x1, . . . ,xm ∈
Σ∗. Consider the binary tree z of depth M = mk(T + 1) where for t ∈ [M ],

zt(ϵ) =
{
xi if t = (i− 1)k(T + 1)
[xi, ϵt−(i−1)k(T +1), . . . , ϵt] otherwise.

(20)

Choose some injection ρ : Σ→ {±1}k and for any f ∈ F , let ϵf be such that for all 0 ≤ i < m and
all 1 ≤ s ≤ T ,

ρ ◦ f(z(T +1)ik+sk(ϵf )) = ϵ(T +1)ik+sk+1:(T +1)ik+(s+1)k. (21)

By virtue of this mapping, we see that | {(f(x1), . . . , f(xm))|f ∈ F} | ≤ |F(z)|. Now, using
(Rakhlin et al., 2015, Theorem 7), we have that for any m > sfat1(F), it holds that

|Fe2e-T (z)| ≤ (e|Σ|(T + 1)km/ sfat1(F))sfat1(F) ≤ (2e|Σ|Tkm/ sfat1(F))sfat1(F) . (22)

As above, if 2m > ΓT (m) then it must hold that m > Ndim(Fe2e-T ). Thus if m > sfat1(F) and

sfat1(F) log
(2e|Σ| log(|Σ|)Tm

sfat1(F)

)
< m, (23)

then Ndim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ m. The result follows.

Our sample complexity bound in Theorem 3.5 follows directly from this bound.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Substitute the bound of VCdim(Fe2e-T ) from Theorem B.3 in Proposition 2.

We also have the following corollary of Theorem B.3 for non-binary alphabets.

Corollary B.4. There exists a universal constant c > 0 such that for any base class F over a finite
Σ and generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T is e2e-learnable using Conse2e with

me2e-T ≤ c

ε

(
sfat1(F) log (T |Σ|) log

(1
ε

)
+ log

(1
δ

))
.

Proof of Corollary B.4. This follows from substituting the bound on Ndim(Fe2e-T ) from Theo-
rem B.3 in Proposition 3.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.4 and its extension for non-binary alphabets

We now prove the sample complexity of CoT-learnability given in Theorem 3.4. For every z ∈ Σ∗,
which corresponds to a chain-of-thought of length T on some input x, we can decompose z = (x,u)
where u = z[−T :] are the last T tokens. Then CoT-learnability of Fe2e-T is equivalent to a
supervised learning problem (Appendix A) with the domain X = Σ∗, the label space Y = ΣT and
H = FCoT-T . The learning rule ConsH in (15) is equivalent to the rule ConsCoT in this setup.

Our goal is to apply Proposition 4 on the corresponding loss class. The loss class L0-1(H)
discussed in Appendix A.2 exactly corresponds to the loss class from (7) in Section 3.2, also written
below.

L(FCoT-T ) := {ℓf : z 7→ 1{z ̸= fCoT-T (x)} | f ∈ F}, where x = z[: −(T + 1)] . (24)

Therefore, our goal is to bound the VC dimension of the loss class.
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Theorem B.5. Consider any finite Σ, a base class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗, and the associated L(FCoT-T ).

• For Σ = {0, 1}:
VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) ≤ 3 VCdim(F) log2

( 2T
ln 2

)
.

• For any non-binary finite Σ:

VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) ≤ 3 Ndim(F) log2

(
2 Ndim(F)|Σ|2T

e ln 2

)
.

Proof of Theorem B.5. The main idea is to bound the growth function of ΓL(FCoT-T )(m) in terms of
the growth function of ΓF (m), and then use Sauer’s Lemma (or Natarajan Lemma for non-binary
Σ). Towards this, consider any S = ((x1,u1), . . . , (xm,um)) ∈ (Σ∗ × ΣT )m. From this, we can
consider the set pfx(S) =

(
p(i,t) : 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1

)
, of all the prefixes where

p(i,t) = [xi,u1[ 1 ], . . . ,u1[ t ]] ∈ Σ∗ × Σt . (25)

We then have

ΓL(FCoT-T )(S) = |L(FCoT-T )(S)| = {(ℓf (x1,u1), . . . , ℓf (xm,um)) : f ∈ F}| (By definition)

≤ |{
(
f(p(1,0)), . . . , f(p(m,T −1))

)
: f ∈ F}|

= |F(pfx(S))| ≤ ΓF (mT ) . (As |pfx(S)| = mT )

Here the only inequality followed from this critical observation: for any two f, g ∈ F such that

(ℓf (x1,u1), . . . , ℓf (xm,um)) ̸= (ℓg(x1,u1), . . . , ℓg(xm,um)),

there exists 1 ≤ i∗ ≤ m, 0 ≤ t∗ ≤ T − 1 such that f(p(i∗,t∗)) ̸= g(p(i∗,t∗)). Therefore, the number of
behaviors of the loss class on S, can be bounded by the number of behaviors of the function class F
on the set of all prefixes, i.e. |L(FCoT-T )| ≤ |F(pfx(S))|. As the argument holds for any |S| = m,
we have

ΓL(FCoT-T )(m) ≤ ΓF (m · T ) .

We now break into each case and bound VCdim(L(FCoT-T )).

• Binary Σ = {0, 1}: In this case, using Sauer’s lemma (Lemma A.1), for any m ≥ VCdim(F),

ΓL(FCoT-T )(m) ≤ ΓF (m · T ) ≤
(

emT

VCdim(F)

)VCdim(F)
.

Therefore, VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) can be bounded by m such that

m > VCdim(F) log2

(
emT

VCdim(F)

)
and m ≥ VCdim(F).

Using Lemma A.4 with N = VCdim(F) and M = T/VCdim(F), we directly obtain that
there exists such m ∈ N+ such that

VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) ≤ m ≤ 3 ·VCdim(F) log2

( 2T
ln 2

)
.
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• For any non-binary finite Σ : Using Natarajan’s lemma (Lemma A.2) for any m ∈ N+,

ΓL(FCoT-T )(m) ≤ ΓF (m · T ) ≤
(
|Σ|2 ·m · T

)Ndim(F)
.

Again, VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) ≤ m for any m s.t. m > Ndim(F) log2
(
|Σ|2 ·m · T

)
. Applying

Lemma A.4 with N = Ndim(F) and M = |Σ|2T
e , we obtain that there exists such m ∈ N+

such that
VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) ≤ m ≤ 3Ndim(F) log2

(
2 Ndim(F)|Σ|2T

e ln 2

)
.

This bound on VCdim(L(FCoT-T )) implies the desired sample complexity result.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. Recall the discussion of the equivalence CoT-learnability problem with a
supervised learning problem (Appendix A.2) with H = FCoT-T . By plugging the bound from
Theorem B.5 on VCdim(L(Fe2e-T )) in Proposition 4 as L(FCoT-T ) corresponds to L0-1(H), the
theorem follows.

We also have the following non-binary but finite Σ corollary for CoT-learnability. The proof
again follows from combining Theorem B.5 and Proposition 4.

Corollary B.6. There exists a universal constant c > 0 such that for any base class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ over
a finite Σ and generation length T ∈ N+, the class Fe2e-T is CoT-learnable using ConsCoT with

mCoT-T ≤ c

ε

(
Ndim(F) log (T |Σ|Ndim(F)) log

(1
ε

)
+ log

(1
δ

))
.

B.4 Computational Complexity

We finally show that a tractable ConsF oracle implies a computationally tractable CoT learnability
of Fe2e-T via a chain-of-thought generated by F . We first start with the proof of Theorem 3.6 which
reduces CoT-learnability to a consistency problem on the base class F .

Proof of Theorem 3.6. For any CoT dataset SCoT = (z1, . . . ,zm) ∈ (Σ∗ × ΣT )m, one can first
create the dataset of a prefix and the associated next-token pairs for all the examples. Formally,
we decompose zi = (xi,ui) again and consider a dataset S̃ = ((p(i,t), yi,t) : i ∈ [m], 0 ≤ t ≤ (T −1))
of (prefix,next-token) pairs where

p(i,t) = [xi,ui[ 1 ], . . . ,ui[ t ]] ∈ Σ∗ × Σt , y(i,t) = ui[t+ 1] ∈ Σ , for i ∈ [m], 0 ≤ i ≤ (T − 1) .

It is easy to observe that if we find a consistent f̂ ∈ F on S̃ (in the sense of ConsF ), then we also
have that this predictor is consistent with the entire chain-of-thought, i.e. f̂CoT-T (xi) = zi for all
i ∈ [m]. If the original inputs xi’s are of length at most n, then the prefixes p(i,t) are of length at
most n + T . Moreover, we have |S̃| = m̃ ≤ m · T and thus, one such call of ConsF on S̃ suffices.
The initial input processing of creating S̃ from S, and also finally returning f̂ e2e-T can be done in
additional time O(m̃), concluding the implementation of ConsCoT.
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Proof of Corollary 3.7. This is a direct corollary of Theorems 3.4 and 3.6. If VCdim(Fd) = Poly(d),
then implementing ConsCoT on a CoT training set SCoT of size

|SCoT| = O(ε−1(VCdim(Fd) log T log ε−1 + log δ−1)) = Poly(d, T, ε−1, δ−1)

suffices for CoT-learnability of Fe2e-T
d by Theorem 3.4. Moreover, by Theorem 3.6, we can implement

this by calling ConsFd
on a sample set S̃ of size at most |S̃| = O(T ·|SCoT|) = Poly(d, T, ε−1, log δ−1).

Finally, for input distributions that are supported on sequences of length at most n, the description
length of SCoT is Poly(n+T, d, |SCoT|). Here we are subsuming the log |Σ| dependence to be already
captured in the size parameter as it is inherent to the base class Fd. Thus even the description
length of the set S̃ is Poly(n + T, d, |S̃|) = Poly(n, d, T, ε−1, log δ−1). As such, as long as ConsFd

is implementable in time polynomial in its input and the size parameter d, we have that Fe2e-T is
CoT-learnable in time Poly(n, d, T, ε−1, log δ−1).

C Proofs from Section 4
We first show the sample complexity results for e2e and CoT learnability.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. As noted already, this follows by Sauer’s lemma. We know that VCdim(Fd,lin)
is at most (d+ 1). Therefore, the cardinality of Fd,lin on the hypercube of {0, 1}d of size 2d is:

|Fd,lin| ≤ ΓFd,lin(2d) ≤ (e2d)VCdim(Fd,lin) ≤ 2O(d2) .

Proof of Corollary 4.2. The bound simply follows from Theorems 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4 after substituting
VCdim(Fd,lin) ≤ (d+ 1) and log |Fd,lin| = O(d2) by Lemma 4.1.

We now show the computational tractability of the CoT-learnability of Fe2e-T
d,lin .

Proof of Corollary 4.3. This directly follows from the facts (i) ConsFd,lin(S) is implementable in
time polynomial in d and the length of the input S (ii) noting that VCdim(Fd,lin) ≤ (d+ 1). This
is a corollary of Corollary 3.7.

More specifically, we are implementing ConsCoT by forming the following LP feasibility problem.
For a given SCoT, consider the set of all prefixes and next token pairs mentioned in Eq. (B.4):

p(i,t) = [xi,ui[ 1 ], . . . ,ui[ t ]] ∈ Σ∗ × Σt , y(i,t) = ui[t+ 1] ∈ Σ , for i ∈ [m], 0 ≤ i ≤ (T − 1) .

Then we have to solve the following linear program in a variable parameter w ∈ Rd with the
following constraints. For 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 0 ≤ t ≤ (T − 1)

⟨w,p(i,t)⟩ ≥ 0, if y(i,t) = 1;
⟨w,p(i,t)⟩ < 0, if y(i,t) = 0. (LP-Feasibility)

Clearly there are |SCoT| · T many constraints, and we are implementing ConsCoT, and there-
fore choosing |SCoT| = Poly(n, d, T, 1/ε, log(1/δ)) suffices by Corollary 4.2. The runtime com-
plexity of solving (LP-Feasibility) with d variables and |SCoT| × T constraints is bounded by
Poly(n, d, T, 1/ε, log(1/δ)); the theorem follows.
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C.1 End-to-End Learning is Hard for Iterated Linear Thresholds

We now return to the computational intractability of e2e-learning of Fe2e-T
d,lin ; the main technical

result of this section. We begin with the description of the class of threshold circuits that we will
be using in our reduction.

Bounded Depth and Size Linear Threshold Circuit. Consider the input x ∈ {0, 1}n. A
linear threshold circuit C : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a computational model represented by a connected
directed acyclic graph (DAG), G(V,E) with

• n input nodes Vin = {vin,1, . . . , vin,n} (the only nodes in V with no incoming edges) that
correspond to the input coordinates (x1, . . . , xn),

• One output node vout (the only node with no outgoing edges),

• A weight function w : E → R.

Each node has a value val : V → {0, 1} associated with it computed recursively as follows:

val(vin,k) = xk, for k ∈ [n], and for any v ∈ V \ Vin, val(v) = thr

 ∑
(u,v)∈E

w(u, v)val(u)

 (26)

The final output of the circuit is C(x) = val(vout). The depth of the circuit is the length of the
longest path from an input node in Vin to the output node vout. The size of the circuit is |V \ Vin|.

For n,L, s ∈ N+, consider the hypothesis class threshold circuits over n input variables, size s,
and depth at most L. This class is referred in Assumption 1. We first prove the final hardness
results in light of Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Consider the class threshold circuits of depth L and size p(n) from Hardness
Assumption 1. By our expressivity result Lemma 4.5, every such circuit C can be expressed as
f e2e-T
w with some w ∈ Rd with d ≤ 2(p(n)+2)L(n+1) and T ≤ (p(n)+2)L(n+1), up to some fixed

input transformation that runs in time O(n′) = O
(
2(p(n) + 2)L(n+ 1)

)
. All d, n′, T are bounded

by fixed polynomials in n. Therefore, if Fd,lin is learnable in time Poly(n, T, d) up to even constants
ε, δ > 0, we can also learn the class from Assumption 1 in time Poly(n) through this reduction,
contradicting Assumption 1.

We now prove our main expressivity result of this section.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. We begin our proof with some notation. In the graph representation on any
circuit C (defined in Section C.1), we can partition the internal nodes in V \ Vin into different
layers V1 ∪ V2 ∪ · · · ∪ VL. The layer number of any internal node v is defined as the length of the
longest path from some input node in Vin to v. We now number the nodes arbitrarily per layer:
the nodes in Vl can be numbered v

(l)
1 , . . . , v

(l)
s , for 1 ≤ l ≤ L. Without loss of generality, we may

assume that |Vl| = s for 1 ≤ l ≤ L as we can always add nodes to the layer with incoming and
outgoing edges having weights zero. And, the final output node vout = v

(L)
s ∈ VL. Also, w.l.o.g.,

we consider any node v(l)
i in Vl is connected with all the nodes Vin ∪ V1 ∪ · · · ∪ Vl−1, as we can

add the edges with weight 0, without affecting the output of the circuit. As a consequence, we can
denote all the weights associated with incoming edges as a vector wli ∈ Rpl where pl = n+ (l− 1)s
and (l, i) ∈ [L] × [s]. The weight coming from jth node from the ℓth layer in wli is denoted by
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wli(ℓ, j) ∈ R. Throughout the proof, rather than explicitly defining the coordinate of vectors, we
will defined it by listing out its coordinates from left to right.

Without loss of generality, we will assume that the incoming weight associated to the last
node of the previous layer is always 0. Formally, we have w1i(0, n) = 0 and for l ≥ 2, we have
wli(l − 1, s) = 0. This can be easily ensured by adding one dummy node per layer in the circuit,
and thus, by replacing n with n + 1 and s with (s + 1) in the final bounds on T, n′, d, which we
will do towards the end of the proof. For now, we will proceed assuming this as it simplifies the
presentation of our construction.

We now specify our feature map ϕ : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n′ . For any x ∈ {0, 1}n, the feature
ϕ(x) ∈ {0, 1}n′ written as a string takes the following form

ϕ(x) = (1 00 . . . . . . 00︸ ︷︷ ︸
(T −1) bits

x︸︷︷︸
n bits

) (27)

where T is the number of end-to-end steps to be taken which will be specified later in terms
(n, s, L). Roughly speaking, we want to construct a linear predictor whose chain-of-thoughts on
ϕ(x) when applied iteratively, produces the output of each internal node sequentially (separated
by some number of zeros), i.e.

ϕ(x), 0, . . . , 0, y11, 0 . . . 0, y12, 0, . . . . . . , 0, yL1 .

The idea is to combine all the weights from the circuit into one linear threshold. However, to ensure
that the weights associated with the previous output do not contribute when outputting the other
node, we need that the 0s are outputted between any two relevant bits in CoT, so that the weights
of the previous output align with 0s exactly. This means that the weight vector of the next layer
must be now expanded into a higher dimension to adjust for the padded 0s.

Formally, we will embed each wli ∈ Rpl into a vector w̃li ∈ Rp̃l by padding extra zeros between
the coordinates of wli (to be specified how). The new dimension p̃l ≥ pl defined recursively:

p̃1 = p1 = n, and for l > 1, define p̃l = (s+ 1)p̃l−1 . (28)

We will create a vector v0 = 0n−1 and for l ≥ 1, we will form a vector vl, which is a concatenation
of the vectors w̃l1, . . . , w̃ls in the reverse order:

vl = [w̃ls, . . . , w̃l1], and therefore |vl| = s p̃l . (29)

Here is a simple claim that specifies the size of each of these linear predictors vl.

Claim C.1. For any l ≥ 1, we have p̃l = (s+ 1)l−1n and
∑l−1

ℓ=0 |vℓ| = (s+ 1)l−1 · n− 1 = p̃l − 1 .

So roughly speaking, the size of each predictor w̃li ∈ Rp̃l in layer l that we embedded our
wli ∈ Rpl into, is one more than the length of the entire concatenation of vectors vl−1, . . . ,v0. And
the vector vl is a concatenation of s such vectors, giving us p̃l = O(sl). See Figure 2.

It is now time to specify T and the final linear predictor w. The number of end-to-end steps T
is given by

T :=
L∑

ℓ=1
|vℓ| = p̃L+1 − 1− |v0| = (s+ 1)L · n− n , (30)

where we used Claim C.1 in the second equality. Eq. (27) gives us

n′ = |ϕ(x)| = T + n = n+
L∑

ℓ=1
|vℓ| = (s+ 1)L · n . (31)
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Figure 2: The figure provides an illustrative summary of the construction so far and the sizes of
the predictors, formalized in Claim C.1.

Having constructed v0,v1, . . . ,vL, the final predictor is then the concatenation of all these predictors
along with another v ∈ RT (to be specified later) as follows

w = [v,vL,vL−1, . . . ,v2,v1,v0]. (32)

Hence, at the start the linear predictor w and ϕ(x) aligns as follows.

w = [——v ——,vL,vL−1, . . . ,v2,v1︸ ︷︷ ︸
T coordinates

, 0n−1]

ϕ(x) = [1, 0, 0, 0, . . . . . . , 0, 0, 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(T −1) times

, –x—︸ ︷︷ ︸
n bits

] (33)

As v ∈ RT , we have

d := |w| = T +
L∑

ℓ=0
|vℓ| ≤ 2 · (s+ 1)L · n , (34)

where we used Claim C.1 and Eq. (30). Overall, our constructions so far satisfies the bounds on
T, n′, d according to Lemma 4.5. Therefore, it remains to show the final construction of w̃li ∈ Rp̃l

and v ∈ RT , and that this construction achieves the desired end-to-end computation of the circuit.
To this end, we first specify the set of time-steps at which we output a gate in the circuit. Let tli
for l ∈ [L] and i ∈ [s] be the time when we are going to be writing yli (i.e. output of the ith gate
from the layer l). We define these time-steps recursively as

t1i = n · i, for i ∈ [s] and tli = t(l−1)s + i · p̃l for l > 1, i ∈ [s] . (35)

Let I := {tli : l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s]} be the collection of these indices. It is straight-forward to verify that
tLs = ∑L

ℓ=1 s · p̃ℓ = ∑L
ℓ=1 |vℓ| = T by Eq. (30). Therefore, the final output of the circuit yLs will

be computed at the T th step (to be shown).
We would want that the iterated predictor on the time steps t ∈ [T ]\I when applied iteratively

outputs zero. By the construction of I, this corresponds to outputting exactly p̃l − 1 zeros before
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outputting yli for any l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s]. So the desired chain-of-thought is of the following form

ϕ(x), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−1) bits

, y11, . . . . . . , yl(i−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃l−1 bits

, yli, . . . . . . . . . . . . , yL(s−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃L−1 bits

yLs . (36)

This is exactly where the 1 at the beginning of the feature map ϕ in Eq. (27) plays the role
of “positional encoding” together with the vector v ∈ RT . The main idea is to create a vector
v ∈ {−B, 0}T where −B is a “very large” negative value to be specified such that for every
t ∈ [T ] \ I, the 1 in ϕ(x) aligns with −B in v, which on thresholding gives us the output 0.
Formally,

v[−t] :=
{
−B , if t ∈ [T ] \ I ;
0 , if t ∈ I .

(37)

Here B = 1 +∑L
l=1
∑s

i=1∥wli∥1 is a real number greater than the total ℓ1 norm of the weights in
the circuit. We have the following claim due to this construction.

Claim C.2. Consider any w of the form Eq. (32), where w̃li are just constructed by padding zeros
in wli for l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s], i.e., without increasing the total ℓ1 norm of the weights. Then

for every t ∈ [T ] \ I , we have f e2e-t
w (ϕ(x)) = 0 .

Finally, it is time to specify the constructions of w̃li ∈ Rp̃l . Note that the goal of w̃li is
to compute yli in our CoT. For this, it needs to compute the threshold of the inner product
⟨wli, [x, y11, y12, . . . , y(l−1)(s−1)y(l−1)s]⟩, where wli ∈ Rpl is the weight vector from the circuit

wli = [wli(0, 1),wli(0, 2), . . . ,wli(l − 1, s− 1),wli(l − 1, s)],

where we denote the scalar weight coming from the jth node in the layer ℓ ≤ l − 1 by wli(ℓ, j).
However, note that by Claim C.2 and Eq. (36), we have to now pad zeros so that the wli aligns
with the desired output gates. Formally, construct w̃li by padding p̃ℓ − 1 zeros before wli(ℓ, j) for
any i ∈ [s].

w̃li = [wli[(0, 1)→ (0, n)], 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−1) bits

,wli(1, 1), . . . ,wli(ℓ, i−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃ℓ−1 bits

,wli(ℓ, i), . . . . . . ,wli(l−1, s)]

(38)
Clearly, we are only padding zeros ensuring that the total ℓ1 norm ∑L

l=0∥vl∥1 = ∑L
l=1
∑s

i=1∥wli∥1
is the total ℓ1 norm of the circuit as needed. Formally, the following claim finalizes that this
construction outputs yli after tli end-to-end steps for all tli ∈ I.

Claim C.3. For every l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s], we indeed have |w̃li| = p̃l, and f e2e-tli
w (ϕ(x)) = yli for tli ∈ I .

Invoking this claim at tLs = T directly gives us that f e2e-T
w (ϕ(x)) = yLs = C(x) is the output of

the circuit. Finally, noting that bounds on T, d, n′ by Eqs. (30),(34), and (31) even after replacing
(n, s) with (n+ 1, s+ 1) is according to the lemma statement. This removes the posed restriction
on the circuit that the weight coming from the last gate of the previous layer is zero, concluding
the proof.

We now return to the deferred proofs of the claims in order.
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Proof of Claim C.1. Solving the recurrence in Eq.(28) immediately gives us p̃l = (s+1)l−1 ·n. The
second part will be shown inductively. Observe that ∑0

ℓ=0 |vℓ| = |v0| = n − 1 = p̃1 − 1. For any
l > 1, inductively

l−1∑
ℓ=0
|vℓ| = |vl−1|+

l−2∑
ℓ=0
|vℓ| = s p̃l−1 + p̃l−1 − 1 = (s+ 1)p̃l−1 − 1 = p̃l − 1 .

Proof of Claim C.2. We first note that during the output of the first T predictions, our linear
predictor has only shifted by at most T −1 positions to the right. At the beginning, the right-most
coordinate v[−1] is aligned with 1 to the left-end of ϕ(x) according to the construction Eq. (33).
As there are T − 1 additional 0’s padded before x, the weight v[−1] never gets aligned with any
coordinates in x (or the new ones to be added to its right) in the first T predictions.

In summary, letting zt = fCoT-t
w (ϕ(x)), for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 1, we can say

⟨w[−n− t :], zt[−n− t :]⟩ ≤
L∑

l=1

s∑
i=1
∥wls∥1 (39)

where we used the fact that only weights from [v1, . . . ,vL] align with [x, zt[−t :]] during the first
T iterative steps. And these vectors are only constructed from {wli : l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s]} by padding
zeros, and zt has binary coordinates. Hence, the inner-product is bounded by the total ℓ1 norm of
the circuit.

Finally, during the tth iterative prediction for any t ∈ [T ] \ I, we have that the coordinate of v
that aligns with 1 to the left in ϕ(x) is v[−t]; this is because v[−1] is aligned at the start and the
predictor moved t− 1 steps to the right. Therefore, using Eq. (39), for any t ∈ [T ] \ I,

⟨w, zt−1[−d :]⟩ ≤ v[−t] +
L∑

l=1

s∑
i=1
∥wli∥1 ≤ −1 ,

where, in the last inequality, we used v[−t] = −B from Eq. (37) and the value of B. Thresholding
immediately gives us f e2e-t

w (ϕ(x)) = thr(⟨w, zt−1[−d :]⟩) = 0, as desired.

Proof of Claim C.3. We first start by inductively (on l) verifying that w̃li = p̃l for l ∈ [L], i ∈ [s].
Clearly, by our description before (38), we don’t insert any zeros in w1i for 1 ≤ i ≤ s, and therefore
|w̃1i| = p1 = n = p̃1. Now for any l > 1, on the top of weights from the first (l − 2) layers, there
are also s number of weights associated with (l − 1)th layer in wli. Before all of these weights we
have padded p̃l−1 − 1 zeros. Therefore, using this and the induction hypothesis

|w̃li| = p̃l−1 + s(p̃l−1 − 1) + s = (s+ 1) · p̃l−1 = p̃l .

Finally, we return to the most important claim that for any tli ∈ I, we have f e2e-tli
w (ϕ(x)) = yli.

First of all, by our construction of the vector v in Eq. (37), for any of these time values, the
coordinate of v that aligns with the left-most 1 in ϕ(x) has the value simply zero. This allows us
to focus on the coordinates starting from x and to its right from newly added CoT. We will show
this by induction on the indices from I in their increasing order.

The base case is t11 = n. That means n − 1 steps have already elapsed. By Claim C.2,
we only output 0 in them. The linear predictor also moved n − 1 positions to the right, and
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v0 = 0n−1 aligns with the last n− 1 tokens of CoT. The tokens before that are x which align with
v1[−n :] = w̃11 = w11. Therefore, the output

f e2e-t11
w (ϕ(x)) = thr(⟨w11,x⟩) = y11 .

We now consider any time step t ∈ I for t = tli. Let z := f
CoT-(t−1)
w (ϕ(x)) be the current CoT. We

break into two cases.

1. Case 1: t = tli with i = 1 for some l > 1. In this case, note that tli = t(l−1)s + p̃l. And thus,
the CoT z has p̃l − 1 zeros at the end. Also, by Claim C.1, these zeros exactly align with
w[−(p̃l − 1) :] = [vl−1, . . . ,v0], i.e. the weights associated with the previous layers. And also
note that (n+ t(l−1)s) = p̃l, and thus these many coordinates prior to that are vl[−p̃l :] = w̃l1
using Eqs. (32) and (29). Finally, using the induction hypothesis this w̃li exactly aligns with
the coordinates of z that has the following form

x, 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−1) bits

, y11, 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−1) bits

, y12, . . . . . . , yℓ(i−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃ℓ−1 bits

, yℓi, . . . . . . . . . . . . , y(l−1)(s−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃l−1−1 bits

y(l−1)s .

Based on the way, we constructed w̃li, we directly conclude that

f e2e-t
w = thr(⟨wli, [x, y11, y12, . . . , y(l−1)(s−1), y(l−1)s]⟩) = yli .

2. Case 2: t = tli with i > 1 for some l ∈ [L]. The argument is very similar to the previous
case. If we only isolate the CoT after the time t(l−1)s, then by the induction hypothesis and
Claim C.2, it has the following form:

0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃l−1 bits

, yl1, 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃l−1 bits

, yl2, . . . . . . , yl(i−1), 0 . . . 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
p̃ℓ−1 bits

.

Again [vl−1, . . . ,v0] align with the last p̃ℓ − 1 zeros and does not contribute. The (i − 1)p̃l

many weights before that in w are vl[−(i− 1)p̃l :] = [w̃l(i−1), . . . , w̃l1] by Eq (29). Note that
the only variables with potentially non-zero values are at the indices which are multiples of
p̃l. These correspond to the last coordinates of each w̃l(i−1), . . . , w̃l1 respectively; the value of
all these coordinates is zero by our assumption that the last weight coming from the previous
layer is always 0. The CoT before this (from x and new t(l−1)s CoT tokens) is exactly of the
form we described in Case 1. Moreover, this now aligns with the p̃l many coordinates prior
to w̃l(i−1), which by Eq. (29) is exactly w̃li. Again noticing the form w̃li, we conclude

f e2e-t
w = thr(⟨wli, [x, y11, y12, . . . , y(l−1)(s−1), y(l−1)s]⟩) = yli .

D Proof of Theorem 6.1 & Miscellaneous Discussions

D.1 Context and Iterated Sparse Linear Thresholds

We discussed how achieving the desiderata in Section 5 posits an implicit requirement on the
universal base class that it has low complexity and high context. Below we define the context
formally.
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Definition 12 (Context). We say that a base hypothesis class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ over an alphabet set Σ
has a context size d if for any function f ∈ F and x ∈ Σ∗, we have f(x) = f(x[−d :]), that is the
output f only depends on the last d coordinates of the input.

Below is a bound on the cardinality of such a class in terms of VCdim(F). This bound is a
generalization of the cardinality bound of linear thresholds on the boolean hypercube (Lemma 4.1)
but for more general hypothesis classes with a bounded context window.

Lemma D.1. Consider any finite Σ and a hypothesis class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ of context length d ∈ N+.
For any generation length T ∈ N+,

log |F| ≤ (d+ 3) ·Ndim(F) · log2 |Σ|.

For Σ = {0, 1}, this simplifies to log |F| ≤ (d+ 3) ·VCdim(F).

Proof. Since F has a context-window length of d, its effective domain is Σ≤d. Therefore, the
effective number of distinct hypotheses over the domain Σ≤d can be bounded

|F| ≤ ΓF (|Σ≤d|) ≤
(
|Σ|2|Σ≤d|

)Ndim(F)
≤ |Σ|(d+3)Ndim(F) .

When combined with Theorem 3.1, we obtain the sample complexity of O(d · VCdim(F)), i.e.
still linear in terms of the context size d, and thus this attempt of having T independent sample
complexity bound is not taking us any closer to our goal of achieving universality.

Sparse Linear Predictors. Here, we discuss how the class of sparse linear thresholds already
satisfies two of the three desiderata in Section 5 simultaneously. However, it remains open whether
it satisfies the first desideratum of expressive power. Let

Fd,k,lin = {fw,b ∈ Fd,lin : ∥w∥0 ≤ k} . (40)

As mentioned, it remains open whether TM(S, T) can be expressed by Fe2e-T
d,lin with d, T = Poly(T)

and k = O(1) ≪ d . When k = O(1), the computational tractability is easy to see, as we can just
do brute-force search over all possible support and implement ConsCoT in a polynomially bounded
runtime. Below is the lemma sample complexity.

Lemma D.2. On the domain {0, 1}d, we have log |Fd,k,lin| = O(k2 + k log d); however, Fd,k,lin has
a context size d.

Proof. It is easy to see that Fd,k,lin has a context of size Ω(d) for any 1 ≤ k ≤ d. It remains to show
the bound on the VCdim of the end-to-end class. We do so by bounding the effective number of
k-sparse linear predictors Fd,k,lin when the domain is the boolean hypercube {0, 1}d and then taking
the cardinality-based bound. There are at most

(d
k

)
subsets of [d], such that for any k-sparse w ∈ Rd

with ∥w∥0 ≤ k, we have supp(w) := {i : w[i] ̸= 0} ⊆ I ∈
([d]

k

)
. Define Fd,I = {fw,b : supp(w) ⊆ I}.

Once we decide on a subset I of coordinates that are allowed to be non-zero in a linear predictor
with |I| = k, the effective domain is {0, 1}k, and thus, Fd,I ≡ Fk,lin. Therefore,

ΓFd,I (2d) = ΓFk,lin(2k) ≤ (e2k)VCdim(Fk,lin) ≤ (e2k)(k+1),
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where we used Sauer’s lemma (Lemma A.1) and the fact that VCdim(Fk,lin) ≤ k + 1. Therefore,
after fixing a subset, effectively there are (e2k)(k+1) different hypotheses in Fd,I on {0, 1}d. Since

Fd,k,lin =
⋃

I∈([d]
k )
Fd,I,

the total number of effectively different hypotheses in Fd,k,lin on {0, 1}d is bounded by

|Fd,k,lin| ≤
(
d

k

)
(e2k)(k+1) =⇒ log |Fd,k,lin| = O(k2 + k log d) .

Combining with Theorem 3.1 and using the fact that ConsCoT is also Conse2e, we obtain that
when k = O(1), the class Fe2e-T

d,k,lin is CoT-learnable with sample complexity O(log d) in a polynomial
runtime, and it has a context of size d. We now prove that indeed our universal base class satisfies
all three desiderata.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 6.1

We break the entire proof into three parts.

Expressivity. We first have that TM(S, T) ⊆ post ◦ Fe2e-T
TM,S ◦ pre. (i.e. Fe2e-T

TM,S expresses TM(S, T)
up to pre and post-processing steps). This is because our autoregressive function essentially is
designed to hard code each transition (st, at, bt), i.e. for any possible transition table τ and input
ω ∈ {0, 1}∗, we have

f e2e-t
τ (Pre(ω)) = (st, at, bt) .

This can be shown by induction on t. For the base case, consider t = 1. The head is initially at the
p0 = |ω| + 1, and Tape[p0] = □ , and the internal state is initialized to s0 = 1. Therefore, we have
(s1, a1, b1) = τ(1, □ ). We must show that f e2e-(t=1)

τ (Pre(ω)) = fτ (Pre(ω)) = (s1, a1, b1) to verify
the base case. Let x = Pre(ω). Indeed, from the pre-processing step we have x[ i ].move = +1
for all i ∈ |x|, and thus pos[ i ] = i − 1 for any i ∈ |x|, and there will be no position i for which
pos[ i ] = |x|. Also, the last index in x has x[−1].state = 1 by construction in the pre-processing
step. Therefore, (1, □ ) = read-tape(x). Clearly, by Algorithm 1, we output (s1, a1, b1) = τ(1, □ ).

For the inductive case, let’s assume that the claim holds for all steps i in 1 ≤ i ≤ t for some t.
Then we must show that

f e2e-(t+1)
τ (x) = fτ ◦ fCoT-t

τ (x) = (st+1, at+1, bt+1) .

Let z = fCoT-t
τ (x). By induction, we know that for any 1 ≤ i ≤ t, we have pi−1 = ∑

j<i z[ j ].move =
pos[ i ] is the head position of the machine just before the time-step i and this is where the symbol
z[ i ].symb got written. By the way a Turing machine operates, the current head position after the
end of t steps is pt = pt−1 +bt = pos[−1]+z[−1].move = npos[|z|] (by the induction hypothesis). So
our goal is to retrieve the symbol rt+1 = Tape[ pt ] currently present at this location, i.e. the symbol
that was written most recently at this position on the tape. This exactly corresponds to finding
the largest j∗ such that pos[j∗] = npos[|z|] and retrieve z[j∗].symb, and if j∗ does not exist then at
no point in the past, the head of the machine has been at the position so the tape must contain
□ . Our read-tape(z) operation is exactly implementing this step (Line 4). So we indeed correctly
find the symbol rt+1 that was read by the Turing machine in order to make the next (t+ 1)th move
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using our read-tape operation. Also, the read-tape operation outputs the state at the final location
z[−1].state which is st by the induction hypothesis. Therefore, read-tape(z) = (st, rt+1) is satisfied.
Then we indeed have

f e2e-(t+1)
τ (x) = fτ (z) = τ(read-tape(z)) = τ(st, rt+1) = (st+1, at+1, bt+1) ,

where the second inequality follows from the definition of fτ (Algorithm 1), the next one follows
from the discussion above, and the last one follows directly from the way a Turing machine works.
Therefore, at the end-to-end step with t = T, we have f e2e-T

τ (Pre(ω)) = (sT, bT, aT) . Applying post-
processing step returns aT = g⟨S,T,τ⟩(ω), which is the desired answer returned to the Turing machine
with the transition rule τ . This establishes TM(S, T) ⊆ Post ◦ Fe2e-T

TM,S ◦ Pre.

Sample Complexity. By Theorem 3.1, we have that Fe2e-T
TM,S is CoT-learnable by the rule ConsCoT

on a sample set SCoT of size

mCoT-T = O(ε−1 (S log S + log δ−1)) ,

where we used the facts that log |FTM,S| ≤ log(6S)3S = O(S log S) and ConsCoT is also Conse2e.

Tractable CoT-learnability. Finally, we need to show that ConsCoT for the class FTM,S on SCoT
of size |SCoT| = O(ε−1 (S log S + log δ−1)) containing inputs of length at most n, is implementable in
time Poly(n, T, ε−1, log δ−1). Due to Theorem 3.6, it suffices to show that the base class consistency
ConsFTM,S is solvable in time polynomial in its input. This is clearly true for the implementation
of ConsFTM,S we provide, concluding the proof of this theorem.

E Complementary Results from Section 3
In this section, we provide all our complementary results including lower bounds during the discus-
sion in Section 3. We start with the proof of Theorem 3.3 that establishes that a linear dependence
on the generation length T in the sample complexity is necessary for a guarantee based on VCdim
of the base class.

E.1 Proof of Theorem 3.3

The proof will follow by using Proposition 2 once we have a construction of a family of base classes
with VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = Ω(T ·VCdim(F)). Formally, we show the following.

Theorem E.1. For Σ = {0, 1}, for any D,T ∈ N+, there exists F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ such that

VCdim(F) = D but VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = T ·D, over domain X = Σn with n = ⌈log2(DT )⌉+ 1.

We will return to the proof of this theorem—for now it is immediate to see the following proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Use the negative direction of the Fundamental Theorem of Statistical Learn-
ing (Proposition 2), and recall that Definition 1 is simply a supervised learning for Fe2e-T class.

Let us now show the construction of such base classes.
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Proof of Theorem E.1. The claim trivially holds for T = 1. Thus, below we consider T ≥ 2.
Description of the Class. For any target D,T ∈ N+, we aim to construct a hypothesis class F
from {0, 1}∗ to {0, 1}. Consider the following set of M := D · T strings of length n = ⌈log2M⌉+ 1
points.

S = (x1, . . . ,xM ), where xi = 1 (bit representation of i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⌈log2 M⌉ bits

.

Our base class F has functions f
b⃗

that will correspond to sign-patterns on M points:

F = {f
b⃗

: b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}M}.

We will define each hypothesis in such a way that VCdim(F) = D, but when we apply each f
b⃗

auto-
regressively T times on the points in S, we realize the sign-pattern b⃗ at the end, i.e. f e2e-T

b⃗
(S) = b⃗.

f
b⃗
(x) =



bjD+k, if x = 0∗ xi︸︷︷︸
n bits

bkbD+k . . . b(j−1)D+k︸ ︷︷ ︸
j bits

, for ((i− 1) mod D ≡ k − 1), and 0 ≤ j ≤ (T − 2),

bi, if x = 0∗ xi︸︷︷︸
n bits

bk bD+k . . . b(T −2)D+k︸ ︷︷ ︸
(T −1) bits

, for some ((i− 1) mod D ≡ k − 1),

0, otherwise.
(41)

In simple words, the hypothesis f
b⃗

: Σ∗ → Σ is defined in such a way that on the point xi such
that (i− 1) mod D = (k− 1) for k ∈ [D] outputs bk, bD+k, b2D+k, . . . , b(T −2)D+k in the next (T − 1)
steps of auto-regression before outputting bi at the T th step.

It is first important to note that each f
b⃗

: Σ∗ → Σ is well-defined. Because, for any input
x ∈ Σ∗, we can first drop the leading 0s since xi always starts with 1. Therefore, we can uniquely
decode if the input point’s prefix is of the form 0∗xi. Once that is determined, we can find the value
of k = ((i − 1) mod D) + 1 and check whether the remaining tokens to be followed (if there are
any) are of the form bk, bD+k, . . . , to decide the output on x. If x does not match the description,
then it simply outputs 0.
Showing end-to-end VCdim is large. It is straightforward to note that for the set of points
S = (x1, . . . ,xM ), at the end of T steps, by definition, we will realize all sign-patterns of these M
points. In particular, for any xi ∈ [M ], we have f e2e(T )

b⃗
(xi) = bi. We achieve∣∣∣{(f e2e-T

b⃗
(x1), . . . , f e2e-T

b⃗
(xM )) : f

b⃗
∈ F}

∣∣∣ = |{b⃗ : b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}M}| = 2M ,

shattering all points in S, giving us VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≥ M . Also, we know that VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤
log2 |F| ≤M. Combining, we obtain

VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = M = T ·D.

Showing that Base Class has small VCdim. We first start by showing that VCdim(F) ≥ D.
Fix the set S′ = (x1, . . . ,xD) ⊂ S, of the first D points in S. It is immediate to see that k = i for
any i ∈ [D], and therefore, applying the first case in (41)

for any i ∈ [D], we have f
b⃗
(xi) = bk = bi.

The main challenge is to show that our base class F has VCdim(F) ≤ D. To this end, suppose for
the purpose of contradiction, that VCdim(F) ≥ D + 1. Then there exists a set S̃ ∈ (Σ∗)D+1 such

41



that all 2D+1 possible labelings can be realized by some f
b⃗
∈ F . Then it must be that any point

x̃ ∈ S̃ is of the form

x = 0∗xib̃1 . . . b̃ℓ, for some 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ (T − 1), and b̃1, . . . , b̃ℓ ∈ {0, 1}.

Because otherwise the functions in F just outputs 0 on that point. Then by pigeon-hole argument,
there exists i1, i2 ∈M such that

(i1 − 1) modD = (i2 − 1) modD = (k − 1), for some k ∈ [D],

and there are two points x̃1, x̃2 ∈ S̃ such that

x̃1 = 0∗xi1 b̃k b̃D+k . . . b̃(ℓ1−1)D+k

x̃2 = 0∗xi2 b̃k b̃D+k . . . b̃(ℓ1−1)D+k . . . b̃(ℓ2−1)D+k, for some b̃ ∈ {0, 1}M .

where w.l.o.g., we let ℓ2 ≥ ℓ1. Moreover, we can continue to shatter {x̃1, x̃2} using F . We break
into the cases to show that there is a contradiction.

1. ℓ1 < ℓ2 ≤ (T − 1): The main intuition is that, any predictor, that outputs 1 on the point
x̃2, is also required to output b̃ℓ1D+k on x̃1, due to the first case (41). Formally, consider the
target labels (ỹ1, ỹ2) = (¬b̃ℓ1·D+k, 1). Then we claim that, for any predictor f

b⃗
∈ F

ỹ1 ̸= f
b⃗
(x̃1) or ỹ2 ̸= f

b⃗
(x̃2).

This is because in order for any f
b⃗
(x̃2) = 1, we must have that b⃗ agrees with (b̃k, b̃D+k, . . . , b̃(ℓ2−1)D+k),

on the respective indices; otherwise f
b⃗
(x̃2) = 0, by the third case of (41). So

(bk, bD+k, . . . , b(ℓ1−1)D+k, bℓ1D+k, . . . , b(ℓ2−1)D+k) = (b̃k, b̃D+k, . . . , b̃(ℓ1−1)D+k, b̃ℓ1D+k, . . . , b̃(ℓ2−1)D+k).

But this also subsumes that (bk, bD+k, . . . , b(ℓ1−1)D+k) = (b̃k, b̃D+k, . . . , b̃(ℓ1−1)D+k). According
to first case of (41), we must have f

b⃗
(x̃1) = bℓ1·D+k = b̃ℓ1·D+k, giving us that we cannot realize

the behavior (ỹ1, ỹ2) = (¬b̃ℓ1·D+k, 1), contradicting that we can shatter {x̃1, x̃2}.

2. ℓ1 = ℓ2 < (T − 1): In this case, the main intuition is that, any predictor f
b⃗
∈ F , either agrees

with the bit pattern of b̃ on the respective bits and outputs the same bit bℓ1D+k = bℓ2D+k

or otherwise, it outputs 0s on both points. So, effectively, we cannot have different outputs
on the two points. Formalizing this, consider the target labels (ỹ1, ỹ2) = (0, 1). Then for any
predictor f

b⃗
∈ F

ỹ1 ̸= f
b⃗
(x̃1) or ỹ2 ̸= f

b⃗
(x̃2).

This is because in order for any f
b⃗
(x̃2) = 1, we must have that b⃗ is such that

(bk, bD+k, . . . , b(ℓ2−1)D+k) = (b̃k, b̃D+k, . . . , b̃(ℓ2−1)D+k) and 1 = bℓ2D+k = bℓ1D+k.

But this immediately also implies that, according to first case of (41), we must have f
b⃗
(x̃1) =

bℓ1·D+k = 1, contradicting that we can shatter {x̃1, x̃2}.

3. ℓ2 = ℓ1 = (T − 1): In this case, in order to shatter {x̃1, x̃2}, we must have i1 ̸= i2 because
otherwise any f

b⃗
∈ F will have the identical outputs on both the points. W.l.o.g. let i1 < i2.

Then we have i1 = (j1 − 1) ·D+ k for some 1 ≤ j1 ≤ T − 1. Then we shall show that for the
target labels (ỹ1, ỹ2) = (¬b̃(j1−1)·D+k, 1), for any predictor f

b⃗
∈ F

ỹ1 ̸= f
b⃗
(x̃1) or ỹ2 ̸= f

b⃗
(x̃2).
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This holds true because in order for any f
b⃗
(x̃1) = ¬b̃(j1−1)·D+k, we must have b⃗ such that

(bk, bD+k, . . . , b(T −2)D+k) ̸= (b̃k, b̃D+k, . . . , b̃(T −2)D+k);

otherwise, by the second case of (41), the output f
b⃗
(x̃1) = bi1 = b(j1−1)·D+k = b̃(j1−1)·D+k.

But if this is the case, by the third case of (41), we must also have f
b⃗
(x̃2) = 0. Therefore, we

cannot realize (ỹ1, ỹ2) = (¬b̃(j1−1)·D+k, 1), achieving a contradiction.

E.2 Sample Complexity of Learning Time-Dependent End-to-End Class.

We now discuss that even for the end-to-end classes that have time-dependent compositions have
roughly the same complexity, i.e. up to log T factor, as the worst-case lower bound from The-
orem 3.3. We show that VCdim(FTD-e2e-T ) = O(T · VCdim(F) log T ), essentially the same as
VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = O(T ·VCdim(F)) up to a O(log T ) factor.

Theorem E.2 (Time Dependent Class). Consider any finite Σ, a base function class F ⊆ ΣΣ∗

and generation length T ∈ N+.

• For binary Σ = {0, 1}:

VCdim(FTD-e2e-T ) ≤ 3T ·VCdim(F) log
( 2T

ln 2

)
.

• For non-binary finite Σ:

Ndim(FTD-e2e-T ) ≤ 3T ·Ndim(F) log2

(
2 Ndim(F)|Σ|2

e ln 2

)
.

Proof of Theorem B.1. Let ΓT := ΓFTD-e2e-T be the growth function of the class FTD-e2e-T for T ∈
N+. Then by definition Γ1 = ΓF . We will try to bound ΓT recursively. Let us first define

FT := F × · · · × F︸ ︷︷ ︸
T times

.

Consider any fixed set S ∈ (Σ∗)m of size |S| = m. For any T ∈ N+, divide FT into equivalence
classes according to the equivalence relation ≡T such that

f := (f1, . . . , fT ) ≡T g := (g1, . . . , gT ), iff fCoT-T (x) = gCoT-T (x), for all x ∈ S .

In words, a pair of time-dependent functions f, g ∈ FT are equivalent if for the next T steps, for
any point in S, they both have identical chain-of-thoughts on that point. Let κT (S) be the number
of equivalence classes. By definition of growth function,

ΓT (m) ≤ max
S∈(Σ∗)m

κT (S) . (42)

Therefore, it suffices to bound the latter. The main observation is that each equivalence class with
relation ≡T may split into a partition of at most ΓF (m) many equivalence classes with respect to
the relation ≡T +1, because we have at most ΓF (m) many behaviors on any fixed set of m points
our hypothesis class. We obtain

κT +1(S) ≤ ΓF (m) · κT (S) and κ1(S) ≤ ΓF (m). (43)
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Solving this recursion yields
κT (S) ≤ (ΓF (m))T (44)

This argument holds for any S ∈ (Σ∗)m. Combining the inequalities (42) and (44), we have

ΓT (m) ≤ (ΓF (m))T .

We now break into cases:

• Σ = {0, 1} (binary alphabets): In this case, using Sauer’s lemma (Lemma A.1), for any
m ≥ VCdim(F),

ΓT (m) ≤ ΓF (m)T ≤
(

em

VCdim(F)

)T ·VCdim(F)
.

Therefore, VCdim(FTD-e2e-T ) can be bounded by any m ∈ N+ satisfying 2m > ΓT (m) and
m ≥ VCdim(F). Using the derived upper bound on ΓT (m), it suffices to choose m such that

m > T ·VCdim(F) log2

(
em

VCdim(F)

)
and m ≥ VCdim(F).

Using Lemma A.4 with N = T · VCdim(F) and M = 1/VCdim(F), we directly argue the
existence of m ∈ N+ such that

VCdim(FTD-e2e-T ) ≤ m ≤ 3T ·VCdim(F) log2

( 2T
ln 2

)
.

• For a finite Σ : Using Natarajan’s lemma (Lemma A.2) for any m ∈ N+,

ΓFTD-e2e-T (m) ≤ ΓF (m)T ≤
(
|Σ|2 ·m

)T ·Ndim(F)
.

Again, Ndim(FTD-e2e-T ) can be bounded bym ∈ N+ for whichm > T ·Ndim(F) log2
(
|Σ|2 ·m

)
.

Applying Lemma A.4 with N = T · Ndim(F) and M = |Σ|2/e, we obtain that there exists
such m ∈ N+ such that

Ndim(FTD-e2e-T ) ≤ m ≤ 3T ·Ndim(F) log2

(
2 Ndim(F)|Σ|2

e ln 2

)
.

E.3 Lower Bound for Theorem 3.5 in terms of Littlestone Dimension

We now show that Ω(Ldim(F)) samples are necessary in the worst case. Our lower bound is non-
trivial in the sense that we show this for a family of classes that always have VCdim(F) = 1.
First, note that by the negative direction of the Fundamental Theorem of Statistical Learning
(Proposition 2), it suffices to show that the VC dimension of the end-to-end class, VCdim(Fe2e-T ),
is lower bounded by Ldim(F), to establish the lower bound in the sample complexity of end-to-end
learning of Fe2e-T . The following theorem establishes this for a non-trivial family of classes.

Theorem E.3 (Lower Bound for Littlestone Dimension). For Σ = {0, 1}, for any D ∈ N+, there
exists F ⊆ ΣΣ∗ such that

Ldim(F) = D,VCdim(F) = 1 over domain Σ∗ ,

and
VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = D for any T > D even over domain Σn for n = ⌈logD⌉+ 1 .
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Theorem E.3. Description of the Class. For any target D ∈ N+, consider a set of D points of
length n = ⌈log2D⌉+ 1 defined as:

S = {xi : i ∈ [D]}, where xi = 1 (bit representation of i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⌈log2 D⌉ bits

.

We define the function class F consisting of functions f
b⃗

for each b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D, defined as:

f
b⃗
(x) =



bj+1, if x = 0∗ xi︸︷︷︸
n bits

b1b2...bj︸ ︷︷ ︸
j bits

for some i ∈ [D], 0 ≤ j < D

bi, if x = 0∗ xi︸︷︷︸
n bits

b1b2...bDb
∗
i for some i ∈ [D]

0, otherwise

In simple words, the function f
b⃗

is defined in such a way that on the point xi, it outputs b1, . . . , bD

in the next D steps of auto-regression and then outputs bi for the rest of the steps.
Showing Base Class has Littlestone Dimension D. We first show that Ldim(F) ≥ D. Let z
be a complete binary tree of depth D. For any binary string ϵ ∈ {0, 1}j of length j < D, let z(ϵ)
denote the example at the node reached by following path ϵ from the root. We label the tree as
follows:

z(ϵ) = x1ϵ[1]ϵ[2] . . . ϵ[j]

where ϵ[i] denotes the ith bit of ϵ. Note that we use x1 for simplicity; the same argument works
with any xi.

We now show this tree is shattered by F . For any path ϵ ∈ {0, 1}D, consider f
b⃗

with b⃗ = ϵ. By
construction of f

b⃗
:

• At root: f
b⃗
(x1) = b1 = ϵ[1]

• For any prefix ϵ of length 0 ≤ j < D:

f
b⃗
(z(ϵ)) = f

b⃗
(x1ϵ[1]...ϵ[j]) = bj+1 = ϵ[j + 1]

where the second equality follows from the first case of the function definition

Thus f
b⃗

realizes the labeling ϵ on this tree. Since this holds for any ϵ ∈ {0, 1}D, we have Ldim(F) ≥
D.

For the upper bound, note that Ldim(F) ≤ log2 |F| for any function class. Since our con-
struction has |F| = 2D functions (one for each b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D), we immediately get Ldim(F) ≤ D.
Combined with the lower bound, this establishes Ldim(F) = D.
Showing Base Class has VC Dimension 1. First, we show VCdim(F) ≥ 1 by exhibiting a
point that can be shattered. Consider the point x1. We can achieve both labelings:

• For 0: Choose f
b⃗

with b1 = 0. Then f
b⃗
(x1) = b1 = 0

• For 1: Choose f
b⃗

with b1 = 1. Then f
b⃗
(x1) = b1 = 1

To show VCdim(F) ≤ 1, consider any two distinct points y1 = xip and y2 = xjq for i, j ∈ [D]
and p, q ∈ {0, 1}∗. Assume without loss of generality that |p| ≤ |q|. Suppose for contradiction that
we can realize both labelings (1,1) and (1,0)/(0,1). Now consider the following cases:
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• p = q. If i = j then both points are the same, so they can not be shattered. So we can
assume i ̸= j.

– If |p| < D then for any b⃗ that has p as the prefix, both y1 and y2 evaluate to b⃗[|p|+ 1],
and for any b⃗ that does not have p as a prefix, they evaluate to 0. So they cannot achieve
(0,1) or (1,0) labeling and thus cannot be shattered.

– If |p| ≥ D, in order to get output (1,1), we would need some b⃗ to match p on its first
D bits, have b⃗[i] = b⃗[j] = 1 and the rest of the bits of both p and q be 1. Now for any
other b⃗, on this input, b⃗ would not match p on its first D bits, and so f

b⃗
(y1) = 0 and

f
b⃗
(y2) = 0. So we cannot achieve (1, 0) or (0, 1) labeling and thus cannot be shattered.

• p is a strict prefix of q.

– If r ≤ D, then to get labeling y1 as 1 forces b⃗ to match p for its first r bits, and have
b⃗[r] = 1. Now if q[r] is 0, then f

b⃗
(y2) = 0, so we cannot achieve (1,1). So q[r] = 1 must

be 1. Now if we want y1 to labeled to 0, then we would need b⃗ to not match p. But p
is a prefix of q so this qould imply that f

b⃗
(y2) = 0 implying (0,1) is not achievable.

– If r > D, then p and q share the first D bits, So for any b⃗, either both y1 and y2 are
labeled 0, or y1 is labeled p[i] and y2 is labeled p[j]. So they cannot be shattered.

• p ̸= q and they differ fon some position r ≤ |p|:

– If r ≤ D and p[r] ̸= q[r] then to label y1 with 1, the function f
b⃗

must match p on the
first r bits, forcing b⃗[r] = p[r]. Because q[r] ̸= p[r], we get f

b⃗
(y2) = 0. This implies that

we cannot assign both y1,y2 the label 1, and these points cannot be shattered.
– If r > D, then p and q share all the first D bits but differ after bit D. By definition of
f
b⃗
, to get output 1 on y1, we would need p = b⃗1∗ and p[i] = 1. But since p[r] ̸= q[r]

beyond bit D, for such b⃗, f
b⃗
(y2) = 0. Hence we cannot assign both y1,y2 the label 1,

and these points cannot be shattered.

Showing End-to-End Class has VC Dimension D. We first show that VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≥ D.
Consider the set S = {x1, . . . ,xD}. For any desired labeling ϵ ∈ {0, 1}D, we construct f

b⃗
with

b⃗ = ϵ. After T > D steps, the end-to-end function on input xi outputs bi for all i ∈ [D]. Thus we
can realize any labeling ϵ on S.

To show VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ D, suppose for contradiction that we could shatter D + 1 points
{y1, . . . ,yD+1}. Consider the behavior of any f

b⃗
∈ F on these points: for each point yj , after T > D

steps: if yj starts with some xi, follows the path b1, . . . , bD, b
∗
i and the output is bi, otherwise (if it

deviates or doesn’t start with any xi), the output is 0.
In order to achieve the labeling with all D + 1 points being 1, we would need all D + 1 points

to start with some xi and follow the path b1, . . . , bD, b
∗
i for some b⃗. Since we only have D possible

choices for xi, by pigeonhole, two of the points will need to share xi for some i and have the form
x1b1 . . . bDb

∗
i . However, for these two points, all other functions in the class would output 0 since

they would not match the prefix b1 . . . bD, so we cannot achieve the labeling (1, 0) or (0, 1) on these
two points. Therefore we cannot shatter D + 1 points, so VCdim(Fe2e-T ) ≤ D.

E.4 End-to-End Sample Complexity map Collapse

We now show that learning the end-to-end class sometimes might be simpler than learning the
base class (or even trivial). We show a family of base classes with a high VC dimension, but the
end-to-end learning complexity collapses after one step of iterative composition.
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Theorem E.4. For any natural number D ∈ N+, there exists a hypothesis class F such that
VCdim(F) = D over domain X = {0, 1}n for n = log⌈D⌉ + 1 but VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = 0, even with
T = 2. As a corollary, Fe2e-T is learnable without any samples. However, for every learning rule
A, there exists a distribution D over {0, 1}n realizable by F such that for any set S ∼ Dm with
m < D/2, we have

P (LD(A(S)) ≥ 1/4) ≥ 1/7 .

Proof of Theorem E.4. Consider the set of D points as follows:

S = (x1, . . . ,xD), where xi = 1 (bit representation of i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⌈log2 D⌉ bits

1 .

Description of the class. For each bit pattern b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D, we have one hypothesis f
b⃗
∈ F which

is defined as follows

f
b⃗
(x) =

bi, if x = 0∗ xi︸︷︷︸,
0, otherwise.

(45)

Again, note that this class is well-defined: for any input x ∈ Σ∗, we drop the leading 0s since xi

always starts with 1 and then uniquely decodes whether x is of the form 0∗xi.
VCdim after at step 1 is large. It is immediate to see that |F| = 2D and VCdim(F) ≤ log |F| ≤
D. Also, for the set of points S, by definition for any b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D, we have that

|{(f
b⃗
(xi), . . . , fb⃗(xD)) : f

b⃗
∈ F}| = |{(b1, . . . , bD) : b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D}| = 2D.

Therefore, VCdim(F) ≥ D. Combining, we obtain VCdim(F) = D.
VCdim collapses at step 2. We now want to show that VCdim(Fe2e-T ) = 0 for T = 2 (fix
for the rest of the proof). Suppose for the purpose of contradiction, assume that there is a point
x ∈ Σ∗ such that {f e2e-T

b⃗
: b⃗ ∈ F} = {0, 1}, i.e. we can get both behaviors at two steps.

1. If x = 0∗xi for some i ∈ [D]: In this case, it is easy to see that for any b⃗ ∈ F

f e2e-T (x) = f e2e-T (0∗xi) = f
b⃗
(0∗xibi) = 0,

contradicting that we can get both possible outputs.

2. If x ̸= 0∗xi for any i ∈ [D]: In this case, we first note that [x, 0] is also not of the form 0∗xi,
as xi always has the right most symbol 1. Using this

f e2e-T
b⃗

(x) = f
b⃗
(x0) = 0,

again reaching a contradiction.

E.5 Real Valued Alphabets

In this section, we formalize the claim mentioned in Remark 3.1.

Definition 13 (Pseudo Dimension (Pollard, 1989)). For any domain X and a real valued function
class H ⊆ RX . Then pseudo-dimension of H, denoted by Pdim(H) is the largest D ∈ N such that
there exists a set of points x1, . . . ,xD ∈ X and real target thresholds θ1, . . . , θD ∈ R where

|{(sign(h(x1)− θ1), . . . , sign(h(xD)− θD)) : h ∈ H}| = 2D.

Moreover, if there is no such D, then we say that Pdim(F) =∞.
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Under some assumptions on the loss function, pseudo-dimension guarantees learnability. Below
is the construction of F ⊆ RR∗ , which has bounded pseudo-dimension. However, even one more
iterative composition leads to an infinite pseudo-dimension of the end-to-end class.

Theorem E.5. Let Σ = R. There exists a class F ⊆ RR∗ such that Pdim(F) = 1, but Pdim(Fe2e-T ) =
∞, even for T = 2.

Proof of Theorem E.5. We will consider a hypothesis class F defined as follows. Consider the
following set of points

S = {xn : n ∈ N+} where xn = 1 . . . 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

0 = 1n0.

Therefore, the cardinality of S is countably infinite. Now the hypotheses class is defined such that
there exists fb ∈ F for each sequence b ∈ {0, 1}∞, whose output is defined as follows.

fb(x) =


n+ 0.b := n+ 0.b1b2 . . . , if x = 0∗xn

bn if x = [0∗xn(n+ 0.b)]
0, otherwise.

(46)

Throughout the proof, 0.b ∈ R is a real number representation for any sequence b ∈ {0, 1}∞.

End-to-End pseudo-dimension is infinite. Fix the set S = {xn : n ∈ N+} as defined pre-
viously. We will fix the thresholds to z1 = z2 = · · · = 1/2. We know that for any bit pattern
b ∈ {0, 1}N+ , we have

sign(f e2e(2)
b (xn)− zn) = sign(bn − 1/2) =

{
+1, if bn = 1;
−1, if bn = 0.

.

This means we can realize all sign patterns on the points in S, given by {−1,+1}N+ , using hypothesis
from Fe2e-2 and the thresholds z1 = z2 = · · · = 1/2. This establishes that Pdim(Fe2e-2) =∞.

Pseudo-dimension after one step is small. It is easy to see that Pdim(F) ≥ 1. Simply choose
x1 and z1 = 1.05. Then for b(1) = 0∞ = (000 . . . ) and b(2) = 10∞ = (1000 . . . ),

sign(fb(1)(x1)−z1) = sign(1+0.0−1.05) = −1 but sign(fb(2)(x1)−z1) = sign(1+0.1−1.05) = +1.

The main challenge is to show that Pdim(F) ≤ 1. Suppose for the purpose of contradiction,
Pdim(F) ≥ 2 and there exists points {x̃1, x̃2} and thresholds z1, z2 ∈ R such that

|{(sign(fb(x̃1)− z1), sign(fb(x̃2)− z2)) : fb ∈ F}| = 4.

We first note that this enforces that the points {x̃1, x̃2} must be such that they match the de-
scription of either of the first two cases in (46). Otherwise on the point that does not match
the description, each predictor fb ∈ F outputs 0, and irrespective of what (z1, z2) is chosen, we
can never realize all four sign patterns. We now consider the following two cases and show a
contradiction in each.
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1. At least one point from {x̃1, x̃2} matches description of the second case: W.l.o.g. assume
that x̃1 is that point, i.e. x̃1 = [0∗x̃n1(n1 + 0.b̃)] for some n1 ∈ N+ and b̃ ∈ {0, 1}∞. This
implies that

fb(x̃1) =
{
b̃n1 , if b = b̃,

0, if b ̸= b̃.

So there are only two possible real outputs on x̃1, therefore, in order to shatter the real
threshold 0 < z1 ≤ n1 + 0.b̃ . However, there is only one predictor fb̃ ∈ F whose output
fb̃(x̃1) ≥ z1. But then this completely also determines the output on x̃2, and irrespective of
what z2 is chosen, we cannot realize at least one of the sign patterns from {(+1,−1), (+1,+1)},
arriving at a contradiction.

2. Both {x̃1, x̃2} matches the description of the first case: In this case, it is important to note
that we must have

x̃1 = 0∗xn1 x̃2 = 0∗xn2 , for n1 ̸= n2 ∈ N+.

Otherwise both points are identical for the purpose of prediction for any fb ∈ F , and we
cannot realize all four sign patterns anyway. Finally, in order to shatter these two points,
there exist thresholds z1, z2 ∈ R such that

{(sign(fb(xn1)− z1), sign(fb(xn2)− z2)) : fb ∈ F} = {(s1, s2) : s1, s2 ∈ {−1,+1}}.

Using the output of fb from (46), this is equivalent to

{(sign(n1 − z1 + 0.b), sign(n2 − z2 + 0.b)) : b ∈ {0, 1}∞} = {(s1, s2) : s1, s2 ∈ {−1,+1}}.

But we know that (n1 − z1), (n2 − z2) ∈ R and w.l.o.g. assume (n1 − z1) ≥ (n2 − z2). This
immediately implies there is no real number 0.b ∈ R such that

sign(n1 − z1 + 0.b) = −1 but sign(n2 − z2 + 0.b) = +1,

concluding the proof.
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