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Abstract

At the core of the popular Transformer architecture is the self-attention mechanism, which
dynamically assigns softmax weights to each input token so that the model can focus on the most
salient information. However, the softmax structure slows down the attention computation due to
its row-wise nature, and inherently introduces competition among tokens: as the weight assigned
to one token increases, the weights of others decrease. This competitive dynamic may narrow
the focus of self-attention to a limited set of features, potentially overlooking other informative
characteristics. Recent experimental studies have shown that using the element-wise sigmoid
function helps eliminate token competition and reduce the computational overhead. Despite
these promising empirical results, a rigorous comparison between sigmoid and softmax self-
attention mechanisms remains absent in the literature. This paper closes this gap by theoretically
demonstrating that sigmoid self-attention is more sample-efficient than its softmax counterpart.
Toward that goal, we illustrate that each row of the self-attention matrix can be represented
as a mixture of experts. Our analysis shows that “experts” in sigmoid self-attention require
significantly less data to achieve the same approximation error as those in softmax self-attention.
We corroborate our theoretical findings through extensive experiments on both synthetic and
real-world datasets.

1 Introduction

Transformer models [54] have been known as the state-of-the-art architecture for a wide range
of machine learning and deep learning applications, including language modeling [16, 3, 47, 51],
computer vision [17, 4, 46, 35], and reinforcement learning [5, 31, 25], etc. One of the central
components that contribute to the success of the Transformer models is the self-attention mechanism,
which enables sequence-to-sequence models to concentrate on relevant parts of the input data. In
particular, for each token in an input sequence, the self-attention mechanism computes a context
vector formulated as a weighted sum of the tokens, where more relevant tokens to the context are
assigned larger weights than others (see Section 2.1 for a formal definition). Therefore, self-attention
is able to capture long-range dependencies and complex relationships within the data.

However, since the weights in the context vector are normalized by the softmax function, there
might be an undesirable competition among the tokens, that is, an increase in the weight of a token
leads to a decrease in the weights of others. As a consequence, the traditional softmax self-attention
mechanism might focus only on a few aspects of the data and possibly ignore other informative
features [48]. Additionally, [22] also discovered that the tokens’ inner dependence on the attention
scores owing to the softmax normalization partly causes the attention sink phenomenon occurring
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when auto-regressive language models assign significant attention to the initial token regardless of
their semantic importance. Furthermore, the softmax self-attention is not computationally efficient
as it involves a row-wise softmax operation. In response to these issues, [48] proposed replacing
the row-wise softmax function with the element-wise sigmoid function, which not only alleviates
unnecessary token competition but also speeds up the computation. Then, they extended the
FlashAttention2 framework for the softmax self-attention [14, 13] to the setting of the sigmoid
self-attention and showed that the latter shared the same performance as the former in several
tasks but with faster training and inference. On the theoretical side, they demonstrated that the
Transformer model equipped with the sigmoid self-attention was a universal function approximator on
sequence-to-sequence tasks. Nevertheless, a theoretical comparison between the sigmoid self-attention
and the softmax self-attention is lacking in the literature.

In this paper, our objective is to compare the sample efficiency of these two attention variants
through their connection to the Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) model [26], which will be formally
introduced in Section 2.2. More specifically, we will show that each row of the self-attention matrix
can be represented as an MoE with either the softmax gating or the sigmoid gating, where each
row of the value matrix plays a role as an expert; see Section 2.3. Then, we say that the sigmoid
self-attention is more sample efficient than the softmax self-attention if it takes the “experts” in the
former model fewer data points to approximate a target function of interest within a given margin
of error.

Contributions. The contributions of this paper are twofold and can be summarized as follows (see
also Table 1):

Table 1: Summary of the sample efficiency of sigmoid/softmax self-attention under the MoE
perspective, that is, the expert sample complexity to attain the approximation error ϵ (ignoring
logarithmic factors of lower order). In this work, we consider two types of expert functions, including
expert networks with ReLU, GELU activations; and polynomial experts. Below, τ denotes some
positive constant.

ReLU, GELU Experts Polynomial Experts
Sparse Regime Dense Regime Sparse Regime Dense Regime

SigmoidAttn (ours) O(ϵ−4) O(ϵ−2) O(exp(ϵ−1/τ )) O(ϵ−2)

SoftmaxAttn [1] O(ϵ−4) O(ϵ−2) O(exp(ϵ−1/τ )) O(exp(ϵ−1/τ ))

1. Comparison of sample-efficiency between the sigmoid self-attention and the softmax self-
attention: First, we rigorously show that each row of an attention head can be represented as an
MoE. From that MoE perspective, we then perform a comprehensive convergence analysis of the
sigmoid self-attention. The results of our analysis demonstrate that polynomially many data points –
of order O(ϵ−4) – are needed to achieve an estimation accuracy of order ϵ for the value matrix’s
rows. On the other hand, a similar convergence analysis of the softmax self-attention conducted in
[1] reveals that, in order to reach the same approximation error, exponentially many data points – of
order O(exp(ϵ−1/τ )), for some constant τ > 0 – are needed. Thus, we conclude that the sigmoid
self-attention is more sample-efficient than the softmax self-attention.

2. Numerical and real-world experiments: We perform numerical experiments on synthetic
datasets to validate our theoretical analysis of the sample efficiency of sigmoid and softmax self-
attention mechanisms. Additionally, we empirically evaluate sigmoid self-attention in auto-regressive

2



language modeling tasks. Our findings demonstrate that sigmoid self-attention achieves performance
comparable to traditional softmax self-attention while significantly accelerating both training and
inference processes. This efficiency gain arises from the element-wise nature of sigmoid self-attention,
which removes the need for softmax normalization, enabling faster and more memory-efficient
implementations on GPUs.

Organization. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide background on the
self-attention mechanism and the MoE modeling and derive a connection between these two models.
In Section 3 we introduce the problem setup and in Section 4 we present our main results. Then, we
carry out both numerical and real-world experiments to empirically justify our theoretical results in
Section 5. Finally, we conclude the paper and highlight some limitations as well as potential future
directions in Section 6.

2 Background

2.1 Self-Attention Mechanism

The self-attention mechanism plays a crucial role in the Transformer architecture [54]. Given an
input sequence X ∈ RN×d of N feature vectors of dimension d, the self-attention mechanism first
projects it into the query matrix Q ∈ RN×dk , the key matrix K ∈ RN×dk , and the value matrix
V ∈ RN×dv through three following linear transformations:

Q = XWQ, K = XWK , V = XWV ,

where WQ ∈ Rd×dk ,WK ∈ Rd×dk ,WV ∈ Rd×dv are learnable weight matrices. Then, the vanilla
softmax self-attention can be compactly written as

SoftmaxAttn(X) = Softmax
(QKT

√
dk

)
V, (1)

where the Softmax function acts row-wise on the matrix QKT /
√
dk ∈ RN×N as follows: Softmax(u) =

1∑N
j=1 exp(uj)

(exp(u1), · · · , exp(uN )), where u = (u1, · · · , uN ) is a row vector in RN .

Meanwhile, the sigmoid self-attention is computed by replacing the above softmax function with
the sigmoid function σ : z 7→ (1 + exp(−z))−1 applied element-wise to the matrix QKT /

√
dk:

SigmoidAttn(X) = σ
(QKT

√
dk

)
V. (2)

2.2 Mixture-of-Experts Model

Mixture of experts (MoE) [26] is an extension of classical mixture models [34] that aggregates the
power of N sub-models called experts, each of which can be formulated as a feed-forward network
[50], a regression function [19], or a classifier [6] denoted by Ei : Rd → Rdv for 1 ≤ i ≤ N . For that
purpose, the MoE employs an adaptive gating mechanism, denoted by G : Rd → RN , to compute
input-dependent weights for those experts in a dynamic way that more relevant experts to the input
will be assigned larger weights. Then, given an input h ∈ Rd, the MoE output y ∈ Rdv is expressed
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as a weighted sum of the expert outputs:

y =

N∑

j=1

G(h)j · Ej(h). (3)

In practice, there are two main types of gating functions, namely the sigmoid gating function
[15, 11, 8] and the softmax gating function [26, 30] defined as

(i) Sigmoid gating : G(h)j := σ(sj(h)) for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , where sj(h) ∈ R represents the affinity
score between the input h and the j-th expert Ej ;

(ii) Softmax gating : G(h)j = Softmax(s(h))j for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , where s(h) := (s1(h), s2(h), . . . , sN (h)).
Due to its adaptability and expressiveness, the MoE has been widely leveraged in several fields,

including natural language processing [18, 20, 61, 28, 39, 45], multi-task learning [36, 23, 7], and
speech recognition [27, 21, 58, 32], etc.

2.3 Self-Attention meets Mixture of Experts

In this section, we rigorously show that each row of the sigmoid/softmax self-attention matrix can
be represented as an MoE with quadratic affinity scores. Since the subsequent arguments apply for
both attention variants, we will present only the derivation using the sigmoid self-attention matrix,
which we recall is defined as

SigmoidAttn(X) = σ(XBX⊤)XWV ,

where B :=
WQW⊤

K√
dk

∈ Rd×d. Let xi ∈ R1×d denote the i-th row vector of the input matrix X. Since
the sigmoid function is applied element-wise, the (i, j)-th element of the matrix σ(XBX⊤) ∈ RN×N

is

[σ(XBX⊤)]i,j = σ(xiBx⊤j ).

As a result, the i-th row vector of the matrix SigmoidAttn(X) takes the form

[SigmoidAttn(X)]i,: =
N∑

j=1

σ(xiBx⊤j ) · xjWV .

Next, let X = [x1, x2, . . . , xN ] ∈ R1×Nd be the concatenation of N input tokens. For each
1 ≤ i ≤ N , let Ei ∈ RNd×d be the matrix such that XEi = xi. Then, the i-th row vector of the
sigmoid self-attention matrix can be rewritten as

[SigmoidAttn(X)]i,: =
N∑

j=1

σ(XEiBE⊤
j X

⊤) ·XEjWV

=
N∑

j=1

σ(XMijX
⊤) ·XPj ,

where Mij := EiBE⊤
j =

EiWQW⊤
KE⊤

j√
dk

and Pj := EjWV .
Hence, each row of the sigmoid self-attention matrix can be represented as an MoE with quadratic

affinity scores.
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3 Problem Setup

In this section, we present the problem setup for studying the sample efficiency of the sigmoid
self-attention under the perspective of the sigmoid gating MoE with quadratic affinity scores. A
similar convergence analysis for the softmax gating MoE with quadratic affinity scores can be found
in [1], so it is omitted in this paper.

Suppose that the data (X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), · · · , (Xn, Yn) ∈ Rd × R are generated according to the
regression model

Yi = fG∗(Xi) + εi, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, (4)

where X1, X2, · · · , Xn are i.i.d. samples from a probability distribution µ on Rd, and ε1, ε2, . . . , εn
are i.i.d. Gaussian noise variables with E[εi|Xi] = 0 and Var[εi|Xi] = ν, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Additionally,
the regression function fG∗ : Rd → R is unknown and formulated as a sigmoid gating mixture of N∗

experts, i.e.

fG∗(x) :=
N∗∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−s(x, θ∗i ))
· E(x, η∗i ), (5)

where E(x, η∗i ) denotes the parametric expert function, while the affinity score function s(x, θ∗i ) takes
a quadratic form. In this work, we consider the following two types of affinity score functions:

(i) fully quadratic score: s(x, θ∗i ) = x⊤A∗
ix+ (b∗i )

⊤x+ c∗i ;
(ii) partially quadratic score: s(x, θ∗i ) = x⊤A∗

ix+ c∗i ;
where Θ = {(A, b, c, η) ∈ Rd×d × Rd × R× Rq} denotes the parameter space. Given this setup,

our goal is to determine the sample size necessary for the estimators of the parameters and experts
in model (5) to reach an approximation error ϵ > 0. Due to space limitation, we will present only
the results for the case of a fully quadratic affinitty score function in Section 4 and defer those for
its partial version to Appendix C.

Notation. We let [n] stand for the set {1, 2, . . . , n} for any n ∈ N. Next, for any set S, we denote
|S| as its cardinality. For any vectors v := (v1, v2, . . . , vd) ∈ Rd and α := (α1, α2, . . . , αd) ∈ Nd, we
let vα = vα1

1 vα2
2 . . . vαd

d , |v| := v1+v2+ . . .+vd and α! := α1!α2! . . . αd!, while ∥v∥ denotes its 2-norm
value. Lastly, for any two positive sequences (an)n≥1 and (bn)n≥1, we write an = O(bn) or an ≲ bn
if an ≤ Cbn for all n ∈ N, where C > 0 is some universal constant. The notation an = OP (bn)
indicates that an/bn is stochastically bounded.

Least squares estimation. To estimate the unknown ground-truth parameters {A∗
i , b

∗
i , c

∗
i , η

∗
i }N

∗
i=1,

we deploy the least squares method [53]. Thus we consider the estimator

Ĝn := argmin
G∈MN (Θ)

n∑

i=1

(Yi − fG(Xi))
2 , (6)

where MN (Θ) := {G =
∑N ′

i=1
1

1+exp(−ci)
δ(Ai,bi,ηi) : 1 ≤ N ′ ≤ N, (Ai, bi, ci, ηi) ∈ Θ} is the set of all

mixing measures with at most N atoms. As the number of ground-truth experts N∗ is unknown in
practice, we assume that the number of fitted experts N larger than N∗, i.e. N > N∗.

Convergence of the regression function estimator. Since the number of fitted experts is
larger than the number of ground-truth experts, there must exist some atom (A∗

i , b
∗
i , η

∗
i ) of the
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mixing measure G∗ that is fitted by at least two atoms of Ĝn; we will refer to (A∗
i , b

∗
i , η

∗
i ) as an

over-specified atom of G∗. For example, if, say, (Ân
i , b̂

n
i , η̂

n
i ) → (A∗

1, b
∗
1, η

∗
1) in probability as n → ∞,

for i ∈ {1, 2}, then the corresponding estimators of the expert functions converge in probability as
well, i.e. E(x, η̂ni ) → E(x, η∗1), in probability, for i = 1, 2. This will, in turn, ensure the convergence
of the regression function, i.e. ∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ) → 0 in probability, provided that, for µ-almost every

x,
2∑

i=1

1

1 + exp
(
−x⊤Ân

i x− (̂bni )
⊤x− ĉni

) → 1

1 + exp (−x⊤A∗
1x− (b∗1)

⊤x− c∗1)
,

in probability as n → ∞. Notably, the above limit holds only if A∗
1 = 0d×d and b∗1 = 0d. Thus, we

will divide our analysis into two complementary regimes of the gating parameters:
(i) the sparse regime: all the over-specified gating parameters are zero, (A∗

i , b
∗
i ) = (0d×d, 0d);

(ii) the dense regime: at least one among the over-specified gating parameters is non-zero,
(A∗

i , b
∗
i ) ̸= (0d×d, 0d).

The next results derive separate convergence rates for the regression function estimator f
Ĝn

under the two regimes.

Proposition 1. Under the sparse regime of the gating parameters,

∥f
Ĝn

− fG∗∥L2(µ) = OP (
√
log(n)/n). (7)

The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in Appendix B.1. The bound (7) reveals that the
convergence rate of the regression function estimator f

Ĝn
to the ground-truth regression function

is of parametric order OP (
√
log(n)/n) under the sparse regime. In contrast, under the dense

regime, the smallest L2(µ) distance between the regression function estimator f
Ĝn

and the set
of MoE regression functions fG with more than N∗ experts functions where G ∈ MN (Θ) :=
argminG∈MN (Θ)\MN∗ (Θ) ∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ) vanishes to 0 as n → ∞. The rate for that convergence is
given by the following result.

Corollary 1. Under the dense regime of the gating parameters,

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥f
Ĝn

− fG∥L2(µ) = OP (
√

log(n)/n).

From regression convergence rate to expert rate. In light of Proposition 1 and Corollary 1,
we conclude that, if there exists a loss function, say, L(·, ·) between the parameters G and G∗
such that the lower bound ∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L(Ĝn, G∗) holds true, then we immediately deduce

L(Ĝn, G∗) = OP (
√
log(n)/n), thereby obtaining a convergence rate for the expert parameters. We

carry out this program in the next section.

4 Sample Efficiency of Sigmoid Self-Attention

In this section, we investigate the sample efficiency of the sigmoid self-attention through the
perspective of the sigmoid gating MoE with fully quadratic affinity score function. In particular,
we determine how much data the experts need to reach an approximation error ϵ, which can be
deduced from the expert convergence rate. We start with the sparse regime of the gating parameters
in Section 4.1, and then proceed with the dense regime in Section 4.2.
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4.1 Sparse Regime of Gating Parameters

Recall that under the sparse regime, all the over-specified gating parameters are zero, that is,
(A∗

i , b
∗
i ) = (0d×d, 0d). Suppose that {A∗

i , b
∗
i }Ni=1 are over-specified parameters, i.e., those fitted by at

least two estimators, where 1 ≤ N ≤ N∗. The remaining gating parameters are exactly-specified
parameters {A∗

i , b
∗
i }N

∗

N+1
, i.e., those fitted by exactly one estimator.

(A∗
1, b

∗
1), · · · , (A∗

N
, b∗

N
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
over-specified

, (A∗
N+1

, b∗
N+1

), · · · , (A∗
N∗ , b∗N∗)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
exactly-specified

As mentioned in Section 3, in order to obtain the expert convergence rate, it is sufficient to establish
the lower bound ∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L(Ĝn, G∗). A popular approach adopted in previous works

[37, 42] for this problem is to decompose the difference f
Ĝn

(x) − fG∗(x) by applying a Taylor
expansion to the product of the sigmoid gating function and the expert function given by

F (x;A, b, c, η) := σ(x⊤Ax+ b⊤x+ c) · E(x, η).
This decomposition of the regression function is expected to consist of linearly independent terms
so that when ∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ) → 0 as n → ∞, the parameter discrepancies in the decomposition

will also converge to zero, leading to both parameter and expert convergence. To secure such linear
independence, we need to impose a strong identifiability condition on the function x 7→ F (x;A, b, c, η).

Definition 1 (Strong identifiability). We call an expert function x 7→ E(x, η) strongly identifiable if
it is twice differentiable w.r.t its parameter η for µ-almost all x and, for any natural number ℓ and
any distinct parameters {(Ai, bi, ci, ηi)}ℓi=1, the functions in the families

{
∂|γ1|+|γ2|+|γ3|F

∂Aγ1∂bγ2∂ηγ3
(x, 0d×d, 0d, ci, ηi): i ∈ [ℓ],

3∑

j=1

|γj | ∈ [2]

}

{
∂F

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3∂ητ4
(x;Ai, bi, ci, ηi): i ∈ [ℓ],

4∑

j=1

|τj | = 1

}

are linearly independent, for µ-almost all x, where (γ1, γ2, γ3) ∈ Nd×d ×Nd ×Nq and (τ1, τ2, τ3, τ4) ∈
Nd×d × Nd × N× Nq.

Examples. Let us consider two-layer neural networks of the form E(x, (α, β, λ)) = λϕ(α⊤x+ β),
where ϕ is some activation function and (α, β, λ) ∈ Rd × R × R. It can be verified that if ϕ is
the ReLU or GELU function, α ̸= 0d, and λ ̸= 0, then the function x 7→ E(x, (α, β, λ)) is strongly
identifiable. In contrast, if the expert function is of polynomial form E(x, (α, β)) = (α⊤x+ β)p for
some p ∈ N, then it fails to satisfy the strong identifiability condition. For the case of p = 1, this is
due to the linear dependence expressed by the partial differential equations (PDEs)

∂2F

∂A∂c
=

∂2F

∂b∂b⊤
,
∂2F

∂A∂β
=

∂2F

∂b∂α
,

∂2F

∂b∂β
=

∂2F

∂c∂α
. (8)

The strong identifiability condition intuitively helps eliminate potential interactions among parameters
expressed in the language of PDEs, namely those in equation (8), where gating parameters interact
with themselves and with expert parameters. We will show later in Theorem 2 that those interactions
lead to strikingly slow expert convergence rates, thereby reducing the model sample efficiency.

In the next sections, we will study the convergence behavior of strongly identifiable experts and
polynomial experts.
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4.1.1 Strongly Identifiable Experts

Voronoi loss. For a mixing measure G with 1 ≤ N ′ ≤ N atoms, we allocate its atoms across the
Voronoi cells {Aj ≡ Aj(G), j ∈ [N∗]} generated by the atoms of G∗, where

Aj :=
{
i ∈ [N ′] : ∥θi − θ∗j∥ ≤ ∥θi − θ∗ℓ∥,∀ℓ ̸= j

}
, (9)

with θi := (Ai, bi, ηi) and θ∗j := (A∗
j , b

∗
j , η

∗
j ) for all j ∈ [N∗]. Then, the Voronoi loss function is

defined as

L1(G,G∗) :=

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−ci)
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆Aij∥2 + ∥∆bij∥2 + ∥∆ηij∥2

]

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[∥∆Aij∥+ ∥∆bij∥+ |∆cij |+ ∥∆ηij∥] ,

where we denote ∆Aij := Ai − A∗
j , ∆bij := bi − b∗j , ∆cij := ci − c∗j and ∆ηij := ηi − η∗j . In the

statement above, if the Voronoi cell Aj is empty, the corresponding summation term is conventionally
defined to be zero. Additionally, the Voronoi loss function L1 can be computed efficiently, with a
computational complexity of O(N ×N∗).

With the above Voronoi loss function at hand, we finally obtain the following parameter conver-
gence rate.

Theorem 1. If the expert function x 7→ E(x, η) is strongly identifiable, then the lower bound
∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L1(G,G∗) holds true for any G ∈ MN (Θ), then

L1(Ĝn, G∗) = OP (
√

log(n)/n).

The proof of Theorem 1 is in Appendix B.2. A few comments regarding the above result are in
order.

(i) Parameter convergence rates: From the construction of the Voronoi loss L1, the convergence
rates for estimating the over-specified parameters A∗

i , b
∗
i , η

∗
i , i ∈ [N ], are all of the same order

OP ([log(n)/n]
1
4 ). On the other hand, those for the exactly-specified parameters A∗

i , b
∗
i , η

∗
i , N + 1 ≤

i ≤ N∗ are faster, of the order OP ([log(n)/n]
1
2 ).

(ii) Expert convergence rates: Since the expert function E(·, η) is twice differentiable w.r.t η
over a bounded domain, it is also a Lipschitz function w.r.t η. Therefore, by denoting Ĝn =∑N̂n

i=1
1

1+exp(−ĉni )
δ
(Ân

i ,̂b
n
i ,η̂

n
i )

, we conclude that

sup
x

|E(x, η̂ni )− E(x, η∗j )| ≤ L1∥η̂ni − η∗j ∥, (10)

for any i ∈ Aj(Ĝn), where L1 ≥ 0 is a Lipschitz constant. The above bound implies that the
convergence rates for estimating the exactly-specified experts and over-specified experts are of orders
OP ([log(n)/n]

1
2 ) and OP ([log(n)/n]

1
4 ), respectively. Thus, it takes the exactly-specified experts

a polynomial number O(ϵ−2) of data points to achieve an approximation error of ϵ, while the
over-specified experts need a polynomial number O(ϵ−4) of data to achieve the same error.
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4.1.2 Polynomial Experts

We now investigate polynomial experts of the form E(x, (α, β)) = (α⊤x + β)p, where p ∈ N. As
mentioned in the example paragraph following the Definition 1, the polynomial experts does not
meet the strong identifiability condition due to the linear dependence among the derivative of the
function F (x;A, b, c, η). For example, when p = 1, such linear dependence is exhibited via the
interaction among the gating parameters (see the first PDE in equation (8)) and the interaction
between the gating parameters and the expert parameters (see the last two PDEs in equation (8)).
Those PDEs account for the non-strong identifiability of the polynomial experts. Importantly, we
will demonstrate in Theorem 2 that such parameter interactions lead to slow convergence rates for
parameter estimation and expert estimation. Toward that goal, let us introduce the essential Voronoi
loss function

L2,r(G,G∗) :=

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−ci)
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣

+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[∥∆Aij∥r + ∥∆bij∥r + ∥∆αij∥r + |∆βij |r]

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆Aij∥r + ∥∆bij∥r + |∆cij |r + ∥∆αij∥r + |∆βij |r

]
, (11)

where we denote ∆αij := αi − α∗
j and ∆βij := βi − β∗

j .

Theorem 2. Suppose that the expert function takes a polynomial form E(x, α, β) = (α⊤x+ β)p, for
some p ∈ N. Then, for any r ≥ 1,

inf
G̃n∈MN (Θ)

sup
G∈MN (Θ)\MN∗−1(Θ)

EfG [L2,r(G̃n, G)] ≳
1√
n
,

where EfG indicates the expectation taken w.r.t. the product measure with fn
G.

The proof of Theorem 2 is in Appendix B.3. Below we highlight some important implications of
the above result.

(i) Parameter convergence rates: The minimax lower bound in Theorem 2 implies that the
convergence rates for estimating parameters A∗

j , b
∗
j , α

∗
j , β

∗
j are slower than any polynomial rates

OP (n
−1/2r) for any r ≥ 1, potentially as slow as OP (1/ log

τ (n)), for some constant τ > 0.
(ii) Expert convergence rates: Following the parameter convergence rates and using the same

arguments as in equation (10), we deduce that the convergence rates for estimating experts could
also be as slow as OP (1/ log

τ (n)), for some constant τ > 0. Therefore, it may require the experts an
exponential number of data O(exp(ϵ−1/τ )) to obtain the approximation error ϵ.

Sample efficiency comparison under the sparse regime: According to the results in [1], the
experts in the softmax self-attention share the same sample efficiency as those in the sigmoid version.
In particular, strongly identifiable experts and polynomial experts need O(ϵ−4) and O(exp(ϵ−1/τ ))
data points to attain the approximation error ϵ. Thus, we claim that the sigmoid self-attention is as
sample-efficient as the softmax self-attention under the sparse regime of gating parameters. Note
that since it is unlikely that all the gating parameters vanish in practice, the sparse regime is less
popular than the dense regime, which will be studied in the next section.
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4.2 Dense Regime of Gating Parameters

In this section, we now turn our attention to the dense regime where we assume that there
exists some over-specified gating parameter different from zero, that is, (A∗

i , b
∗
i ) ̸= (0d×d, 0d),

for some i ∈ [N∗]. As demonstrated in Section 3, the smallest distance between the regression
function estimator f

Ĝn
and the set of the regression functions fG goes to 0 where G ∈ MN (Θ) :=

argminG∈MN (Θ)\MN∗ (Θ) ∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ). Without loss of generality (WLOG), we assume that

G :=

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−c̄i)
δ(Āi,b̄i,η̄i)

.

Similar to the sparse regime of gating parameters, we also establish an identifiability condition on the
expert function to avoid any interaction among the parameters expressed via PDEs under the dense
regime. Since the expert function is required to satisfy only a subset of the strong identifiability
condition in Definition 1 in this case, we refer to the condition as weak identifiability.

Definition 2 (Weak identifiability). We call an expert function x 7→ E(x, η) weakly identifiable if
it is differentiable w.r.t its parameter η for µ-almost all x and, for any positive integer ℓ and any
distinct parameters {(Ai, bi, ci, ηi)}ℓi=1, the functions in the family





∂F

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3∂ητ4
(x,Ai, bi, ci, ηi) : i ∈ [ℓ],

4∑

j=1

|τj | = 1





are linearly independent, for µ-almost all x, where (τ1, τ2, τ3, τ4) ∈ Nd×d × Nd × N× Nq.

Examples. Strongly identifiable experts meet the weak identifiability condition. For instance, it
can be verified that the previously mentioned two-layer neural networks of the form E(x, (α, β, λ)) =
λϕ(α⊤x + β), where ϕ is ReLU or GELU function, α ̸= 0d, and λ ̸= 0 are weakly identifiable.
Moreover, polynomial experts E(x, (α, β)) = (α⊤x+β)p, for p ∈ N, also satisfy the weak identifiability
condition although they are not strongly identifiable.

In Theorem 3 below, we provide convergence rates for weakly identifiable experts based on the
Voronoi loss

L3(G,G) :=
N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥Ai − Āi∥+ ∥bi − b̄i∥+ |ci − c̄i|+ ∥ηi − η̄i∥

]
. (12)

Theorem 3. If the function x 7→ E(x, η) is weakly identifiable, then the lower bound infG∈MN (Θ) ∥fG−
fG∥L2(µ) ≳ L3(G,G) holds true for any mixing measure G ∈ MN (Θ). As a consequence,

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

L3(Ĝn, G) = OP (
√
log(n)/n).

The proof of Theorem 3 is in Appendix B.4. Since the convergence rates for the parameter
estimators η̂ni are of order OP ([log(n)/n]

1
2 ), the weakly identfiable expert estimators E(x, η̂ni ) also

admits the same convergence rates, as indicated by the inequality (10). Therefore, it takes those
experts only a polynomial number O(ϵ−2) to achieve an approximation error of ϵ.
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Sample efficiency comparison under the dense regime: Recall that it costs strongly identifiable
experts and polynomial experts in the softmax self-attention O(ϵ−4) and O(exp(ϵ−1/τ )) data points
to reach the approximation error ϵ, respectively [1]. On the other hand, as those experts satisfy the
weak identifiability condition, they need only a sample size of order O(ϵ−2) to achieve the same
error under the dense regime of sigmoid self-attention. For that reason, we claim that the sigmoid
self-attention is more sample efficient than its softmax counterpart under the dense regime, which is
more likely to occur in practice than the sparse regime.

5 Experiments
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(a) MoE with ReLU Experts
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L3(Ĝn, G)

(b) MoE with Linear Experts

Figure 1: Log-log plots of empirical convergence rates of Voronoi losses for softmax and sigmoid
quadratic gating MoE models. (a) Comparison between softmax quadratic gating and sigmoid
quadratic gating MoE with ReLU experts. (b) Comparison between softmax quadratic gating
and sigmoid quadratic gating with linear experts. Each plot illustrates the empirical Voronoi loss
convergence rates, with solid lines representing the Voronoi losses and dash-dotted lines showing
fitted trends to emphasize the empirical rates.

In this section, we first perform numerical experiments to justify our theoretical comparison on
the sample efficiency between sigmoid attention and softmax attention provided in Section 4 from
the MoE perspective. Next, we highlight the superior performance of sigmoid attention compared to
standard softmax attention in a language modeling task.
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Table 2: Evaluation results of sigmoid attention and softmax attention on various benchmarks.
Sigmoid attention achieves comparable or superior performance across most tasks while achieving
faster throughput, indicating improved computational efficiency.

Model ARC Easy (%) ARC Chal. (%) HellaSwag (%) PIQA (%) SciQ (%) WinoGrande (%) Throughput (tokens/sec)

Softmax Attention 59.8 24.3 41.6 57.1 70.1 84.4 441 ± 39
Sigmoid Attention 60.1 25.4 41.8 55.0 69.4 85.6 486 ± 53

5.1 Numerical Experiments

In the subsequent experiments, we compare sigmoid attention and softmax attention by viewing them
as MoE models. In particular, we capture the empirical convergence rates of parameter estimation in
sigmoid quadratic gating and softmax quadratic gating MoE models with two expert configurations:
expert networks with ReLU activation (ReLU experts) and those with linear activation (linear
experts).

Setup. Synthetic data are generated from a softmax quadratic gating MoE model. Both sigmoid
quadratic gating MoE and softmax quadratic gating MoE models are fitted to this data, with the
sample size n systematically varied. The empirical convergence rates are then evaluated for each
model across the two expert configurations (ReLU experts and linear experts), providing insights
into sigmoid quadratic gating performance. Please refer to Appendix E for further details regarding
the values of the ground-truth parameters and the training procedure.

Results. Figure 1 shows the empirical convergence rates of Voronoi loss for sigmoid and softmax
quadratic gating MoE models, with error bars representing three standard deviations to account for
variability across runs. In Figure 1a for MoE models with ReLU experts, we observe that the softmax
quadratic gating MoE converges at the rate of order O(n−0.24), whereas the sigmoid version achieves
a significantly faster rate of order O(n−0.51). Similarly, in Figure 1b for MoE models with linear
experts, the sigmoid quadratic gating MoE attains a convergence rate of order O(n−0.46), while the
softmax counterpart exhibits a significantly slower convergence rate of order O(n−0.07). These results
empirically validate our theoretical findings that sigmoid quadratic gating MoE admits superior
parameter estimation rates across both the configurations of ReLU experts and linear experts. In
other words, we can conclude that the sigmoid self-attention is still more sample-efficient than the
softmax self-attention on the empirical side.

5.2 Language Modeling Experiments

To demonstrate the practical efficacy of sigmoid attention, we evaluate its performance on a language
modeling task in comparison with the widely used softmax attention.

Setup. Our experiments closely follow the setup described in [48], using the Llama 2 architecture (1B
parameters) [52] with ALiBi positional encoding [44] and a sequence length of 2048 tokens on the Red-
Pajama dataset [10]. Performance is assessed across benchmarks including ARC (Easy/Challenge) [9],
HellaSwag [59], PIQA [2], SciQ [55], and WinoGrande [49], testing reasoning, commonsense, and
domain knowledge. Additionally, we evaluate computational efficiency by measuring throughput
(tokens/sec), defined as the average number of forward passes completed per second during inference.
Hyperparameters for training are detailed in the Appendix E.

Results. As summarized in Table 2, sigmoid attention achieves a either comparable or superior
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performance to softmax attention across most benchmarks, demonstrating its effectiveness in
reasoning and domain-specific tasks. Furthermore, it also exhibits a significant improvement in
terms of computational efficiency via higher throughput (tokens/sec). These results underscore
the potential of the sigmoid attention as a competitive and efficient alternative to the conventional
softmax attention, particularly in resource-constrained settings.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we first establish a mathematical connection between the self-attention mechanism
in the Transformer architecture and the Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) model. Next, from the MoE
perspective, we investigate the sample efficiency of the sigmoid self-attention by conducting a
convergence analysis of parameter and expert estimation under the sigmoid gating MoE models with
fully and partially quadratic affinity score functions. Considering both the sparse and dense regimes
of gating parameters, our theories indicate that sigmoid self-attention is more sample efficient than
the softmax version under the dense regime, which is more common in practice than the sparse
regime. Furthermore, empirical results also demonstrate the potential of sigmoid self-attention as
a competitive and efficient alternative to softmax self-attention, especially in resource-constrained
settings. A limitation of our work is that we consider only a single attention head rather than a
more popular multi-head attention mechanism [54]. However, we believe that that problem can be
overcome by formulating the multi-head attention as a hierarchical MoE [30, 41]. Since this stays
beyond the scope of our paper, we leave it for future development.

Supplement to “Sigmoid Self-Attention is Better than Softmax
Self-Attention: A Mixture-of-Experts Perspective”

The supplementary material is structured as follows: Appendix A provides a discussion of related
works on the sigmoid self-attention mechanism and Mixture of Experts (MoE) models. Appendix B
contains detailed proofs of the results presented in Sections 3 and 4. In Appendix C, we investigate
the sample efficiency under the partially quadratic score for the gating mechanism of the MoE
model, accompanied by proofs of the relevant results. Finally, Appendix D presents and discusses
supplementary experimental results, while Appendix E provides the experimental details.

A Related Works

Attention mechanisms have become a cornerstone of the Transformer architecture. In its standard
formulation, attention weights are calculated as the softmax of the dot products between keys
and queries [54]. More recently, [48] established that Transformers with sigmoid-based attention
are universal function approximators and exhibit enhanced regularity compared to those using
softmax attention. Beyond their fundamental role in Transformers, attention mechanisms have
been closely linked to Mixture of Experts (MoE) architectures. [12] introduces SwitchHead, an
MoE-based attention method designed to reduce both the computation and storage requirements for
attention matrices. [56] proposes Multi-Head MoE (MH-MoE), where each parallel layer contains
a set of N experts decoupled from the head in multi-head self-attention, focusing on scalability
and architectural improvements. [29] demonstrates that multi-head attention can be written in
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summation form, motivating the Mixture-of-Head (MoH) architecture, which treats each attention
head as an MoE expert. This design boosts inference efficiency without compromising accuracy or
increasing parameter counts. [33] demonstrated that attention blocks in pre-trained models, such as
Vision Transformers, inherently encode a specialized MoE structure characterized by linear experts
and quadratic gating score functions. Furthermore, [1] examined the connection between softmax
self-attention and softmax quadratic gating MoE, showing that MoE models with softmax quadratic
gating outperform their counterparts using traditional softmax linear gating [42].

Another line of research has also explored convergence rates for expert estimation in Gaussian
Mixture of Experts models. First, [38] examined maximum likelihood estimation for Mixture of
Experts models with polynomial regression experts. They analyzed how quickly the estimated
density converges to the true density under the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence and offered
insights on selecting the appropriate number of experts. [24] derived convergence rates for parameter
estimation by utilizing a connection between the algebraic independence of expert functions and
model parameters, which they formulated through a class of partial differential equations (PDEs).
Building on this foundation, [43] investigated Gaussian MoE models with softmax gating, uncovering
that expert estimation rates are influenced by the solvability of a system of polynomial equations
resulting from the interplay between gating and expert parameters. [57] analyzed the convergence of
parameter estimation in a contaminated Gaussian mixture of experts, where a pre-trained Gaussian
expert is mixed with a prompt Gaussian expert by an unknown proportion. Their approach leverages
the algebraic interaction between the pre-trained model’s parameters and the prompt. For Gaussian
MoE models incorporating Top-K sparse softmax gates, [40] analyzed convergence rates using novel
loss functions specifically designed for sparse gating mechanisms.

B Proof of the Results in Sections 3 and 4

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

First we will introduce some necessary notations used throughout this appendix. We let FN (Θ) :=
{fG(x) : G ∈ MN (Θ)} to be the set of all regression functions in MN (Θ). Then we consider the
intersection between L2(µ)-ball centered around the regression function fG∗(x) with radius δ > 0
and the set FN (Θ) and define as

FN (Θ, δ) :=
{
f ∈ FN (Θ) : ∥f − fG∗∥L2(µ) ≤ δ

}
.

We assess the complexity of the above class using the bracketing entropy integral in [53],

JB(δ,FN (Θ, δ)) :=

∫ δ

δ2/213
H

1/2
B (t,FN (Θ, t), ∥ · ∥L2(µ))dt ∨ δ, (13)

where HB(t,FN (Θ, t), ∥ · ∥L2(µ)) represents the bracketing entropy [53] of FN (Θ, t) under the L2(µ)-
norm, and t ∨ δ := max{t, δ}. Using similar arguments as in Theorems 7.4 and 9.2 of [53], with the
notation adapted to our context, we derive the following lemma:

Lemma 1. Let Ψ(δ) ≥ JB(δ, ,FN (Θ, δ)) such that Ψ(δ)/δ2 is a non-increasing function of δ. Then,
for some universal constant c and for some sequence (δn) that satisfied

√
nδ2n ≥ cΨ(δn), the following

holds for any δ ≥ δn:

P
(
∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ)>δ

)
≤ c exp

(
−nδ2

c2

)
.
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Outline of Proof. To prove the result, it suffices to establish the following bound for the
bracketing entropy HB(·) of the function class FN (Θ):

HB(ϵ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L2(µ)) ≲ log(1/ϵ), ∀ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2]. (14)

Using (14), the integral term JB(δ,FN (Θ, δ)) can be bounded as:

JB(δ,FN (Θ, δ)) =

∫ δ

δ2/213
H

1/2
B (t,FN (Θ, t), ∥ · ∥L2(µ))dt ∨ δ ≲

∫ δ

δ2/213
log(1/t)dt ∨ δ. (15)

This integral evaluates to:

JB(δ,FN (Θ, δ)) ≲ δ · log(1/δ)1/2.

To ensure Ψ(δ) ≥ JB(δ,FN (Θ, δ)), we define Ψ(δ) := δ · log(1/δ)1/2, which satisfies the condition
that Ψ(δ)/δ2 is a non-increasing function.

Choice of Sequence (δn). Set δn :=
√
log(n)/n. By construction, this sequence satisfies√

nδ2n ≥ cΨ(δn) for some universal constant c. Substituting δ = δn into Lemma 1 yields the desired
probability bound.

Conclusion. By applying Lemma 1, we reduce the problem to verifying the entropy bound (14),
which will be established now:

Proof of Inequality (14):

Proof. To prove inequality (14), we begin by noting that the expert functions are bounded, implying

|fG(x)| ≤ M for almost every x,

where M > 0 is a constant.
Step 1: Covering the Function Class. Let τ ≤ ϵ, and consider a τ -cover {ζ1, . . . , ζV } of

the function class FN (Θ) under the L2(µ)-norm. The covering number V := V (τ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L∞)
represents the τ -covering number of the metric space FN (Θ) with the L∞-norm.

We construct brackets of the form [Li(x), Ui(x)] for i ∈ [V ], where

Li(x) := max{ζi(x)− τ, 0}, Ui(x) := max{ζi(x) + τ,M}.

Step 2: Properties of the Brackets. It follows that for all i ∈ [V ]:

• FN (Θ) ⊆ ⋃V
i=1[Li(x), Ui(x)],

• Ui(x)− Li(x) ≤ min{2τ,M} .

Thus, the bracket size satisfies

∥Ui − Li∥2L2(µ) =

∫
(Ui − Li)

2dµ(x) ≤
∫

4τ2dµ(x) = 4τ2.

This implies

∥Ui − Li∥L2(µ) ≤ 2τ.
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Step 3: Bracketing Entropy. From the definition of bracketing entropy, we have

HB(2τ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L2(µ)) ≤ log V = log V (τ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L∞),

leading to the bound:
HB(2τ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L2(µ)) ≲ log V. (16)

Step 4: Covering Compact Sets. Next, consider the parameter space Θ, which we decompose
into:

∆ := {(A, b, c) ∈ Rd×d × Rd × R : (A, b, c, η) ∈ Θ}, Ω := {η ∈ Rq : (A, b, c, η) ∈ Θ}.

Both ∆ and Ω are compact sets. For any τ > 0, there exist τ -covers ∆τ and Ωτ such that:

|∆τ | ≲ OP (τ
−(d2+d+1)N ), |Ωτ | ≲ OP (τ

−qN ).

Step 5: Difference of the Functions. Define η̌i ∈ Ωτ such that

η̌i = arg min
η∈Ωτ

∥η − ηi∥,

and (Ǎi, b̌i, či) ∈ ∆τ such that

(Ǎi, b̌i, či) = arg min
(A,b,c)∈∆τ

∥(A, b, c)− (Ai, bi, ci)∥.

Now we consider mixing measures as

G̃ =

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−ci)
δ(Ai,bi,η̌i), Ǧ =

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−č)
δ(Ǎi,b̌i,η̌i)

given G =
∑N

i=1
1

1+exp(−ci)
δ(Ai,bi,ηi) ∈ MN (Θ) as a mixing measure. The above formulations imply

that

∥fG − f
G̃
∥L∞ = sup

x∈X

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp (−x⊤Aix− (bi)⊤x− ci)
· [E (x, ηi)− E (x, η̌i)]

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

1

1 + exp (−x⊤Aix− (bi)⊤x− ci)
· |E (x, ηi)− E (x, η̌i)|

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

|E (x, ηi)− E (x, η̌i)|

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

L1 · ∥ηi − η̌i∥

≤ NL1τ ≲ τ.
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The second inequality holds because the sigmoid weight is bounded by one, while the third inequality
stems from the expert function E(x, ·) being Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant L1 > 0.
Then we will have

∥f
G̃
− fǦ∥L∞ = sup

x∈X

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

i=1

[
1

1 + exp (−x⊤Aix− (bi)⊤x− ci)
− 1

1 + exp
(
−x⊤Ǎix− (b̌i)⊤x− či

)
]
· E (x, η̌i)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

[
1

1 + exp (−x⊤Aix− (bi)⊤x− ci)
− 1

1 + exp
(
−x⊤Ǎix− (b̌i)⊤x− či

)
]
· |E (x, η̌i)|

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

M ′

[
1

1 + exp (−x⊤Aix− (bi)⊤x− ci)
− 1

1 + exp
(
−x⊤Ǎix− (b̌i)⊤x− či

)
]

≤
N∑

i=1

sup
x∈X

M ′L2

(
∥Ai − Ǎi∥ · ∥x∥2 + ∥bi − b̌i∥ · ∥x∥+ |ci − či|

)

≤ NM ′(τB2 + τB + τ) ≲ τ

The second inequality holds because the expert function is bounded, i.e., |E(x, η̌i)| ≤ M ′. The third
inequality follows from the sigmoid function being Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant
L2 > 0, and the fourth inequality arises due to the boundedness of the input space. Then we know
that from the triangle inequality

∥fG − fǦ∥L∞ ≤ ∥fG − f
G̃
∥L∞ + ∥f

G̃
− fǦ∥L∞ ≤ τ.

Step 6: Conclusion. Now we recall the definition of the covering number, we will have

N(τ,FN (Θ), ∥ · ∥L∞) ≤ |∆τ | × |Ωτ | ≤ OP (n
−(d2+d+1)N )×OP (n

−qN ) ≤ OP (n
−(d2+d+1+q)N ).

Recall the equation (16) , the bracketing entropy of FN (Θ) under L2(µ) is bounded by log(1/ϵ)
by setting τ = ϵ/2, completing the proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. In order to prove ∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L1(G,G∗) for any G ∈ MN (Θ), it is sufficient to show
that

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L1(G,G∗)
> 0. (17)

To prove the above inequality, we consider two cases for the denominator L1(G,G∗): either it lies
within a ball B(0, ε) where the loss is sufficiently small, or it falls outside this region, where L1(G,G∗)
will not vanish.

Local part: At first, we focus on that

lim
ε→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L1(G,G∗)≤ε

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L1(G,G∗)
> 0. (18)
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Assume, for contradiction, that the above claim does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures Gn =

∑N∗

i=1
1

1+exp(−cni )
δ(An

i ,b
n
i ,η

n
i )

in MN (Θ) such that as n → ∞, we get

{
L1n := L1(Gn, G∗) → 0,

∥fGn − fG∗∥L2(µ)/L1n → 0.
(19)

Let us recall that

L1n :=
N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥2 + ∥∆bnij∥2 + ∥∆ηnij∥2
]

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥+ ∥∆bnij∥+ |∆cnij |+ ∥∆ηnij∥
]
,

where ∆An
ij := An

i −A∗
j , ∆bnij := bni − b∗j , ∆cnij := cni − c∗j , ∆ηnij := ηni − η∗j . Since L1n → 0 as n → 0,

there are two different situation for parameter convergence:

• For j = 1, · · · , N , parameters are over-fitted:
∑

i∈Aj

1
1+exp(−cni )

→ 1
1+exp(−c∗j )

and (An
i , b

n
i , η

n
i ) →

(A∗
j , b

∗
j , η

∗
j ), ∀i ∈ Aj ;

• For j = N + 1, · · · , N∗, parameters are exact-fitted: (An
i , b

n
i , c

n
i , η

n
i ) → (A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j , η

∗
j ), ∀i ∈ Aj .

Step 1 - Taylor expansion: In this step, we decompose the term fGn(x)− fG∗(x) using a Taylor
expansion. First, let us denote

fGn(x)− fG∗(x) (20)

=

N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− (b∗j )

⊤x− c∗j )
· E(x, η∗j )




+
N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− (b∗j )

⊤x− c∗j )
· E(x, η∗j )




=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−cni )
· E(x, η∗j )

]
:= In

+
N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )


 · E(x, η∗j ) := IIn

+
N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− (b∗j )

⊤x− c∗j )
· E(x, η∗j )


 := III n

Let us denote σ(x,A, b, c) = 1/[1 + exp(−x⊤Ax− b⊤x− c)], then In, IIn and III n could be denoted
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as

In =
N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−cni )
· E(x, η∗j )

]

=
N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
σ(x,An

i , b
n
i , c

n
i )E(x, ηni )− σ(x, 0d×d, 0d, c

n
i )E(x, η∗j )

]

=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

1

γ!
(∆An

ij)
γ1(∆bnij)

γ2(∆ηnij)
γ3 ∂

|γ1|+|γ2|σ

∂Aγ1∂bγ2
(x, 0d×d, 0d, c

n
i )

∂|γ3|E
∂ηγ3

(x, η∗j ) +R1(x), (21)

IIn =

N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )


 · E(x, η∗j ), (22)

III n =

N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− (b∗j )

⊤x− c∗j )
· E(x, η∗j )




=
N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

σ(x,An
i , b

n
i , c

n
i )E(x, ηni )− σ(x,A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j )E(x, η∗j )




=
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

τ !
(∆An

ij)
τ1(∆bnij)

τ2(∆cnij)
τ3(∆ηnij)

τ4


 ∂|τ1|+|τ2|+|τ3|σ

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3
(x,A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j )
∂|τ4|E
∂ητ4

(x, η∗j ) +R2(x),

(23)

where Ri(x), i = 1, 2 are Taylor remainder such that Ri(x)/L1n → 0 as n → ∞ for i = [2].
Now we could denote

Kn
j,i,γ1:3 =

1

γ!
(∆An

ij)
γ1(∆bnij)

γ2(∆ηnij)
γ3 , j ∈ [N ], i ∈ Aj , γ ∈ Rd×d × Rd × Rq (24)

Ln
j =

∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )
, j ∈ [N ] (25)

Tn
j,τ1:4 =

∑

i∈Aj

1

τ !
(∆An

ij)
τ1(∆bnij)

τ2(∆cnij)
τ3(∆ηnij)

τ4 , j ∈ {N + 1, · · · , N∗}, τ ∈ Rd×d × Rd × R× Rq

(26)

where 1 ≤ ∑3
i=1 |γi| ≤ 2 and

∑4
i=1 |τi| = 1. Also recall that for the last term, i was settled directly

by j since all the parameters are exact-fitted when N + 1 ≤ j ≤ N∗, i.e. |Aj | = 1.
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Using these notations (24) - (26) we can now rewrite the difference fGn(x)− fG∗(x) as

fGn(x)− fG∗(x) =

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

Kn
j,i,γ1:3

∂|γ1|+|γ2|σ

∂Aγ1∂bγ2
(x, 0d×d, 0d, c

n
i )

∂|γ3|E
∂ηγ3

(x, η∗j ) +

N∑

j=1

Ln
j · E(x, η∗j )

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

Tn
j,τ1:4

∂|τ1|+|τ2|+|τ3|σ

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3
(x,A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j )
∂|τ4|E
∂ητ4

(x, η∗j ) +R1(x) +R2(x).

(27)

Step 2 - Non-vanishing coefficients: Now we claim that at least one in the set

S =

{
Kn

j,i,γ1:3

L1n
,
Ln
j

L1n
,
Tn
j,τ1:4

L1n

}

will not vanish as n goes to infinity. We prove by contradiction that all of them converge to zero
when n → 0:

Kn
j,i,γ1:3

L1n
→ 0,

Ln
j

L1n
→ 0,

Tn
j,τ1:4

L1n
→ 0.

Then follows directly from Ln
j /L1n → 0 we could conclude that

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∣∣Ln
j

∣∣ → 0. (28)

Before consider other coefficients, for simplicity, we denote ed,u =

d-tuple︷ ︸︸ ︷
(0, . . . , 0, 1︸︷︷︸

u-th

, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Rd as a

d-tuple with all components equal to 0, except the u-th, which is 1; and ed×d,uv as a d× d matrix
with all components equal to 0, except the element in the u-th row and v-th column , which is 1, i.e.

ed×d,uv =

d-column︷ ︸︸ ︷
(0⊤d , . . . , 0

⊤
d , e

⊤
d,u︸︷︷︸

v-th

, 0⊤d , . . . , 0
⊤
d ) ∈ Rd×d.

Now consider for arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let γ1 = 2ed×d,uv, γ2 = 0d and γ3 = 0q, we will have

1

L1n

∣∣∣∆(An
ij)

(uv)
∣∣∣
2
=

1

2L1n

∣∣∣Kn
j,i,2ed×d,uv ,0d,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥2 =

1

2L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Kn
j,i,2ed×d,uv ,0d,0q

| → 0. (29)

For arbitrary u ∈ [d], let γ1 = 0d×d, γ2 = 2ed,u and γ3 = 0q, we will have

1

L1n

∣∣∣∆(bnij)
(u)

∣∣∣
2
=

1

2L1n

∣∣∣Kn
j,i,0d×d,2ed,u,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞,
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Then by taking the summation of the previous term with u ∈ [d], we will have

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆bnij∥2 =
1

2L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

d∑

u=1

|Kn
j,i,0d×d,2ed,u,0q

| → 0. (30)

Similarly we will have

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥2 =
1

2L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

q∑

w=1

|Kn
j,i,0d×d,0d,2eq,w

| → 0. (31)

Now, consider N + 1 ≤ j ≤ N∗, such that its corresponding Voronoi cell has only one element, i.e.
|Aj | = 1. For arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let τ1 = ed×d,uv, τ2 = 0d, τ3 = 0 and τ4 = 0q, we will have

1

L1n

∑

i∈Aj

∣∣∣∆(An
ij)

(uv)
∣∣∣ = 1

L1n

∣∣∣Tn
j,ed×d,uv ,0d,0,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥1 =

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Tn
j,ed×d,uv ,0d,0,0q

| → 0.

Recall the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on finite-dimensional vector space
over R, we will have

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥ → 0. (32)

Following a similar argument, since

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆bnij∥1 =
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

d∑

u=1

|Tn
j,0d×d,ed,u,0,0q

| → 0,

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

|∆cnij | =
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

|Tn
j,0d×d,0d,1,0q

| → 0,

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥1 =
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

q∑

w=1

|Tn
j,0d×d,0d,0,eq,w

| → 0,

we obtain that

1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆bnij∥ → 0,
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

|∆cnij | → 0,
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥ → 0. (33)
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Now taking the summation of limits in equations (28) - (33), we could deduce that

1 =
L1n

L1n
=

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

L1n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥2 + ∥∆bnij∥2 + ∥∆ηnij∥2
]

+
1

L1n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥+ ∥∆bnij∥+ |∆cnij |+ ∥∆ηnij∥
]
→ 0,

as n → ∞, which is a contradiction. Thus, not all the coefficients of elements in the set

S =

{
Kn

j,i,γ1:3

L1n
,
Ln
j

L1n
,
Tn
j,τ1:4

L1n

}

tend to 0 as n → ∞. Let us denote by mn the maximum of the absolute values of those elements. It
follows from the previous result that 1/mn ̸→ ∞ as n → ∞.

Step 3 - Application of Fatou’s lemma: In this step, we apply Fatou’s lemma to ob-
tain the desired inequality in equation (18). Recall in the beginning we have assumed that
∥fGn − fG∗∥L2(µ)/L1n → 0 and the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on
finite-dimensional vector space over R, we obtain ∥fGn − fG∗∥L1(µ)/L1n → 0. By applying the
Fatou’s lemma, we get

0 = lim
n→∞

∥fGn − fG∗∥L1(µ)

mnL1n
≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

|fGn(x)− fG∗(x)|
mnL1n

dµ(x) ≥ 0.

This result suggests that for almost every x,

fGn(x)− fG∗(x)

mnL1n
→ 0, (34)

recall equation (27), we deduce that

fGn(x)− fG∗(x)

mnL1n
=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

Kn
j,i,γ1:3

mnL1n

∂|γ1|+|γ2|σ

∂Aγ1∂bγ2
(x, 0d×d, 0d, c

n
i )

∂|γ3|E
∂ηγ3

(x, η∗j ) +

N∑

j=1

Ln
j

mnL1n
· E(x, η∗j )

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

Tn
j,τ1:4

mnL1n

∂|τ1|+|τ2|+|τ3|σ

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3
(x,A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j )
∂|τ4|E
∂ητ4

(x, η∗j ) +
R1(x)

mnL1n
+

R2(x)

mnL1n
.

Let us denote
Kn

j,i,γ1:3

mnL1n
→ kj,i,γ1:3 ,

Ln
j

mnL1n
→ lj ,

Tn
j,τ1:4

mnL1n
→ tj,τ1:4 ,

then from equation (34), we will have

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

kj,i,γ1:3
∂|γ1|+|γ2|σ

∂Aγ1∂bγ2
(x, 0d×d, 0d, c

n
i )

∂|γ3|E
∂ηγ3

(x, η∗j ) +

N∑

j=1

lnj · E(x, η∗j )

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

tnj,τ1:4
∂|τ1|+|τ2|+|τ3|σ

∂Aτ1∂bτ2∂cτ3
(x,A∗

j , b
∗
j , c

∗
j )
∂|τ4|E
∂ητ4

(x, η∗j ) = 0,
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for almost every x. Note that the expert function E(·, η) is strongly identifiable, then the above
equation implies that

kj,i,γ1:3 = lj = tj,τ1:4 = 0,

for any j ∈ [N∗], (γ1, γ2, γ3) ∈ Nd×d × Nd × Nq and (τ1, τ2, τ3, τ4) ∈ Nd×d × Nd × N× Nq such that
1 ≤ ∑3

i=1 |γi| ≤ 2 and
∑4

i=1 |τi| = 1. This violates that at least one among the limits in the set
{kj,i,γ1:3 , lj , tj,τ1:4} is different from zero.

Thus, we obtain the local inequality in equation (18). Consequently, there exists some ε′ > 0
such that

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L1(G,G∗)≤ε′

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L1(G,G∗)
> 0.

Global part: We now proceed to demonstrate equation (17) for the case where the denominator
does not vanish, i.e.

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L1(G,G∗)>ε′

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L1(G,G∗)
> 0. (35)

Suppose, for contradiction, that inequality (35) does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures G′

n ∈ MN (Θ) such that L1(G
′
n, G∗) > ε′ and

lim
n→∞

∥fG′
n
− fG∗∥L2(µ)

L1(G′
n, G∗)

= 0.

Under this situation, we could deduce that ∥fG′
n
− fG∗∥L2(µ) → 0 as n → ∞. Since Θ is a compact

set, we can replace the sequence G′
n with a convergent subsequence, which approaches a mixing

measure G′ ∈ MN (Θ). Given that L1(G
′
n, G∗) > ε′, we conclude that L1(G

′, G∗) > ε′. Then, using
Fatou’s lemma, we deduce:

0 = lim
n→∞

∥fG′
n
− fG∗∥2L2(µ) ≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

∣∣fG′
n
(x)− fG∗(x)

∣∣2dµ(x),

which indicates that fG′(x) = fG∗(x) for almost every x. Based on the Proposition 2 followed, we
will have that G′ ≡ G∗.

Proposition 2. If the equation fG(x) = fG∗(x) holds true for almost every x, then it follows that
G ≡ G∗.

Proof of Proposition 2. Assume that fG(x) = fG∗(x) for almost every x, which gives:

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
E(x, ηi) =

N∗∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
ix− (b∗i )

⊤x− c∗i )
E(x, η∗i ). (36)

Since E(x, η) is identifiable, the set {E(x, ηi), i ∈ [N ]} is linearly independent, and {E(x, η∗i ), i ∈
[N∗]} is distinct for some N∗ ∈ N. Therefore, if N ̸= N∗, there must exist some index i ∈ [N ] such
that ηi ≠ η∗j for any j ∈ [N∗]. This leads to a contradiction as the coefficients cannot simultaneously
satisfy equation (36). Consequently, we must have N = N∗.
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Thus, the sets of weights and gating functions on both sides of (36) are equivalent:
{

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
, i ∈ [N ]

}
=

{
1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
ix− (b∗i )

⊤x− c∗i )
, i ∈ [N∗]

}
.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that the correspondence is such that

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
=

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
ix− (b∗i )

⊤x− c∗i )
,

for all i ∈ [N ] and for almost every x. This implies the sigmoid function’s invariance to translations,
leading to:

Ai = A∗
i + v2, bi = b∗i + v1, ci = c∗i + v0,

for some v2 ∈ Rd×d, v1 ∈ Rd and v0 ∈ R. However, due to the assumption Ak = A∗
k = 0d×d,

bk = b∗k = 0d and ck = c∗k = 0, it follows that v2 = 0d×d, v1 = 0d and v0 = 0, leading to:

Ai = A∗
i , bi = b∗i , ci = c∗i , for any i ∈ [N ].

Substituting this back into equation (36), we have:

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
E(x, ηi) =

N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
E(x, η∗i ). (37)

Next, let us partition the index set [N ] into subsets J1, J2, . . . , Jm, where m ≤ k, such that
(Ai, bi, ci) = (A∗

i′ , b
∗
i′ , c

∗
i′) for any i, i′ ∈ Jj and j ∈ [m]. For indices i and i′ belonging to distinct

subsets, it holds that (Ai, bi, ci) ̸= (Ai′ , bi′ , ci′).
Using this partition, the equation can be reorganized as:

m∑

j=1

∑

i∈Jj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− b⊤i x− ci)
E(x, ηi) =

m∑

j=1

∑

i∈Jj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
ix− (b∗i )

⊤x− c∗i )
E(x, η∗i ),

(38)
for almost every x.

Recall that Ai = A∗
i , bi = b∗i and ci = c∗i for all i ∈ [N∗]. This implies that for any j ∈ [m], we

can identify the sets:

{ηi : i ∈ Jj} ≡ {η∗i : i ∈ Jj}.

Consequently, we obtain:

G =

m∑

j=1

∑

i∈Jj

1

1 + exp(−ci)
δ(Ai, bi, ηi) =

m∑

j=1

∑

i∈Jj

1

1 + exp(−c∗i )
δ(A∗

i , b
∗
i , η

∗
i ) = G∗,

showing G ≡ G∗. Thus, the proof is complete.
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B.3 Proof of Theorem 2

To prove the result, we first examine the Voronoi loss:

L2,r(G,G∗) :=

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−ci)
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[∥∆Aij∥r + ∥∆bij∥r + ∥∆αij∥r + |∆βij |r]

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[∥∆Aij∥r + ∥∆bij∥r + |∆cij |r + ∥∆αij∥r + |∆βij |r]

where the difference terms ∆Aij := Ai − A∗
j , ∆bij := bi − b∗j , ∆cij := ci − c∗j , ∆αij := αi − α∗

j ,
∆βij := βi − β∗

j . These terms are asymmetric by definition because ∆Aij ̸= ∆Aji in general (i.e.,
Ai − A∗

j ̸= Aj − A∗
i where i ∈ Aj). So L2,r(G,G∗) is not symmetric, but it still satisfies a weak

triangle inequality. For experts meeting all the assumptions in Theorem 2, we derive the following
results using Taylor expansion:

Lemma 2. Given experts in Theorem 2, we achieve for any r ≥ 1 that

lim
ϵ→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

{∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L2,r(G,G∗)
: L2,r(G,G∗) ≤ ϵ

}
= 0.

We will prove this lemma later.

Main Proof. Recall that (X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), · · · , (Xn, Yn) ∈ Rd×R follow a standard regression model

Yi = fG∗(Xi) + εi, i = 1, · · · , n,
where X1, X2, · · · , Xn are i.i.d. samples from a probability distribution µ on Rd, and εi are i.i.d.
Gaussian noise variables with E[εi|Xi] = 0 and Var[εi|Xi] = ν, i ∈ [n]. Under the Gaussian
assumption on the noise variables εi, we have that Yi|Xi ∼ N (fG∗(Xi), ν), i = 1, . . . , n. Given
Lemma 2, there exists a sufficiently small ϵ > 0 and a mixing measure G′

∗ ∈ MN (Θ) such that
L2,r(G

′
∗, G∗) = 2ϵ and ∥fG′

∗ −fG∗∥ ≤ √
C1ϵ for a fixed constant C1. Thus, applying Le Cam’s lemma

to address the L2,r loss, which satisfies the weak triangle inequality, we obtain:

inf
G̃n∈MN (Θ)

sup
G∈MN (Θ)\MN∗−1(Θ)

EfG [L2,r(G̃n, G)]

≳
L2,r(G

′
∗, G∗)

8
exp

{
−nEX∼µ

[
KL

(
N (fG′

∗(X), ν),N (fG∗(X), ν)
)]}

Recall that the KL divergence between two Gaussian distributions with the same variance is

KL
(
N (fG′

∗(X), ν),N (fG∗(X), ν)
)
=

1

2ν

(
fG′

∗(X)− fG∗(X)
)2

.

Hence, we can deduce that:

inf
G̃n∈MN (Θ)

sup
G∈MN (Θ)\MN∗−1(Θ)

EfG [L2,r(G̃n, G)] ≳ ϵ exp
(
−n∥fG′

∗ − fG∗∥2L2(µ)

)
≳ ϵ exp(−nC1ϵ

2).

By setting ϵ = n−1/2, we obtain ϵ exp(−nC1ε
2) = n−1/2 exp(−C1), which means that

inf
G̃n∈MN (Θ)

sup
G∈MN (Θ)\MN∗−1(Θ)

EfG [L2,r(G̃n, G)] ≳ n− 1
2 ,

Consequently, we establish the result for Theorem 2.
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Proof of Lemma 2. Now we want to demonstrate that the following limit holds true for any r ≥ 1:

lim
ϵ→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L2,r(G,G∗)≤ϵ

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L2,r(G,G∗)
= 0. (39)

To achieve this, we need to construct a sequence of mixing measures (Gn) that satisfies L2,r(Gn, G∗) →
0 and

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L2,r(G,G∗)
→ 0,

as n → ∞. Recall we consider that at least one expert parameter α∗
i , where i ∈ Aj , j ∈ [N∗] in

the over-specified gating parameters Voronoi cell equals 0d. WLOG, assume α∗
1 = 0d. Next, we

consider the sequence (Gn) with k∗ + 1 atoms, in which for over-specified parameters i = 1, 2:
An

i = A∗
1 = 0d×d, bni = b∗1 = 0d, cn1 = cn2 such that

2∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−cni )
=

1

1 + exp(−c∗1)
+

1

nr+1
,

αn
i = α∗

1 = 0d, βn
1 = β∗

1 + 1/n and βn
2 = β∗

1 − 1/n. And for exactly-specified parameters i =
3, · · · , N∗ + 1: An

i = A∗
i−1, b

n
i = b∗i−1, c

n
i = c∗i−1, α

n
i = α∗

i−1, β
n
i = β∗

i−1. Recall the construction of
L2,r loss, we will have

L2,r(Gn, G∗) =
1

nr+1
+

2

nr
= O(n−r).

Now recall the Taylor expansion in equation (20) for fGn(x)− fG∗(x):

fGn(x)− fG∗(x) =
2∑

i=1

[
(αn

i )
⊤x+ βn

i

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
− (α∗

1)
⊤x+ β∗

1

1 + exp(−cni )

]
:= In

+

[
2∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗1)

]
·
[
(α∗

1)
⊤x+ β∗

1

]
:= IIn

+
N∗+1∑

i=3

[
(αn

i )
⊤x+ βn

i

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
− (α∗

i−1)
⊤x+ β∗

i−1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
i−1x− (b∗i−1)

⊤x− c∗i−1)

]
:= III n.

From our construction for the sequence (An
i , b

n
i , c

n
i , α

n
i , β

n
i )

N∗+1
i=1 , its easy to verify that

fGn(x)− fG∗(x) =
2∑

i

[
βn
i

1 + exp(−cni )
− β∗

1

1 + exp(−cni )

]
+

1

nr+1

[
(α∗

1)
⊤x+ β∗

1

]
=

β∗
1

nr+1
.

Based on the above result, we conclude that [fGn(x)− fG∗(x)]/L2,r(Gn, G∗) → 0 for almost every
x. As a result, ∥fGn − fG∗∥L2(µ)L2,r(Gn, G∗) → 0 as n → ∞. This establishes the claim stated in
equation (39).
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Following from the result of Theorem 1, it is sufficient to show that the following inequality
holds true:

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥fG − fG∥L2(µ)

L3(G,G)
> 0, (40)

for any mixing measure G ∈ MN (Θ). To prove the above inequality, we follow a similar approach
to the proof in Appendix B.2, dividing the analysis into a local part and a global part. However,
since the arguments for the global part remain the same (up to some notational changes) in the
over-specified setting, they are omitted.

Therefore, for an arbitrary mixing measure G :=
∑k

i=1
1

1+exp(−c̄i)
δ(Āi,b̄i,η̄i)

∈ MN (Θ), we focus
exclusively on demonstrating that:

lim
ε→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L3(G,G)≤ε

∥fG − fG∥L2(µ)

L3(G,G)
> 0. (41)

Assume, for contradiction, that the above claim does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures Gn =

∑k
i=1

1
1+exp(−cni )

δ(An
i ,b

n
i ,η

n
i )

in MN (Θ) such that as n → ∞, we get
{
L3n := L3(Gn, G) → 0,

∥fGn − fG∥L2(µ)/L3n → 0.
(42)

Let us denote by An
i := Ai(Gn) a Voronoi cell of Gn generated by the j-th components of G. Since

our analysis is asymptotic, we can assume that the Voronoi cells are independent of the sample size,
i.e. Aj = An

i .
In Dense Regime, since Gn and G have the same number of atoms N , and L3n → 0, it follows

that each Voronoi cell Ai contains precisely one element for all i ∈ [N ]. Without loss of generality,
we assume Ai = {i} for all i ∈ [N ]. This ensures that (An

i , b
n
i , c

n
i , η

n
i ) → (Āi, b̄i, c̄i, η̄i) as n → ∞ for

every i ∈ [N ].
Consequently, the Voronoi loss L3n can be expressed as:

L3n :=

N∑

i=1

(
∥∆Ān

i ∥+ ∥∆b̄ni ∥+ |∆c̄ni |+ ∥η̄ni ∥
)
, (43)

where the increments are given by: ∆Ān
i = An

i − Āi,∆b̄ni = bni − b̄i,∆c̄ni = cni − c̄i,∆η̄ni = ηni − η̄i.
We now break the proof of the local part into the following three steps:
Step 1 - Taylor expansion: In this step, we decompose the term fGn(x) − fG(x) using a

Taylor expansion. First, let us denote σ(x,A, b, c) := 1
1+exp(−x⊤Ax−b⊤x−c)

, then we have that

fGn(x)− fG(x) =
N∑

i=1

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− (bni )

⊤x− cni )
· E(x, ηni )−

1

1 + exp(−x⊤Āix− (b̄i)⊤x− c̄i)
· E(x, η̄i)

]

=

N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

1

α!
(∆Ān

i )
α1(∆b̄ni )

α2(∆c̄ni )
α3(∆η̄ni )

α4
∂|α1|+|α2|+|α3|σ

∂Aα1∂bα2∂cα3
(x, Āi, b̄i, c̄i)

∂|α4|E
∂ηα4

(x, η̄i) +R1(x)

=

N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

Sn
i,α1,α2,α3,α4

∂|α1|+|α2|+|α3|σ

∂Aα1∂bα2∂cα3
(x, Āi, b̄i, c̄i)

∂|α4|E
∂ηα4

(x, η̄i) +R1(x), (44)

27



where R1(x) is a Taylor remainder such that R1(x)/L3n → 0 as n → ∞. Now we could denote

Sn
i,α1:4

=
1

α!
(∆Ān

i )
α1(∆b̄ni )

α2(∆c̄ni )
α3(∆η̄ni )

α4 , i ∈ [N ], α ∈ Rd×d × Rd × R× Rq (45)

where
∑4

i=1 |αi| = 1.
Step 2 - Non-vanishing coefficients: Now we claim that at least one among the ratios

Sn
i,α1:4

/L3n will not vanish as n goes to infinity. We prove by contradiction that all of them converge
to zero when n → 0:

Sn
i,α1:4

L3n
→ 0.

for any i ∈ [N ], α ∈ Rd×d × Rd × R× Rq such that
∑4

i=1 |αi| = 1.
Now, consider 1 ≤ i ≤ N , for arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let α1 = ed×d,uv, α2 = 0d, α3 = 0 and α4 = 0q,

we will have

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣∆(Ān
i )

(uv)
∣∣∣ = 1

L3n

∣∣∣Sn
i,ed×d,uv ,0d,0,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆Ān
i ∥1 =

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Sn
i,ed×d,uv ,0d,0,0q

| → 0.

Recall the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on finite-dimensional vector space
over R, we will have

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆Ān
i ∥ → 0. (46)

Following a similar argument, since

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆b̄ni ∥1 =
1

L3n

N∑

i=1

d∑

u=1

|Sn
i,0d×d,ed,u,0,0q

| → 0,

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

|∆c̄ni | =
1

L3n

N∑

i=1

|Sn
i,0d×d,0d,1,0q

| → 0,

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆η̄ni ∥1 =
1

L3n

N∑

i=1

q∑

w=1

|Sn
i,0d×d,0d,0,eq,w

| → 0,

we obtain that

1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆b̄ni ∥ → 0,
1

L3n

N∑

i=1

|∆c̄ni | → 0,
1

L3n

N∑

i=1

∥∆η̄ni ∥ → 0. (47)
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Now taking the summation of limits in equations (46) - (47), we could deduce that

1 =
L3n

L3n
=

1

L3n
·

N∑

i=1

(
∥∆Ān

i ∥+ ∥∆b̄ni ∥+ |∆c̄ni |+ ∥∆η̄ni ∥
)
→ 0,

as n → ∞, which is a contradiction. Thus, at least one among the ratios Sn
i,α1:4

/L3n must not
approach zero as n → ∞. Let us denote by mn the maximum of the absolute values of those elements.
It follows from the previous result that 1/mn ̸→ ∞ as n → ∞.

Step 3 - Application of Fatou’s lemma: In this step, we apply Fatou’s lemma to ob-
tain the desired inequality in equation (41). Recall in the beginning we have assumed that
∥fGn − fG∥L2(µ)/L3n → 0 and the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on
finite-dimensional vector space over R, we obtain ∥fGn −fG∥L1(µ)/L3n → 0. By applying the Fatou’s
lemma, we get

0 = lim
n→∞

∥fGn − fG∥L1(µ)

mnL3n
≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

|fGn(x)− fG(x)|
mnL3n

dµ(x) ≥ 0.

This result suggests that for almost every x,

fGn(x)− fG(x)

mnL3n
→ 0. (48)

Let us denote
Sn
i,α1:4

mnL3n
→ si,α1:4 ,

as n → ∞ with a note that at least one among the limits si,α1:4 is non-zero. Then from equation
(48), we will have

N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

sni,α1,α2,α3,α4

∂|α1|+|α2|+|α3|σ

∂Aα1∂bα2∂cα3
(x, Āi, b̄i, c̄i)

∂|α4|E
∂ηα4

(x, η̄i) = 0,

for almost every x. Note that the expert function E(·, η) is weakly identifiable, then the above
equation implies that

si,α1:4 = 0,

for any i ∈ [N ], (α1, α2, α3, α4) ∈ Nd×d × Nd × N× Nq such that
∑4

i=1 |αi| = 1. This violates that
at least one among the limits in the set {si,α1:4} is different from zero.

Thus, we obtain the local inequality in equation (41).

C Additional Results

C.1 Sample Efficiency under the Partially Quadratic Score Function

In this section, we proceed the analysis of the sigmoid gating MoE with partially quadratic affinity
score function based on the regression frame work in equation (5), the corresponding regression
function is redefined as follows:

f̃G∗(x) :=

N∗∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
ix− c∗i )

· E(x, η∗i ) (49)
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where {(Ai, ci, ηi) ∈ Θ̃, i = 1, · · · , N} is the set of learnable parameters, Θ̃ ⊆ Rd×d × R× Rq stands
for the parameter space and M̃N (Θ̃) := {G̃ =

∑N ′

i=1
1

1+exp(−ci)
δ(Ai,ηi) : 1 ≤ N ′ ≤ N, (Ai, ci, ηi) ∈ Θ̃}

is the set of all mixing measures with at most N atoms. We assume N > N∗. And for simplicity, we
still denote Θ̃ as Θ , M̃N (Θ̃) as MN (Θ) and G̃ as G in the following.

In contrast to the fully quadratic score function, the first-degree monomial term b⊤x has been
omitted from the scoring function. Consequently, the least squares estimator in this context is
modified as follows:

G̃n := argmin
G∈MN (Θ)

n∑

i=1

(
Yi − f̃G(Xi)

)2
. (50)

C.1.1 Convergence of the Regression Function Estimator

Similar with the polynomial case, we fit the ground-truth MoE model with a mixture of N > N∗,
there must be some true atoms (A∗

i , η
∗
i ) fitted by more than one component. We over-specify the true

MoE model by a mixture of N experts where N > N∗. There exist some atoms (A∗
i , η

∗
i ) approximated

by at least two fitted components, the over-specified atoms. We assume that (Ân
i , η̂

n
i ) → (A∗

1, η
∗
1) for

i = 1, 2, in probability. Then, the term ∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗∥L2(µ) → 0 only when

2∑

i=1

1

1 + exp
(
−x⊤Ân

i x− ĉni

) → 1

1 + exp (−x⊤A∗
1x− c∗1)

,

as n → ∞ for µ-almost every x, which occurs only when A∗
1 = 0d. Following the approach outlined

in Section 3, we will partition our analysis into two complementary regimes of the gating parameters:

(i) Sparse Regime: all the over-specified gating parameters are zero: A∗
i = 0d×d ;

(ii) Dense Regime: at least one among the over-specified gating parameters is non-zero: A∗
i ≠ 0d×d.

We now present the convergence behavior of the regression function estimator under each of the two
regimes, respectively.

Proposition 3. Under the sparse regime and with the least squares estimator G̃n defined in equation
(50), the regression estimator f̃

G̃n
admits the following rate of convergence to f̃G∗:

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗∥L2(µ) = OP

(√
log(n)/n

)
. (51)

The proof of Proposition 3 can be found in Appendix C.2.1. The bound (51) reveals that the
convergence rate of the regression function estimator f̃

G̃n
to the ground-truth regression function

is of parametric order OP (
√
log(n)/n) under the sparse regime. However, under the dense regime,

such convergence does not happen as previously mentioned. Instead, the regression function
estimator f̃

G̃n
converges to the closest MoE with more than N∗ experts to f̃G∗ , that is, f̃

G
where

G ∈ MN (Θ) := argminG∈MN (Θ)\MN∗ (Θ) ∥f̃G− f̃G∗∥L2(µ). Using similar arguments to Proposition 3,
we can also determine the convergence behavior of the regression function estimator in the following
corollary:
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Corollary 2. Under the dense regime and with the least squares estimator G̃n defined in equation
(50), the regression estimator f̃

G̃n
admits the following rate of convergence to f̃

G
:

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃
G
∥L2(µ) = OP

(√
log(n)/n

)
.

Similar with what we have discussed in Section 3, given the results of Propositions 3 and 2 and
a loss function L(G,G∗) among parameters satisfying L(G̃n, G∗) ≲ ∥f̃

G̃n
− f̃G∗∥L2(µ), we will have

that L(G̃n, G∗) = OP (
√
log(n)/n). From this, we can derive the expert convergence rate, which will

be analyzed in the following.

C.1.2 Sparse Regime of Gating Parameters

Recall that under the sparse regime, all the over-specified parameters A∗
i = 0d×d. Assume {A∗

i }Ni=1

are over-specified parameters, i.e., those fitted by at least two estimators, where 1 ≤ N ≤ N∗. And
the remaining parameters fitted by exactly one estimator {A∗

i }N
∗

N+1
:

A∗
1, · · · , A∗

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
over-specified

, A∗
N+1

, · · · , A∗
N∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
exactly-specified

.

As discussed in Section 4, to derive the expert convergence rate, we decompose the difference
f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗ into a sum of linearly independent terms. This requires considering the Taylor expansion
of the product of the sigmoid gating function and the expert function, given by

F (x;A, c, η) := σ(x⊤Ax+ c) · E(x, η) = 1

1 + exp(−x⊤Ax− c)
· E(x, η).

To ensure that the parameter discrepancies converge to zero—thereby guaranteeing parameter and
expert convergence—along with ∥f

Ĝn
− fG∗∥L2(µ) → 0, it is crucial to clarify the linear independence

properties of F (x;A, c, η), a fundamental expert component with a partially quadratic score in the
mixture of experts model. Therefore, we impose a partial-strong identifiability condition, defined as
follows:

Definition 3 (Partial-strong identifiability). An expert function E(x, η) is partial-strongly identifiable
if it is twice differentiable w.r.t its parameter η for µ-almost all x and, for any positive integer ℓ and
any pair-wise distinct choices of parameters {(Ai, ci, ηi)}ℓi=1, the functions in the classes
{
∂|γ1|+|γ2|F

∂Aγ1∂ηγ2
(x, 0d×d, ci, ηi) : i ∈ [ℓ],

2∑

i=1

|γi| ∈ [2]

}
and

{
∂F

∂Aτ1∂cτ2∂ητ3
(x,Ai, ci, ηi) : i ∈ [ℓ],

3∑

i=1

|τi| = 1

}

are linearly independent, for µ-almost all x, where (γ1, γ2) ∈ Nd×d×Nq and (τ1, τ2, τ3) ∈ Nd×d×N×Nq.

Examples. Similar to Section 4.1, we consider two-layer neural networks of the form E(x; (α, β, λ)) =
λϕ(α⊤x+ β), where ϕ is an activation function and (α, β, λ) ∈ Rd ×R×R. It can be verified that if
ϕ is the ReLU or GELU function, and if α ̸= 0d and λ ̸= 0, then the function x 7→ E(x; (α, β, λ)) is
partial-strongly identifiable.

However, unlike the fully quadratic score case, where the term b⊤x is present, its removal allows
the partial-strong identifiability condition in Definition 3 to remain valid even when the expert
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function follows a polynomial form, given by E(x; (α, β)) = (α⊤x + β)p for some p ∈ N. Now,
the function takes the form F (x;A, c, α, β) = 1/[1 + exp

(
−x⊤Ax− c

)
] · (α⊤x+ β)p. Notably, the

sigmoid function contributes only a second-order term −x⊤Ax along with a constant, while the
expert function contains only a first-order term α⊤x and a constant. This distinct structure ensures
that parameter interactions disappear as PDEs in equation (8).

Voronoi loss. For a mixing measure G with 1 ≤ N ′ ≤ N atoms, we allocate its atoms across
the Voronoi cells {Aj ≡ Aj(G), j ∈ [N∗]} generated by the atoms of G∗, where

Aj :=
{
i ∈ [N ′] : ∥θi − θ∗j∥ ≤ ∥θi − θ∗ℓ∥,∀ℓ ̸= j

}
, (52)

with θi := (Ai, ηi) and θ∗j := (A∗
j , η

∗
j ) for all j ∈ [N∗]. Similar to the fully quadratic score case, we

define the Voronoi loss function as

L4(G,G∗) :=
N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−ci)
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆Aij∥2 + ∥∆ηij∥2

]

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[∥∆Aij∥+ |∆cij |+ ∥∆ηij∥] (53)

where we denote ∆Aij := Ai − A∗
j , ∆cij := ci − c∗j and ∆ηij := ηi − η∗j . In the aforementioned

statement, if the Voronoi cell Aj is empty, the associated summation term is conventionally set to
zero. Additionally, the computation of the Voronoi loss function L4 is efficient, with a computational
complexity of O(N ×N∗).

With the Voronoi loss function established, we are now prepared to present the parameter
convergence rate in Theorem 4.

Theorem 4. If the expert function x 7→ E(x, η) is partial-strongly identifiable, then the lower bound
∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L4(G,G∗) holds true for any G ∈ MN (Θ). As a result, when combined with the
regression estimation rate in Proposition 3, this suggests that

L4(G̃n, G∗) = OP

(√
log(n)/n

)
.

Proof of Theorem 4 is in Appendix C.2.2. A few comments regarding the above result are in
order.

(i) Parameter convergence rates: From the construction of the Voronoi loss L4, the estimation of
over-specified parameters A∗

i , η
∗
i for i ∈ [N ] converges at a rate of OP ([log(n)/n]

1/4). In the mean
time, the exactly-specified parameters A∗

i , η
∗
i for N + 1 ≤ i ≤ N∗ exhibit a faster convergence rate

of OP ([log(n)/n]
1/2).

(ii) Expert convergence rates: Because E(x, η) is twice differentiable (and thus Lipschitz) in η over
a bounded domain, we have, for any i ∈ Aj , supx

∣∣E(x, η̃ni )− E(x, η∗j )
∣∣ ≤ L̃

∥∥η̃ni − η∗j
∥∥, where L̃ is a

Lipschitz constant and G̃n =
∑Ñn

i=1
1

1+exp(−c̃ni )
δ(Ãn

i ,b̃
n
i ,η̃

n
i )
. This implies that exactly-specified experts

converge at a rate of OP

(
(log(n)/n)1/2

)
, while over-specified experts converge at OP

(
(log(n)/n)1/4

)
.

Consequently, exactly-specified experts require O(ϵ−2) samples to achieve an approximation error ϵ,
whereas over-specified experts need O(ϵ−4) samples for the same error.

Sample efficiency comparison under the sparse regime: Recall from Section 4.1 that
polynomial experts, although not strongly identifiable, are partial-strongly identifiable. Hence,
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while they might require O
(
exp(ϵ−1/τ )

)
samples to achieve an approximation error ϵ under a fully

quadratic score function (for some constant τ > 0), they only need O(ϵ−4) samples under a partially
quadratic score function.

According to [1], linear experts with quadratic monomial gates require an exponential number of
samples. But the linear expert E(x, (α, β)) = α⊤x+ β satisfies partial-strong identifiability when
β ̸= 0, so it need only a polynomial number O(ϵ−4) data points to attain the approximation error ϵ.

Consequently, for partially quadratic score functions with linear experts, the sigmoid self-attention
is more sample-efficient than the softmax self-attention under the sparse gating regime.

C.1.3 Dense Regime of Gating Parameters

In this section, we focus on the dense regime. Under dense regime, for the overspecified parameters,
there exists i ∈ [N∗], s.t. A∗

i ̸= 0d×d. In this situation, the least squares regression estimator
f
Ĝn

→ f
G
, a regression function, where the parameters

G ∈ MN (Θ) := argmin
G∈MN (Θ)\MN∗ (Θ)

∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ).

In other words, the estimators of the parameters defining f̃
G̃n

converge to the parameters of f̃
G
.

WLOG, we assume that

G :=
N∑

i=1

1

1 + exp(−ci)
δ
(Ai,ηi)

.

Now we introduce a definition for partial-weak identifiability to specify the experts that has a
similar fast convergence rate as the partial-strongly identifiable experts in Definition 3 under sparse
regime. Partial-weakly identifiable experts need to satisfy only a subset of the conditions required
for partial-strongly identifiable experts.

Definition 4 (Partial-weak identifiability). An expert function E(x, η) is partial-weakly identifiable
if it is differentiable w.r.t its parameter η for µ-almost all x and, for any positive integer ℓ and any
pair-wise distinct choices of parameters {(Ai, ci, ηi)}ℓi=1, the functions in the class

{
∂F

∂Aτ1∂cτ2∂ητ3
(x,Ai, ci, ηi) : i ∈ [ℓ],

3∑

i=1

|τi| = 1

}

are linearly independent, for µ-almost all x, where (τ1, τ2, τ3) ∈ Nd×d × N× Nq.

Examples. It is worth noting that partial-strongly identifiable experts also meet the partial-
weak identifiability condition. In particular, the previously mentioned two-layer neural networks
E(x; (α, β, λ)) = λϕ(α⊤x + β), where ϕ is either ReLU or GELU, α ̸= 0d, and λ ̸= 0, are weakly
identifiable. Likewise, polynomial experts of the form E(x; (α, β)) = (α⊤x+ β)p, p ∈ N, also satisfy
the weak identifiability condition.

We now establish, in Theorem 5, the convergence behavior of partial-weakly identifiable experts
in the dense regime. Specifically, let L5 denote the Voronoi loss function defined by

L5(G,G) :=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥Ai −Ai∥+ |ci − ci|+ ∥ηi − ηi∥

]
. (54)
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Theorem 5. If the function x 7→ E(x, η) is partial-weakly identifiable, then the lower bound
inf

G∈MN (Θ)
∥f̃G − f̃

G
∥L2(µ) ≳ L5(G,G) holds true for any mixing measure G ∈ MN (Θ). As a

consequence, we obtain that

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

L5(G̃n, G) = OP

(√
log(n)/n

)
.

Proof of Theorem 5 is in Appendix C.2.3. Since η̃ni converges at a rate of OP

(√
log(n)/n

)
, the

partial-weakly identifiable expert estimators E
(
x, η̃ni

)
enjoy the same convergence order. Consequently,

these experts require a polynomial number of samples, O(ϵ−2), to achieve an approximation error of
ϵ.

Sample efficiency comparison under the dense regime: Recall that, under softmax self-
attention, partial-strongly identifiable and polynomial “experts” require O(ϵ−4) and O

(
exp(ϵ−1/τ )

)

samples, respectively, to achieve an approximation error ϵ. However, because these experts all satisfy
partial-weak identifiability under sigmoid self-attention, they need only O(ϵ−2) samples in the dense
regime for partially quadratic scores. We therefore conclude that, in practice, where the dense regime
is more common, sigmoid self-attention is more sample-efficient than its softmax counterpart.

C.2 Proofs of the results for Partially Quadratic Scores in Appendix C.1

C.2.1 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. The proof of Proposition 3 can be done in a similar fashion to that of Proposition 1 in
Appendix B.1.

C.2.2 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. In order to prove ∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ) ≳ L4(G,G∗) for any G ∈ MN (Θ), it is sufficient to show
that

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ)

L4(G,G∗)
> 0. (55)

To prove the above inequality, we consider two cases for the denominator L4(G,G∗): either it lies
within a ball B(0, ε) where the loss is sufficiently small, or it falls outside this region, where L4(G,G∗)
will not vanish.

Local part: At first, we focus on that

lim
ε→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L4(G,G∗)≤ε

∥fG − fG∗∥L2(µ)

L4(G,G∗)
> 0. (56)

Assume, for contradiction, that the above claim does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures G̃n =

∑N∗

i=1 δ(An
i ,c

n
i ,η

n
i )

in MN (Θ) such that as n → ∞, we get

{
L4n := L4(G̃n, G∗) → 0,

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗∥L2(µ)/L4n → 0.
(57)
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Let us recall that

L4n :=
N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥2 + ∥∆ηnij∥2
]

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥+ |∆cnij |+ ∥∆ηnij∥
]
,

where ∆An
ij := An

i −A∗
j , ∆cnij := cni − c∗j , ∆ηnij := ηni − η∗j . Since L4n → 0 as n → 0, there are two

different situation for parameter convergence:

• For j = 1, · · · , N , parameters are over-fitted:
∑

i∈Aj

1
1+exp(−cni )

→ 1
1+exp(−c∗j )

and (An
i , η

n
i ) →

(A∗
j , η

∗
j ), ∀i ∈ Aj ;

• For j = N + 1, · · · , N∗, parameters are exact-fitted: (An
i , c

n
i , η

n
i ) → (A∗

j , c
∗
j , η

∗
j ), ∀i ∈ Aj .

Step 1 - Taylor expansion: In this step, we decompose the term f̃
G̃n

(x) − f̃G∗(x) using a
Taylor expansion. First, let us denote

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃G∗(x) =

N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− c∗j )

· E(x, η∗j )




+

N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− c∗j )

· E(x, η∗j )


 (58)

=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−cni )
· E(x, η∗j )

]
:= In

+

N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )


 · E(x, η∗j ) := IIn

+
N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− c∗j )

· E(x, η∗j )


 := III n

Let us denote σ(x,A, c) = 1
1+exp(−x⊤Ax−c)

, then In, IIn and III n could be denoted as

In =

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−cni )
· E(x, η∗j )

]

=
N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
σ(x,An

i , c
n
i )E(x, ηni )− σ(x, 0d×d, c

n
i )E(x, η∗j )

]

=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

1

γ!
(∆An

ij)
γ1(∆ηnij)

γ2 ∂
|γ1|σ

∂Aγ1
(x, 0d×d, c

n
i )

∂|γ2|E
∂ηγ2

(x, η∗j ) +R1(x), (59)
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IIn =

N∑

j=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )


 · E(x, η∗j ), (60)

III n =

N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−x⊤A∗
jx− c∗j )

· E(x, η∗j )




=
N∗∑

j=N+1


∑

i∈Aj

σ(x,An
i , c

n
i )E(x, ηni )− σ(x,A∗

j , c
∗
j )E(x, η∗j )




=
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1


∑

i∈Aj

1

τ !
(∆An

ij)
τ1(∆cnij)

τ2(∆ηnij)
τ3


 ∂|τ1|+|τ2|σ

∂Aτ1∂cτ2
(x,A∗

j , c
∗
j )
∂|τ3|E
∂ητ3

(x, η∗j ) +R2(x),

(61)

where Ri(x), i = 1, 2 are Taylor remainder such that Ri(x)/L4n → 0 as n → ∞ for i = [2].
Now we could denote

Kn
j,i,γ1:2 =

1

γ!
(∆An

ij)
γ1(∆ηnij)

γ2 , j ∈ [N ], i ∈ Aj , γ ∈ Rd×d × Rq (62)

Ln
j =

∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )
, j ∈ [N ] (63)

Tn
j,τ1:3 =

∑

i∈Aj

1

τ !
(∆An

ij)
τ1(∆cnij)

τ2(∆ηnij)
τ3 , j ∈ {N + 1, · · · , N∗}, τ ∈ Rd×d × R× Rq (64)

where 1 ≤ ∑2
i=1 |γi| ≤ 2 and

∑3
i=1 |τi| = 1. Also recall that for the last term, i was settled directly

by j since all the parameters are exact-fitted when N + 1 ≤ j ≤ N∗, i.e. |Aj | = 1.
Using these notations (62) - (64) we can now rewrite the difference f̃

G̃n
(x)− f̃G∗(x) as

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃G∗(x) =

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

Kn
j,i,γ1:2

∂|γ1|σ

∂Aγ1
(x, 0d×d, c

n
i )

∂|γ2|E
∂ηγ2

(x, η∗j ) +
N∑

j=1

Ln
j · E(x, η∗j )

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

Tn
j,τ1:3

∂|τ1|+|τ2|σ

∂Aτ1∂cτ2
(x,A∗

j , c
∗
j )
∂|τ3|E
∂ητ3

(x, η∗j ) +R1(x) +R2(x). (65)

Step 2 - Non-vanishing coefficients: Now we claim that at least one in the set

S =

{
Kn

j,i,γ1:2

L4n
,
Ln
j

L4n
,
Tn
j,τ1:3

L4n

}

will not vanish as n goes to infinity. We prove by contradiction that all of them converge to zero
when n → 0:

Kn
j,i,γ1:2

L4n
→ 0,

Ln
j

L4n
→ 0,

Tn
j,τ1:3

L4n
→ 0.
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Then follows directly from Ln
j /L4n → 0 we could conclude that

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∣∣Ln
j

∣∣ → 0. (66)

Before consider other coefficients, for simplicity, we denote ed,u =

d-tuple︷ ︸︸ ︷
(0, . . . , 0, 1︸︷︷︸

u-th

, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Rd as a

d-tuple with all components equal to 0, except the u-th, which is 1; and ed×d,uv as a d× d matrix
with all components equal to 0, except the element in the u-th row and v-th column , which is 1, i.e.

ed×d,uv =

d-column︷ ︸︸ ︷
(0⊤d , . . . , 0

⊤
d , e

⊤
d,u︸︷︷︸

v-th

, 0⊤d , . . . , 0
⊤
d ) ∈ Rd×d.

Now consider for arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let γ1 = 2ed×d,uv and γ2 = 0q, we will have

1

L4n

∣∣∣∆(An
ij)

(uv)
∣∣∣
2
=

1

2L4n

∣∣∣Kn
j,i,2ed×d,uv ,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥2 =

1

2L4n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Kn
j,i,2ed×d,uv ,0q

| → 0. (67)

Similarly we will have

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥2 =
1

2L4n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

q∑

w=1

|Kn
j,i,0d×d,2eq,w

| → 0. (68)

Now, consider N + 1 ≤ j ≤ N∗, such that its corresponding Voronoi cell has only one element, i.e.
|Aj | = 1. For arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let τ1 = ed×d,uv, τ2 = 0 and τ3 = 0q, we will have

1

L4n

∑

i∈Aj

∣∣∣∆(An
ij)

(uv)
∣∣∣ = 1

L4n

∣∣∣Tn
j,ed×d,uv ,0,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥1 =

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Tn
j,ed×d,uv ,0,0q

| → 0.

Recall the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on finite-dimensional vector space
over R, we will have

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆An
ij∥ → 0. (69)
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Following a similar argument, since

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

|∆cnij | =
1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

|Tn
j,0d×d,1,0q

| → 0,

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥1 =
1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

q∑

w=1

|Tn
j,0d×d,0,eq,w

| → 0,

we obtain that

1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

|∆cnij | → 0,
1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

∥∆ηnij∥ → 0. (70)

Now taking the summation of limits in equations (66) - (70), we could deduce that

1 =
L4n

L4n
=

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Aj

1

1 + exp(−cni )
− 1

1 + exp(−c∗j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

L4n

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥2 + ∥∆ηnij∥2
]

+
1

L4n

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

i∈Aj

[
∥∆An

ij∥+ |∆cnij |+ ∥∆ηnij∥
]
→ 0,

as n → ∞, which is a contradiction. Thus, not all the coefficients of elements in the set

S =

{
Kn

j,i,γ1:2

L4n
,
Ln
j

L4n
,
Tn
j,τ1:3

L4n

}

tend to 0 as n → ∞. Let us denote by mn the maximum of the absolute values of those elements. It
follows from the previous result that 1/mn ̸→ ∞ as n → ∞.

Step 3 - Application of Fatou’s lemma: In this step, we apply Fatou’s lemma to ob-
tain the desired inequality in equation (56). Recall in the beginning we have assumed that
∥f̃

G̃n
− f̃G∗∥L2(µ)/L4n → 0 and the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on

finite-dimensional vector space over R, we obtain ∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗∥L1(µ)/L4n → 0. By applying the
Fatou’s lemma, we get

0 = lim
n→∞

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃G∗∥L1(µ)

mnL4n
≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

|f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃G∗(x)|
mnL4n

dµ(x) ≥ 0.

This result suggests that for almost every x,

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃G∗(x)

mnL4n
→ 0, (71)

recall equation (65), we deduce that

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃G∗(x)

mnL4n
=

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

Kn
j,i,γ1:2

mnL4n

∂|γ1|σ

∂Aγ1
(x, 0d×d, c

n
i )

∂|γ2|E
∂ηγ2

(x, η∗j ) +

N∑

j=1

Ln
j

mnL4n
· E(x, η∗j )

+

N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

Tn
j,τ1:3

mnL4n

∂|τ1|+|τ2|σ

∂Aτ1∂cτ2
(x,A∗

j , c
∗
j )
∂|τ3|E
∂ητ3

(x, η∗j ) +
R1(x)

mnL4n
+

R2(x)

mnL4n
.
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Let us denote
Kn

j,i,γ1:2

mnL4n
→ kj,i,γ1:2 ,

Ln
j

mnL4n
→ lj ,

Tn
j,τ1:3

mnL4n
→ tj,τ1:3 ,

then from equation (71), we will have

N∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aj

2∑

|γ|=1

kj,i,γ1:2
∂|γ1|σ

∂Aγ1
(x, 0d×d, c

n
i )

∂|γ2|E
∂ηγ2

(x, η∗j ) +

N∑

j=1

lnj · E(x, η∗j )

+
N∗∑

j=N+1

∑

|τ |=1

tnj,τ1:3
∂|τ1|+|τ2|σ

∂Aτ1∂cτ2
(x,A∗

j , c
∗
j )
∂|τ3|E
∂ητ3

(x, η∗j ) = 0,

for almost every x. Note that the expert function E(·, η) is strongly identifiable, then the above
equation implies that

kj,i,γ1:2 = lj = tj,τ1:3 = 0,

for any j ∈ [N∗], (γ1, γ2) ∈ Nd×d × Nq and (τ1, τ2, τ3) ∈ Nd×d × N× Nq such that 1 ≤ ∑2
i=1 |γi| ≤ 2

and
∑3

i=1 |τi| = 1. This violates that at least one among the limits in the set {kj,i,γ1:2 , lj , tj,τ1:3} is
different from zero.

Thus, we obtain the local inequality in equation (56). Consequently, there exists some ε′ > 0
such that

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L4(G,G∗)≤ε′

∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ)

L4(G,G∗)
> 0.

Global part: We now proceed to demonstrate equation (55) for the case where the denominator
does not vanish, i.e.

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L4(G,G∗)>ε′

∥f̃G − f̃G∗∥L2(µ)

L4(G,G∗)
> 0. (72)

Suppose, for contradiction, that inequality (72) does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures G′

n ∈ MN (Θ) such that L4(G
′
n, G∗) > ε′ and

lim
n→∞

∥f̃G′
n
− f̃G∗∥L2(µ)

L4(G′
n, G∗)

= 0.

Under this situation, we could deduce that ∥f̃G′
n
− f̃G∗∥L2(µ) → 0 as n → ∞. Since Θ is a compact

set, we can replace the sequence G′
n with a convergent subsequence, which approaches a mixing

measure G′ ∈ MN (Θ). Given that L4(G
′
n, G∗) > ε′, we conclude that L4(G

′, G∗) > ε′. Then, using
Fatou’s lemma, we deduce:

0 = lim
n→∞

∥f̃G′
n
− f̃G∗∥2L2(µ) ≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

∣∣∣f̃G′
n
(x)− f̃G∗(x)

∣∣∣
2
dµ(x),

which indicates that f̃G′(x) = f̃G∗(x) for almost every x. Based on the Proposition 4 followed, we
will have that G′ ≡ G∗.
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Proposition 4. If the equation f̃G(x) = f̃G∗(x) holds true for almost every x, then it follows that
G ≡ G∗.

Proof. The proof of Proposition 4 can be done in a similar fashion to that of Proposition 2.

C.2.3 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. Following from the result of Corollary 2, it is sufficient to show that the following inequality
holds true:

inf
G∈MN (Θ)

∥f̃G − f̃
G
∥L2(µ)

L5(G,G)
> 0, (73)

for any mixing measure G ∈ MN (Θ). To prove the above inequality, we follow a similar approach
to the proof in Appendix B.4, dividing the analysis into a local part and a global part and omitting
the global part.

Therefore, for an arbitrary mixing measure G :=
∑N

i=1
1

1+exp(−ci)
δ
(Ai,ηi)

∈ MN (Θ), we focus
exclusively on demonstrating that:

lim
ε→0

inf
G∈MN (Θ):L5(G,G)≤ε

∥f̃G − f̃
G
∥L2(µ)

L5(G,G)
> 0. (74)

Assume, for contradiction, that the above claim does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of
mixing measures Gn =

∑N
i=1

1
1+exp(−cni )

δ(An
i ,η

n
i )

in MN (Θ) such that as n → ∞, we get

{
L5n := L5(G̃n, G) → 0,

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃
G
∥L2(µ)/L5n → 0.

(75)

Let us denote by An
i := Ai(G̃n) a Voronoi cell of G̃n generated by the j-th components of G. Since

our analysis is asymptotic, we can assume that the Voronoi cells are independent of the sample size,
i.e. Aj = An

i .
In Dense Regime, since G̃n and G have the same number of atoms k, and L5n → 0, it follows

that each Voronoi cell Ai contains precisely one element for all i ∈ [N ]. Without loss of generality,
we assume Ai = {i} for all i ∈ [N ]. This ensures that (An

i , c
n
i , η

n
i ) → (Ai, ci, ηi) as n → ∞ for every

i ∈ [N ].
Consequently, the Voronoi loss L5n can be expressed as:

L5n :=
N∑

i=1

(
∥∆A

n

i ∥+ |∆c
n
i |+ ∥ηni ∥

)
, (76)

where the increments are given by: ∆A
n

i = An
i −Ai,∆c

n
i = cni − ci,∆η

n
i = ηni − ηi.

We now break the proof of the local part into the following three steps:
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Step 1 - Taylor expansion: In this step, we decompose the term f̃
G̃n

(x) − f̃
G
(x) using a

Taylor expansion. First, let us denote σ(x,A, c) := 1
1+exp(−x⊤Ax−c)

, then we have that

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃
G
(x) =

N∑

i=1

[
1

1 + exp(−x⊤An
i x− cni )

· E(x, ηni )−
1

1 + exp(−x⊤Aix− ci)
· E(x, ηi)

]

=
N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

1

α!
(∆A

n

i )
α1(∆c

n
i )

α2(∆η
n
i )

α3
∂|α1|+|α2|σ

∂Aα1∂cα2
(x,Ai, ci)

∂|α3|E
∂ηα3

(x, ηi) +R1(x)

=
N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

Sn
i,α1,α2,α3

∂|α1|+|α2|σ

∂Aα1∂cα2
(x,Ai, ci)

∂|α3|E
∂ηα3

(x, ηi) +R1(x), (77)

where R1(x) is a Taylor remainder such that R1(x)/L5n → 0 as n → ∞. Now we could denote

Sn
i,α1:3

=
1

α!
(∆A

n

i )
α1(∆c

n
i )

α2(∆η
n
i )

α3 , i ∈ [N ], α ∈ Rd×d × R× Rq (78)

where
∑3

i=1 |αi| = 1.
Step 2 - Non-vanishing coefficients: Now we claim that at least one among the ratios

Sn
i,α1:3

/L5n will not vanish as n goes to infinity. We prove by contradiction that all of them converge
to zero when n → 0:

Sn
i,α1:3

L5n
→ 0.

for any i ∈ [N ], α ∈ Rd×d × R× Rq such that
∑3

i=1 |αi| = 1.
Now, consider 1 ≤ i ≤ k, for arbitrary u, v ∈ [d], let α1 = ed×d,uv, α2 = 0 and α3 = 0q, we will

have

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣∆(A
n

i )
(uv)

∣∣∣ = 1

L5n

∣∣∣Sn
i,ed×d,uv ,0,0q

∣∣∣ → 0, n → ∞.

Then by taking the summation of the term with u, v ∈ [d], we will have

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

∥∆A
n

i ∥1 =
1

L5n

N∑

i=1

d∑

u=1

d∑

v=1

|Sn
i,ed×d,uv ,0,0q

| → 0.

Recall the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on finite-dimensional vector space
over R, we will have

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

∥∆A
n

i ∥ → 0. (79)

Following a similar argument, since

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

|∆c
n
i | =

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

|Sn
i,0d×d,1,0q

| → 0,

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

∥∆η
n
i ∥1 =

1

L1n

N∑

i=1

q∑

w=1

|Sn
i,0d×d,0,eq,w

| → 0,
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we obtain that

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

|∆c
n
i | → 0,

1

L5n

N∑

i=1

∥∆η
n
i ∥ → 0. (80)

Now taking the summation of limits in equations (79) - (80), we could deduce that

1 =
L5n

L5n
=

1

L5n
·

N∑

i=1

(
∥∆A

n

i ∥+ |∆c
n
i |+ ∥∆η

n
i ∥

)
→ 0,

as n → ∞, which is a contradiction. Thus, at least one among the ratios Sn
i,α1:3

/L5n must not
approach zero as n → ∞. Let us denote by mn the maximum of the absolute values of those elements.
It follows from the previous result that 1/mn ̸→ ∞ as n → ∞.

Step 3 - Application of Fatou’s lemma: In this step, we apply Fatou’s lemma to ob-
tain the desired inequality in equation (74). Recall in the beginning we have assumed that
∥f̃

G̃n
− f̃

G
∥L2(µ)/L5n → 0 and the topological equivalence between L1-norm and L2-norm on

finite-dimensional vector space over R, we obtain ∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃
G
∥L1(µ)/L5n → 0. By applying the Fatou’s

lemma, we get

0 = lim
n→∞

∥f̃
G̃n

− f̃
G
∥L1(µ)

mnL5n
≥

∫
lim inf
n→∞

|f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃
G
(x)|

mnL5n
dµ(x) ≥ 0.

This result suggests that for almost every x,

f̃
G̃n

(x)− f̃
G
(x)

mnL5n
→ 0. (81)

Let us denote

Sn
i,α1:3

mnL5n
→ si,α1:3 ,

as n → ∞ with a note that at least one among the limits si,α1:3 is non-zero. Then from equation
(81), we will have

N∑

i=1

∑

|α|=1

sni,α1,α2,α3

∂|α1|+|α2|σ

∂Aα1∂cα2
(x,Ai, ci)

∂|α3|E
∂ηα3

(x, ηi) = 0,

for almost every x. Note that the expert function E(·, η) is weakly identifiable, then the above
equation implies that

si,α1:3 = 0,

for any i ∈ [N ], (α1, α2, α3) ∈ Nd×d × N× Nq such that
∑3

i=1 |αi| = 1. This violates that at least
one among the limits in the set {si,α1:3} is different from zero.

Thus, we obtain the local inequality in equation (74). Completes the proof.
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Figure 2: Log-log plots of empirical convergence rates of Voronoi losses for softmax and sigmoid
quadratic gating mechanisms. (a) Comparison between sigmoid quadratic gating MoE with ReLU
and linear experts under a sparse regime for ground-truth parameters. (b) Comparison between
sigmoid quadratic gating with ReLU and linear experts under a dense regime for ground-truth
parameters. Each plot illustrates the empirical Voronoi loss convergence rates, with solid lines
representing the Voronoi losses and dash-dotted lines showing fitted trends to emphasize the empirical
rates.

D Additional Experiments

Sigmoid gating convergence rate. To empirically validate the theoretical findings presented
in Section 4, we analyze the parameter estimation rates of the sigmoid quadratic gating MoE in a
well-specified setting. Our evaluation spans various expert configurations, considering both dense
and sparse regimes, to assess the sample efficiency of the model.

Setup. Synthetic data is generated using a sigmoid quadratic gating MoE model with both ReLU
and linear experts. Models are then fitted to the data for varying sample sizes, and the empirical
parameter estimation rates are evaluated. Comparisons are made for ReLU and linear experts under
both dense and sparse regimes to verify the theoretical findings. Please refer to Appendix E.1 for a
detailed description of synthetic data generation and ground-truth parameters.

Results. Figure 2 illustrates the empirical convergence rates of Voronoi loss for different expert
configurations in the sigmoid quadratic gating MoE model under both sparse and dense regimes. Error
bars indicate three standard deviations to account for variability across different runs. Specifically,
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Figure 2a compares the empirical Voronoi loss for MoE models with ReLU and linear experts in the
sparse regime. The sigmoid quadratic gating MoE with linear experts exhibits a slower convergence
rate of O(n−0.07), whereas the model with ReLU experts achieves a significantly faster rate of
O(n−0.54).

Similarly, Figure 2b presents results for the dense regime, where both expert types achieve
fast convergence rates. Notably, the MoE model with ReLU experts attains a convergence rate
of O(n−0.53), while the model with linear experts follows with a rate of O(n−0.44). These results
empirically validate our theoretical predictions, demonstrating that the sigmoid quadratic gating
MoE yields superior parameter estimation rates across different expert configurations, particularly
benefiting from the use of ReLU experts.

E Experimental Details

In this appendix, we provide the details for the numerical experiments on synthetic data, and the
experiments with real data on language modeling conducted in Section 5.

E.1 Numerical Experiments

Here, we provide a comprehensive overview of the synthetic-data generation process and the training
procedure used in our numerical experiments.

E.1.1 Synthetic Data Generation

For each experiment, we generate synthetic data using the corresponding MoE model. Specifically,
we construct a dataset {(Xi, Yi)}ni=1 ⊂ Rd × R as follows. First, we sample the input features
independently from a uniform distribution:

Xi ∼ Uniform([−1, 1]d), for i = 1, . . . , n. (82)

The response variable Yi is then generated according to the following model:

Yi = fG∗(Xi) + εi, for i = 1, . . . , n, (83)

where εi represents independent Gaussian noise with variance ν = 0.01. The underlying regression
function fG∗(·) is defined as:

fG∗(x) =

k∑

i=1

Gi(x) · ϕ((α∗
i )

⊤x+ β∗
i ), (84)

where Gi(x) represents the gating function, which is modeled using either a softmax or a sigmoid
quadratic transformation, and ϕ(·) denotes the expert activation function, which can be either a
ReLU or a linear transformation. The input dimension is set to d = 8, and we employ N∗ = 8
experts. The gating and expert parameters are drawn from pre-specified distributions, as described
in the following sections.

Ground-truth gating parameters. In the dense regime, for both sigmoid and softmax quadratic
gating functions, the ground-truth parameters (A∗

i , b
∗
i , c

∗
i ) are independently drawn from an isotropic

Gaussian distribution with variance νg = 1/d for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 8.
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Table 3: Hyperparameter settings for training the 1B Llama-style language model.

Hyperparameter Value

Model Size 1B parameters
Sequence Length 2048 tokens
Training Data 100B tokens
Batch Size 4M tokens
Learning Rate Schedule Cosine decay
Warmup Steps 5000
Peak Learning Rate 1× 10−2

Final Learning Rate 10% of peak
Optimizer AdamW
Optimizer Momentum 0.9, 0.95
Weight Decay 1× 10−4

Gradient Clipping 1.0
Positional Encoding ALiBi [44]
Query/Key Normalization Enabled
Normalization Type RMSNorm [60]
Normalization Placement Pre-norm
Transformer Layers 24
Attention Heads 32
Hidden Dimension 2048

In the sparse regime, we enforce sparsity by setting (A∗
i , b

∗
i , c

∗
i ) = 0 for i = 7, 8, while the

remaining parameters are sampled as in the dense regime.

Ground-truth expert parameters. All ground-truth expert parameters are similarly drawn
independently from an isotropic Gaussian distribution with zero mean and variance νe = 1/d. These
parameters are sampled once before running the experiments and remain unchanged throughout all
trials.

E.1.2 Training Procedure

For each sample size n, ranging from 103 to 105, we conduct 10 independent experiments. For each n,
we fit a corresponding softmax or sigmoid quadratic gating MoE model with N = N∗+1 = 9 experts.
To ensure stable training, the gating and expert parameters are initialized near their ground-truth
values, reducing potential instabilities during optimization. We then train the model using stochastic
gradient descent for 10 epochs with a fixed learning rate of η = 0.1. All numerical experiments are
conducted on a MacBook Air equipped with an M1 chip CPU.

E.2 Language Modeling Experiments

In this appendix, we provide a detailed description of the training setup and hyperparameter
configurations used in our language modeling experiments, as discussed in Section 5.

Training procedure. For softmax attention computation, we leverage FlashAttention-2 [13], an
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optimized memory-efficient attention mechanism that reduces redundant memory reads/writes using
tiling and recomputation strategies. For sigmoid attention, we use FlashSigmoid, a hardware-aware
implementation introduced by [48], which applies similar optimizations, including tiling, kernel
fusion, and activation recomputation, to enhance efficiency.

Additionally, we incorporate an attention bias term in Sigmoid Attention, following the best
practices established in [48]. The attention mechanism is defined as

SigmoidAttn(X) = σ

(
QKT

√
dk

+ b

)
V, (85)

where Q,K, V are the query, key, and value matrices, dk is the key dimension, σ(·) denotes the
element-wise sigmoid function, and b is a bias term. The bias is set as b = − log(n), where n is the
sequence length, to mitigate large initial attention norms, ensuring stable training and enabling
Sigmoid Attention to match the performance of Softmax Attention. All experiments are conducted
on a computing node equipped with 8 × A100 GPUs.

Hyperparameter configuration. We follow the hyperparameter setup recommended by [48]. The
specific values used in our training experiments are listed in Table 3.
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