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Abstract
LLMs demonstrate significant inference capaci-
ties in complicated machine learning tasks, using
the Transformer model as its backbone. Moti-
vated by the limited understanding of such mod-
els on the unsupervised learning problems, we
study the learning guarantees of Transformers in
performing multi-class clustering of the Gaussian
Mixture Models. We develop a theory drawing
strong connections between the Softmax Atten-
tion layers and the workflow of the EM algorithm
on clustering the mixture of Gaussians. Our the-
ory provides approximation bounds for the Ex-
pectation and Maximization steps by proving the
universal approximation abilities of multivariate
mappings by Softmax functions. In addition to
the approximation guarantees, we also show that
with a sufficient number of pre-training samples
and an initialization, Transformers can achieve
the minimax optimal rate for the problem con-
sidered. Our extensive simulations empirically
verified our theory by revealing the strong learn-
ing capacities of Transformers even beyond the
assumptions in the theory, shedding light on the
powerful inference capacities of LLMs.

1. Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated signifi-
cant success in learning and performing inference on real
world high dimensional datasets. Most modern LLMs use
the Transformer model (Vaswani, 2017) as their backbone.

Many existing works have considered the theoretical guar-
antees of the in-context-learning setup of Transformers (Bai
et al., 2024; Akyürek et al., 2022). However, in practice,
LLMs require a significant amount of pretraining data to
achieve their empirical advantage. And, little is known
about the unsupervised learning guarantees of Transformers,
especially after a sufficient number of problem instances
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are observed by the Transformer model in the pre-training
phase. Motivated by the strong empirical performance of
Transformers, we provide theoretical analysis of the Trans-
formers on a standard unsupervised learning problem of
clustering a mixture of Gaussians in the multi-class setup.
Our results suggest that Transformers, like human brains,
can benefit from experienced problem instances and learn
the way to solve the problem (algorithms). Then, when
fed with a new problem instance, Transformers can solve it
through the learned algorithms naturally.

The problem of clustering a mixture of multivariate Gaus-
sian is one of the most standard unsupervised learning prob-
lems (Bishop & Nasrabadi, 2006) that can be solved by the
EM algorithm or Lloyd’s algorithm (Lloyd, 1982). The EM
algorithm contains both the Expectation and the Maximiza-
tion sub-procedures where the Expectation Step creates a
function for the expectation of the log-likelihood evalu-
ated using the current estimate for the parameters and the
Maximization Step computes parameters maximizing the
expected log-likelihood given by the Expectation Step. We
draw connections between the Softmax Attention in Trans-
formers and the EM algorithms through the following:

1. The Expectation Step involves a normalized sum
in the expectation whose weight vector is natu-
rally given by the output of the softmax function as[

exp(z1)∑D
i=1 exp(zi)

, . . . , exp(zD)∑D
i=1 exp(zi)

]
.

2. The Maximization Step involves finding the index with
the maximum value in a vector (the Hardmax Function).
This is naturally approximated by the Softmax function
as its name suggests.

Given the strong connections of the two steps to the Softmax
function, we build an approximation theory for Lloyd’s al-
gorithm in a constructive manner. We also note that existing
works only build approximation bound for multihead ReLU
neural networks (Bach, 2017) while the Softmax approxi-
mation of multivariate to multivariate mapping remains a
myth. We resolve this obstacle by proving an approximation
bound for multi-head Transformers on a class of Rd1 → Rd2

mappings that might be of independent interests.

Contributions. We summarize our major contributions as
follows:
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1. We rigorously show that a pre-trained Transformer can
perform multi-class clustering by drawing its connec-
tion to Lloyd’s algorithm, which is used as a proof ma-
chine. We provide constructive proof and error bound
for the approximation;

2. We further consider the setup where the Transformer
model is trained with independent instances from a
class of clustering problems whose labels are used
as supervision. We show that Transformers are able
to generalize the mapping on new clustering problem
instances. We provide upper bounds on the generaliza-
tion error for the empirical risk minimizer in the pre-
training task. Moreover, we show that given a sufficient
number of training instances and proper initialization,
pre-trained Transformers reach the fundamental limit
of the problem;

3. We systematically evaluate the performance of Trans-
formers through extensive simulations. These empiri-
cal results demonstrate that Transformers perform well
in the multi-class clustering task even when the as-
sumptions leading to the theoretical results no longer
hold.

1.1. Related Works

Transformers are algorithm approximators. Recently,
the capacity of Transformers to automatically perform-
ing certain algorithms has drawn great attention from re-
searchers. In particular, a rich line of recent works studied
the expressive power of Transformers to perform in-context
learning (ICL) (Akyürek et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2024; Aber-
nethy et al., 2024; Li et al., 2023a; Jeon et al., 2024). Specif-
ically, Akyürek et al. (2022); Bai et al. (2024); Abernethy
et al. (2024) studied how Transformers perform gradient
descent based training to perform ordinary or sparse lin-
ear regression on the context. Chen et al. (2024b) further
showed how Transformers utilize the multi-head structure
to perform in-context sparse linear regression. Li et al.
(2023a) studied the generalization and stability of transform-
ers in ICL tasks. Jeon et al. (2024) studies the information-
theoretical lower bound of in-context learning. Another
closely related line of works studied how Transformers can
be pretrained by gradient descent to perform certain tasks.
Specifically, Zhang et al. (2023); Huang et al. (2023); Chen
et al. (2024a) studied the pretraining optimization dynamics
of Transformers to learn in-context linear prediction rules.
Li et al. (2024b) showed that one-layer Transformers can
be trained to perform one-nearest neighbor classification in
context. Ahn et al. (2024); Giannou et al. (2024) studied the
training of Transformers in learning various optimization
methods. Li et al. (2023b) studied how Transformers can be
trained to learn topic models. Jelassi et al. (2022) proved
that Vision Transformers can learn a class of image-like data

whose patches follow certain spatial structures. Zhang &
Cao (2025) studied how Transformers can learn to perform
variable selection in “group-sparse” linear regression.

Other theoretical studies on Transformers. Various ef-
forts have been made to gain a theoretical understanding
of Transformers. Yun et al. (2019) analyzed the universal
approximation properties of Transformers for sequence-to-
sequence functions. Li et al. (2023b) studied the mean-filed
limit of large-scale Transformers and proved global conver-
gence in regression tasks. Pérez et al. (2021) showed that
Transformers with hard-attention are Turing complete exclu-
sively based on their capacity to compute and access internal
dense representations of the data. Bhattamishra et al. (2020)
further provided an alternate and simpler proof to show that
vanilla Transformers are Turing-complete, and then proved
that Transformers with only positional masking and without
any positional encoding are also Turing-complete. Liu et al.
(2022) showed that a low-depth Transformer can represent
the computations of any finite-state automaton by hierar-
chically reparameterizing its recurrent dynamics. Yao et al.
(2021) demonstrated that Transformers can efficiently pro-
cess bounded hierarchical languages, offering better space
complexity compared to recurrent neural networks.

Notations In this work we follow the following nota-
tion conventions. The vector-valued variable is given by
boldfaced characters. We denote [n] := {1, . . . , n} and
[i : j] := {i, i + 1, . . . , j} for i < j. The universal con-
stants are given by C and are ad hoc. For a vector v we
denote ∥v∥2 as its L2 norm. For a matrix A ∈ Rm×n

we denote its operator norm as ∥A∥2:= supv∈Sn−1∥Av∥2.
Given two sequences an and bn, we denote an ≲ bn or
an = O(bn) if lim supn→∞|an

bn
|< ∞ and an = o(bn) if

lim supn→∞|an

bn
|= 0. We denote 1A as the indicator func-

tion for event A. The universal constants are denoted by C
in this work and are ad hoc. We use B(∥·∥, r) to denote a
ball with radius r under the norm ∥·∥.

Organizations The rest of the paper is organized as fol-
lows: Section 2 reviews standard contexts and describes the
learning problem; Section 3 provides rigorous theoretical
results and sketches of proof; Section 4 provides extensive
experimental details and results; Section 5 discusses the
limitations and potential future works. The detailed proofs
and additional figures in experiments are delayed to the ap-
pendix. The supplementary materials include the code for
the experiments.

2. Connecting Transformers with EM
This section discusses the connections between the EM
algorithm and the Transformer architecture. Our discussion
is split into 2 separate subsections: In 2.1, we review the
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mathematical definitions of the Softmax-based Transformer
model; In 2.2, we review the EM algorithm and connect it
with the multiphase Transformer design. In section 2.3, we
discuss the pretraining procedure of the Transformers.

2.1. The Transformer Architecture

We consider the Softmax Attention Layer, which is defined
as follows:

Definition 2.1 (Softmax Attention). The Softmax At-
tention layer is defined as a self-attention layer with
M heads denoted as Attnθ1

(·) with parameters θ1 =
{(Vm,Qm,Km)}m∈[M ] ⊂ RD×D. On input sequence
H ∈ RD×N ,

Attnθ1
(H) = H

+

M∑
m=1

(VmH)SoftMax
(
(QmH)⊤(KmH)

)
,

where SoftMax is the activation function defined by

SoftMax(x) =
[

exp(x1)∑d
i=1 exp(xi)

. . . exp(xd)∑d
i=1 exp(xd)

]⊤
,

for all x ∈ Rd.

In addition to the Softmax Attention layer, we also consider
an un-normalized Attention layer, given by

Definition 2.2 (Un-normalized Attention). The un-
normalized Attention layer is defined as a self-attention
layer with M heads and denoted as nAttnθ1

(·) with param-
eters θ1 = {(Vm,Qm,Km)}m∈[M ] ⊂ RD×D. On input
sequence H ∈ RD×N ,

nAttnθ1(H) = H +

M∑
m=1

(VmH)(QmH)⊤(KmH).

Remark 1. The un-normalized Attention layer is the Atten-
tion layer without the non-linear activation function. This
layer is studied mainly for technical reasons. We also pro-
vide results not using the un-normalized Attention layer,
despite having weaker rates.

The following defines the classical Fully-Connected (FC)
layers with residual connections.

Definition 2.3 (FC Layer). A FC layer with hidden di-
mension D′ is denoted as FCθ(·) with parameter θ2 ∈
(W1,W2) ∈ RD′×D × RD×D′

. On any input sequence
H ∈ RD×N , we define

FCθ2
(H) := H +W2σ(W1H).

Then, we use the above definitions on the FC and the
Attn/nAttn layers to define the Transformer model and the
Transformer+ model.

Definition 2.4 (Transformer). We define the Transformer
TFθ(·) as a composition of the self-attention layers with
the FC layers. Consider the output dimension to be D̃, a
L-layered Transformer is defined by

TFθ(H) :=

W̃0 × FCθL
2
(AttnθL

1
(· · ·FCθ1

2
(Attnθ1

1
(H)))× W̃1,

where W̃0 ∈ Rd1×D and W̃1 ∈ RN×d2 .

The two additional matrices W̃0 and W̃1 serve for the
dimension adjustment purpose such that the output of
TFθ(H) or TF+

θ (H) will be of dimension Rd1×d2 .

Then, we introduce a class of models called the Trans-
former+, which includes the un-normalized Attention layer.
Definition 2.5 (Transformer+). Under the same notations as
definition 2.4. We define the Transformer+ model TF+

θ (·)
as

TF+
θ (H) := W̃0 × FCθL

2
(AθL

1
(· · ·FCθ1

2
(Aθ1

1
(H)))× W̃1,

where A ∈ {Attn, nAttn} is either the Attn layer defined
in definition 2.1 or the nAttn layer defined in definition 2.2.

We use θ to denote all the parameters in the Transformer and
the super-index ℓ to denote the parameter matrix correspond-
ing to the ℓ-th layer. Under such definition, the parameter θ
is given by

θ = {{({Q(ℓ)
m ,K(ℓ)

m ,V (ℓ)
m }m∈[M ],W

(ℓ)
1 ,W

(ℓ)
2 )}ℓ∈[L], W̃0, W̃1}.

Following the notations in (Bai et al., 2024), we define the
operator norm of the parameter θ as follows.

|||θ||| := max
ℓ∈[L]

{
max

m∈[M(ℓ)]

{
∥Q(ℓ)

m ∥2, ∥K(ℓ)
m ∥2

}
+ ∥W̃0∥2+∥W̃1∥2+

M(ℓ)∑
m=1

∥V (ℓ)
m ∥2+∥W (ℓ)

1 ∥2+∥W (ℓ)
2 ∥2

}
,

where M (ℓ) is the number of heads of the ℓ-th attention layer.
It is also shown in (Bai et al., 2024) that such a norm relates
to the Lipschitz constant of Transformers, which controls
the model complexity and leads to the generalization bound.
Hence, in this work, we consider the following space of the
model

Θ(Bθ, BM , BL) =

{
(θ, {M (ℓ)}ℓ∈[L], L) : |||θ||| ≤ Bθ,

sup
ℓ∈[L]

M (ℓ) ≤ BM , L ≤ BL

}
.

And for the subspace of θ given M and L as hyperpara-
maters, we denote by ΘBM ,BL

(Bθ).

2.2. The Learning Problem and EM

In this section, we first provide notations for the sub-
Gaussian mixture models and the clustering problem. Then,
we provide the literature on the EM Algorithm and Lloyd’s
algorithm.
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2.2.1. CLUSTERING MIXTURE OF GAUSSIANS

We take samples {Xi}i∈[N ] from a sub-Gaussian mixture
model with in total of k centers {µi}i∈[k]. In particular, we
let

X :=
[
X1 . . .XN

]
, Xi := µzi + ωi for all i ∈ [N ],

where zi :∈ [k] corresponds to the membership of i-th index.
We assume the following condition to hold for ωi.

Assumption 2.6. {ωi}i∈[N ] are i.i.d. zero mean ran-
dom variables from sub-Gaussian distribution that satisfies
E[exp(a⊤ω)] ≤ exp

(
1
2σ

2∥a∥22
)

for all a ∈ Rd.

We consider the mapping from z to a set of one-hot vectors

P1(z) :=
[
p1,1 p1,2 . . . p1,N

]
∈ Rk×N ,p1,i,j := 1j=zi .

(1)

Define Sk : [k] → [k] as the set of permutations of [k]. We
consider the following loss function for the Transformer
output.

L(Aθ(H),P1(z)) := inf
π∈Sk

1

N
∥P1(π(zi))−Aθ(H)∥1,1,

where A ∈ {TF, TF+}.

The Parameter Space This work considers the following
space of parameters of the generative model. Here, we
denote Fω as the distribution of the random variable ω.

ΘGM =
{
(µ, z, Fω),µ ∈ Rd×k,∆ ≤ min

i̸=j
∥µi − µj∥2,

z : [N ] → [k], |{i ∈ [N ], zi = u}|≥ αn,∀u ∈ [k],

ωi is i.i.d. σ sub-Gaussian random variable ∀i ∈ [N ]
}
.

We further consider the solution space ΘA = {A :∑N
j=1 Aij = 1,∀i ∈ [k],A ∈ [0, 1]k×N}. Then, the fun-

damental limit of the problem class ΘGM is given by the
following lemma.

Lemma 2.1 (Lower Bound (Yu et al., 2015)). For model
class ΘGM , given ∆

σ log(k/α) → ∞,

inf
Â∈ΘA

sup
(z,θ,Fω)

E[L(Â,P1)] ≥ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
.

Remark 2. The above result implies that the difficulty of
this problem is governed by the Signal-to-Noise ratio ∆

σ . In
particular, the above results imply that the minimax rate of
this problem is largely dependent on the distance between
the two closest centroids. We also note that the original
result is instead on the 0−1 loss between ẑ and z. However,
it is also not difficult to show the same results hold for the
solution space ΘA and our defined loss L.

2.2.2. THE EM (LLOYD’S) ALGORITHM

Lloyd’s algorithm is a special case of EM algorithm on the
Gaussian mixture model, which is formally stated by Al-
gorithm 1. The Lloyd’s algorithm iteratively updates: (1)
The centroid of each cluster; (2) The membership of each
sample. Since Lloyd’s algorithm requires an initial input
{µ̂(0)

i }, Lu & Zhou (2016) has shown that given a proper ini-
tialization algorithm 2, Lloyd’s algorithm provably achieves
good performance. An example initialization algorithm is
given by algorithm 2 where the spectral algorithm and k-
means++ algorithm (Kumar et al., 2004) are first called to
obtain approximate solutions.

Algorithm 1 Lloyd’s Algorithm
Input: A sample matrix from Mixture of Gaussians
X ∈ Rd×N , number of iterations τ , and initial centroids
{µ̂(0)

i }i∈[k].
Compute the Initial Clusters

ẑ
(0)
i = argmin

i∈[k]

∥Xj − µ̂
(0)
i ∥2 for all j ∈ [N ]. (2)

for ℓ = 1 to τ do
(1) The Expectation Step: Update the centroid by

µ̂
(ℓ)
i =

∑N
j=1 1ẑ

(ℓ−1)
j =i

Xj∑N
j=1 1ẑ

(ℓ−1)
j =i

.

(2) The Maximization Step: Update the cluster as-
signment by

ẑ
(ℓ)
j = argmin

i∈[k]

∥Xj − µ̂
(ℓ)
i ∥2 for all j ∈ [N ].

end for

2.3. Pretraining with Supervised Learning

The clustering problem is unsupervised where no labels
are given. Transformers are usually used in the supervised
learning setup. To let Transformers learn the algorithms, we
perform supervised pre-training.

In this setup, we are first given in a total of n pretraining
instances {X(i)}i∈[n] and {z(i)}i∈[n]. We also form the
pretraining instances by feeding the Transformer with the
initialization given by 2, encoded in {H(i)}i∈[n]. Then, we
train the Transformer using the standard supervised learning
on this set. Since the optimization of Transformers is non-
convex and difficult to analyze, we consider the empirical
risk minimizer of the Transformer given by

θ̂ := argmin
θ∈Θ(BM,BL)(Bθ)

n∑
i=1

L
(
Aθ(H

(i)),P1(z
(i))

)
, (3)
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Algorithm 2 Initialization by Spectral Clustering
Input: Matrix X ∈ Rd×N .
Perform PCA on XX⊤ and obtain its top-k eigenvectors
{Vi}i∈[k].
Project the input matrix by X̃ = V ⊤X .
Solve the k-means program given by

z̃ := argmin
ẑ:[N ]→[k]

min
{µi}i∈[N]

k∑
i=1

∥µẑi − X̃i∥2

by the k-means++ algorithm (Kumar et al., 2004).
Return: Initial Cluster Assignment z̃.

where A ∈ {TF, TF+}.

In our theoretical analysis, we construct the input of the
Transformer as a context-augmented matrix given by the
following

H =

[
X
P

]
,P =


µ̂

(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . µ̂

(0)
k . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,k . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
0

 ,

(4)

where H ∈ RD×N and P (D−d)×N . We let the input
dimension D ≤ Ckd for some universal constant C. The
matrix P contains contextual information. For the first
row, {µ̂(0)

i }i∈[k] ⊂ Rd are the initial centroid estimates
given by the initialization algorithm 2. Then the next row
{p1,i}i∈[N ] ⊂ [0, 1]k is given by P1(ẑ

(0)) as in (1) where
ẑ(0) corresponds to the initialized membership in (2). Then
the row {p2,i}i∈[N ] ⊂ Rd satisfies

p2,i,j = 1i=j if j ∈ [d].

And the last row is set to all 1 for the technical purpose of
introducing constants into the Softmax function.

3. Theoretical Results
This section presents our theoretical results and a proof
sketch of our results. This section is divided into three
parts: section 3.1 provides the approximation bound to EM
algorithms by Transformers; section 3.2 provides the gener-
alization bound; section 3.3 provides a short proof sketch
over the main theorem.

3.1. The Approximation Bound

We first present an approximation bound for Lloyd’s algo-
rithm by both the Transformer and the Transformer+.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that d = o(N), k < d. There exists
a Transformer with number of layers L = τ(3 + 3k) and

norm |||θ||| ≲ Cd(logN +M) with the number of heads M
such that∥∥∥TFθ(H)−

[
p
(τ)
1,1 p

(τ)
1,2 . . . p

(τ)
1,N

] ∥∥∥
2

≲ τCd
(√

k sup
j∈[k],ℓ∈[τ ]

∥µ̂(τ)
j ∥2

√
logM

M
+N−1

)
where τ is the number of iterations in the Lloyd’s algorithm,
and p

(τ)
1,i the one-hot coding of the membership ẑ

(τ)
i there.

Remark 3. The two terms in the bound come from the expec-
tation and the maximization steps, respectively. The N−1

term comes from the expectation step, where we relate the
weighted average with the weights given by the Softmax
function. The second term related to multi-head attention
comes from a few multi-head approximation layers for some
general functions. To achieve this bound, we prove a new
result on the universal approximation of the Softmax func-
tion, which brings in the approximation term discussed in
section 3.3. We also note that the N−1 term can be further
improved by introducing the non-activated Attention layer,
given by the next theorem for Transformer+ architecture.
Theorem 3.2. Under the same condition as theorem 3.1,
there exists a Transformer+with the number of layers L =
τ(7 + 3k) and norm |||θ||| ≲ CdM logN with the number
of heads M such that∥∥∥TF+

θ (H)−
[
p
(τ)
1,1 p

(τ)
1,2 . . . p

(τ)
1,N

] ∥∥∥
2
≲ τ

(
dN−100

+ Cd
√
k sup

j∈[k],ℓ∈[τ ]

∥µ̂(ℓ)
j ∥2

√
logM

M
+ Cd

√
d2 logM

M

)
.

Remark 4. The key difference between Theorems 3.1 and
3.2 comes from different designs of the Expectation Step.
Through the introduction of the non-activated Attention
layer, we manage to approximate a wider range of functions,
including the polynomials on H with degree 3. We also
believe that the non-activated Attention layer is unnecessary
if a stronger right-product universal approximation result
can be proved for the Softmax functions, which is discussed
in section 3.3.

3.2. The Generalization Bounds

Given the approximation error provided by Theorems 3.1
and 3.2, we further provide the generalization error bound
for the ERM defined by (3). We consider the problem in-
stances {X(i), z(i)}i∈[n] to be sampled i.i.d. from a distribu-
tion supported on ΘGM . Then, we can show the following
generalization bound for the Transformer network in the
space of Θ(Bθ, BM , BL).
Proposition 3.1 (Generalization Bounds). With probability
at least 1− δ,

L (Aθ̂(H),P1(z)) ≤ inf
θ∈ΘBM,BL

(Bθ)
E[L (Aθ(H),P1(z))]

+ C

√
D2BLBM log(NBθBMDσm0) + log(2/δ)

n
,

5
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where m0 = supi∈[N ],j∈[n]∥µ
(j)
i ∥2.

Remark 5. The above proposition implies that, given the
sufficiently large number of samples n, the ERM solution
generalizes to new samples as we can use the approximation
results given by Theorem 3.1 and 3.2 to upper bound the
first term on the R.H.S. of the inequality. The following
results ultimately provide an ultimate bound for the error of
the ERM estimator on the unseen instance.

Theorem 3.3 (The Matching Upper Bound). Let rk =
∆
σ

√
α

1+kd/N , k logN = o(Nα2), M ≍ n1/2, L ≍ k log n,
√
k = o(rk) as n → ∞. Assume that we use Algorithm 2 as

initialization and let τ > 4 log n+1. Then, with probability
at least 1− δ − 5n−1 − 2 exp(−∆/σ), the ERM estimator
given by the Transformer satisfies

L(TFθ̂(H),P1(z)) ≲ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
+
√
kn−1/4Cd

√
Polylog(n) + log(1/δ) +N−3/2.

And with the same parameter setup and initialization, with
probability at least 1−δ−5n−1−2 exp(−∆/σ), the ERM
estimator given by the Transformer+ satisfies

L(TF+

θ̂
(H),P1(z)) ≲ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
+ d

√
kn−1/4Cd

√
Polylog(n) + log(1/δ) +N−100.5.

Remark 6. Our results in the above theorem imply that,
given the number of samples n ≍ exp

(
∆2

2σ2

)
, Transformers

can reach the fundamental limits given by Lemma 2.1 and
achieve the minimax optimal rate of the clustering prob-
lem with high probability. Moreover, the introduction of
the non-activated Attention layer in Softmax+ significantly
improves the upper bound in the exponent of N . In par-
ticular, the N−100.5 can even be improved with arbitrarily
large universal constants. We discuss in section 3.3 that
solving a potential open problem on the universal approxi-
mation of the Transformer might lead to the removal of the
non-activated Attention layer in the proof.

3.3. The Proof Ideas

This section discusses some new results we obtained on the
midway of proving Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. We then present
a proof sketch for the more complicated proof of Theorem
3.1.

3.3.1. AN APPROXIMATION BOUND FOR THE SOFTMAX
FUNCTION

We provide a new approximation bound for the sum of
Softmax functions to mappings from Rd1 → Rd2 . We
first introduce the class of (R,Cℓ) smooth functions. The

(R,Cℓ) smooth function class contains a wide range of
functions.

Definition 3.4 ((Bach, 2017)(Bai et al., 2024)). A function
g : Rd → R is (R,Cℓ) smooth if for s = ⌈(k − 1)/2⌉+ 2,
g is a Cs function supported on [−R,R]k such that

sup
x∈[−R,R]k

∥∇ig(x)∥∞≤ Li,

for all i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , s}, with max0≤i≤s LiR
i ≤ Cℓ.

Then, we are ready to present our results on the approxima-
tion error of Softmax functions.

Lemma 3.1 (Approximating d Dimensional (R,Cℓ)
Smooth Mappings by Softmax Neural Networks). Con-
sider an element-wise (R,Cℓ) smooth mapping f(x) =
(f1(x), . . . fd1

(x))⊤ where x ∈ [−R,R]d. There exists a
set of points {(Ai, ai)}i∈[M ] with supi∈[M ]∥A∥2≤ C such
that the following holds

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

1

Cℓ

∥∥∥f(x)− Md∑
i=1

aiSoftmax
(
Ai

[
x
1

])∥∥∥
∞

≤ C(f)d

√
dd1
M

log

(
MR

dd1

)
.

Remark 7. The above bound demonstrates the universal
approximation of Softmax functions to smooth mappings.
Our proof idea utilizes a preliminary result on the sigmoid
function and dissects the softmax function into multiple
sigmoid functions. For each of the sigmoid functions, we
use the probabilistic method to construct L∞ approximation
bound.

In Lemma A.2, our proof applies to the left product of A.
It is then of general interest to know whether there exists a
universal approximation bound for the right product form
SoftMax

([
x 1

]
A
)
. Solving this fundamental problem

helps us to achieve the rate of the Transformer+ using the
Transformer model.

3.3.2. THE PROOF SKETCHES OF THEOREM 3.1

We here provide the proof sketch of the Theorem 3.1. The
proof of Theorem 3.2 is more involved in the Expectation
step and is delayed to the appendix. Our proof idea is to
manually construct θ for the network and estimate the error
caused by each layer constructed.

The Expectation Step. In the expectation step, we notice
the following relationship holds

[
X1 . . . XN

]
SoftMax



p
(0)
1,1

...
p
(0)
1,N


 ≈

[
µ̂

(1)
1 . . . µ̂

(1)
k

]
.
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However, we have
[
p
(0)
1,1 . . . p

(0)
1,N

0 . . . 0

]⊤

and the 0 part needs

to be cancelled. We then construct another head with 0
matrix in the SoftMax function to cancel out the 0 part in the
first head. The two cancellations result in an approximation
error of O(1/N).

The Maximization Step In the maximization step, our
proof involves a total of 4 steps. Our initial matrix is given
by 

X1 X2 . . . Xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,k . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
0

 .

Then, in the Step 1, we copy in a total of k times the first
row and move them to the 0 part using two FC layers, with
one moving the negative part and one moving the positive
part, providing

...
...

...
...

...
...

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
X1,1 X2,1 . . . Xk,1 . . . XN,1

...
X1,k X2,k . . . Xk,k . . . XN,k

0


.

Then, in the Step 2, we move {µ̂(1)
i }i∈[M ] to {xj,i}j∈[N ],

yielding

...
...

...
...

...
1 . . . 1 . . . 1

X1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 . . . Xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 . . . XN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1

...
X1,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . Xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . XN,k − µ̂

(1)
k

0


,

This step utilizes the approximation bound given by Lemma
A.2 to approximate the function of f(x) = xi.

Then, in the Step 3, we apply the approximation bound
again to construct Softmax networks that approximate the
mapping from a vector to its norm, providing us with the
following matrix.



...
...

...
...

...
1 . . . 1 . . . 1

∥X1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥Xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥XN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

...
∥X1,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥Xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥XN,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2

0


,

Finally, in the Step 4, we obtain approximate vectors to
{p(1)

1,i }i∈[N ] through applying the softmax function to the

submatrix
∥X1,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥XN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

...
...

...
∥X1,k − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥XN,k − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

 .

Using another approximation bound showing the differ-
ence between the Softmax and the Hardmax function we
accomplish the Maximization step.

4. Simulations
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Figure 1. 4-Class Clustering with Different Minimum Distance,
Data Dimension, and Number of Training Data. We train a
small Transformer (layer = 3, head = 2, embedding = 64) and
iterate for 300 steps for each different setting. Each point in the
figure is evaluated on 512 testing data. We report the 10 runs
averaged result with a shaded region representing the standard
deviation. Each training sample is generated according to isotropic
Gaussian with covariances σ2I . (1) First Row: Minimum Distance.
We set σ2 ∼ Uniform[10, 40]. (2) Second Row: Data Dimension.
We set σ2 ∼ Uniform[10, 20], minimum distance = 5. (3) Three
Row: Number of Training Data. We set σ2 ∼ Uniform[0.5, 5],
minimum distance = 5.

In this section, we verify our theoretical results on the multi-
class clustering problem and examine its interplay with five
key factors: the minimum distance between centroids ∆,
the data dimension d, the training sample size N , the total
number of classes, and an imbalance ratio α. These results
are presented in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Furthermore, we
compare the impact of a number of layers in the Transformer
with the number of iterations τ in Figure 3.

Experimental Setup We use a small Transformer with 3
layers, 2 heads, and 64-dimensional embedding size. All

7
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Figure 2. 4-Class Clustering with Different Number of Class
and Inbalance Ratio. We train a small Transformer (layer = 3,
head = 2, embedding = 64) and train for 300 steps for each differ-
ent setting. Each point in the figure is evaluated on 512 testing data.
We report the 10 runs averaged result with a shaded region repre-
senting the standard deviation. Each training sample is generated
according to isotropic Gaussian with covariances σ2I . (1) First
Row: Number of Class. We set σ2 ∼ Uniform[10, 20], minimum
distance = 5. (2) Second Row: Inbalance Ratio. Two clusters
each contain 50 data points, while the other two contain 50× ratio
and 50 × 1− ratio respectively. We set σ2 ∼ Uniform[10, 20],
minimum distance = 5.
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Figure 3. Comparision between Transformer and Lloyd’s Algo-
rithm. We compare the effect of the number of layers in Trans-
formers with the number of iterations τ in Lloyd’s algorithm under
the same dataset configuration. We use a 6-class dataset, where
each cluster contains 50 data points in a d = 10 dimensional
space. Each training sample is generated according to isotropic
Gaussian with covariances σ2I , where σ2 ∼ Uniform[20, 30],
and the minimum cluster separation is set to 1. (1) Left: Trans-
former. We train Transformers with fixed head = 2, embedding
= 64, but vary the number of layers from 3 to 20. Each model
is trained for 500 steps per layer. (2) Right: Lloyd’s Algorithm.
We use sklearn(Pedregosa et al., 2011) to run the Lloyd’s al-
gorithm, varying the maximum iteration count from 1 to 6. Early
convergence is declared when the Frobenius norm of the difference
between cluster centers in consecutive iterations falls below 10−4.
Each point in the figure represents an evaluation of 512 test sam-
ples. Results are averaged over 10 runs, with the shaded region
indicating the standard deviation.

simulations are conducted on NVIDIA A100 80G GPUs.
We run each experiment for 300 iterations, initialize the
model with 10 different random seeds, and report the mean
and standard deviation of the resulting metrics. The model

is trained using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of
0.0005 and an exponential decay factor of 0.995 for each
step. After training, each configuration is evaluated on 512
synthetic and random test samples. Note that our empirical
evaluation slightly differs from the theoretical part through
removing the auxiliary matrix P given by (4) from the input.

Metrics. We compute cross entropy among every permu-
tation of the label and choose the minimum as the loss
function since clustering tasks are permutation invariant.
We evaluate the clustering performance using two widely
adopted permutation-invariant metrics: Adjusted Rand In-
dex (ARI) and Normalized Mutual Information (NMI) (Ma
et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2020; Monnier et al., 2020; Sun
et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024a).

Preparation for the Synthetic Data. We generate our
synthetic data as follows: For each input X ∈ Rd×N , we
sample 50 data points from every cluster. Each sample is
generated according to isotropic Gaussian with covariances
σ2I . The variance σ differs from task to task; we specify
more details in the caption of figures.

Results Our results suggest that the theoretical threshold
given by the minimax rate matches with the trend given in
the experiments. Moreover, we also showcase that the pre-
trained Transformers can be a strong alternative to Lloyd’s
algorithm, verifying the strong inference capacities of Trans-
formers on this problem.

5. Discussions
This section discusses the limitations on the theory part of
this work and points to future working directions.

Limitations. Our limitations in the theoretical results can
be summarized as follows: (1) From the theoretical per-
spective, our results guarantee the performance of ERM
solutions whereas the true estimator is obtained through
stochastic gradient descent method; (2) Our theoretical re-
sults utilize the context-augmented matrix P , which is veri-
fied removable from our empirical results.

Future Works. Beyond resolving the limitations in this
work, other future working directions from this work in-
clude: (1) Taking into consideration of the layer norm in
the Transformer architecture. (2) Resolving the universal
approximation problem raised in section 3.3; (3) Removing
the initialization procedure in the theory.

Impact Statement
This paper theoretically analyzes the capability of Trans-
formers in performing EM algorithm. Due to the theoretical
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nature of this work, there is no negative sociatal impact.
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A. Theoretical Background

This section provides approximation results of the Softmax function in the form of f(x) :=
∑M

i=1 aiSigmoid
(
x⊤vi

)
+ a0

where {ai}i∈[M ] ⊂ R and {vi} ⊂ Rd+1. We consider the class of (R,Cℓ)-smooth functions (Bach, 2017; Bai et al., 2024)
defined as follows.

Definition A.1 (Bai et al. (2024)). A function g : Rd → R is (R,Cℓ) smooth if for s = ⌈(k− 1)/2⌉+ 2, g is a Cs function
supported on [−R,R]k such that

sup
x∈[−R,R]k

∥∇ig(x)∥∞≤ Li,

for all i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , s}, with max0≤i≤s LiR
i ≤ Cℓ.

We then consider the following class of functions

Fd =

{
f : f(x) =

∫
W:∥v∥=1

Sigmoid
(
[x⊤, 1]v

)
dµ(v)

}
, with TV (µ) =

∫
W:∥v∥2=1

d|µ(v)|< CℓC(f)d,

where C(f) is a constant that depends only on f . It is further noted that by Bach (2017), we can write that the class of
(R,Cℓ) smooth functions belongs to the above class. Then we prove the following approximation lemma for the sigmoid
function, which provides explicit dependence on B and C.

Lemma A.1. Suppose f is (R,Cℓ) smooth. Then there exists a set of points (v1, a1), . . . , (vM , aM ) ∈ B(∥·∥2, 1) that
makes the following hold

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣ 1

Cℓ
f(x)− 1

M

M∑
i=1

aiSigmoid
(
[x⊤, 1]⊤vi

) ∣∣∣ ≤ C(f)d inf
ϵ>0

(
2ϵ+

√
log(N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ)/δ)

M

)
≲ C(f)d

√
d

M
log

(MR

d

)
,

where we also have
∑M

i=1|ai|≤ C(f)d.

Proof. The proof goes by the probabilistic method, where we can first use Pisier (1981) to show that when we sample from
the distribution given by f(v) = |µ(v)|∫

Sd dµ(v)
= |µ(v)|

TV (µ) . Then, under this probability measure, we sample independently in a
total of M samples (V1, . . . ,VM ) to obtain that for any x ∈ V , pointwise∫

Rd+1

Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]v

)
dµ(v)− TV (µ)

M

M∑
i=1

Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

)
= TV (µ)

(
E
[
sign(µ(v))Softmax

(
[x⊤, 1]V

) ]
− 1

M

M∑
i=1

sign (µ(v))Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

))
.

And we have by Hoeffding’s inequality,

P
(∣∣∣E [

sign(µ(v))Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]V

)]
− 1

M

M∑
i=1

sign(σf (Vi))Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

) ∣∣∣ ≥ t

TV (µ)

)
≤ exp

(
− CMt2

TV (µ)2

)
.

And, by the union bound, we can show that for points in the ϵ-cover of B(∥·∥∞, R), the following holds

P
(

sup
x∈N (B(∥·∥∞,R),ϵ)

∣∣∣E[ sign(σf (V ))Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]V

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:F (V ,x)

]
− 1

M

M∑
i=1

sign(σf (Vi))Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

) ∣∣∣ ≥ t

TV (µ)

)

≤ |N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ)|exp
(
− CMt2

TV (µ)2

)
.
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Alternatively, we can show the following holds with probability at least 1− δ,

sup
x∈N (B(∥·∥∞,R),ϵ)

∣∣∣E [
sign(µ(v))Softmax

(
[x⊤, 1]V

)]
− 1

M

M∑
i=1

sign(σf )Softmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

) ∣∣∣
≤

√
log (N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ)/δ)

M
.

Then we consider generalizing these results to uniform convergence. For x, we denote π(x) as the closest point in the
ϵ-cover of B(∥·∥∞, R) denoted by N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ). For function F , we can show that for all x ∈ B(∥·∥∞, R),

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

|E[F (V ,x)]− E[F (V , π(x))]| ≤
∣∣V ⊤(X1 −X2)

∣∣ ≤ ∥E[V ⊤]∥2∥X1 −X2∥2≤ ϵ.

Then we consider the error given by

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣ 1
M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi,x)−
1

M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi, π(x))
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

M

M∑
i=1

ϵ∥Vi∥2≤ ϵ.

Then the following holds with probability at least 1− δ,

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣E [F (V ,x)]− 1

M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi,x)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣E [F (V ,x)]− E [F (V , π(x))]
∣∣∣+ sup

x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣ 1
M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi,x)−
1

M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi, π(x))
∣∣∣

+ sup
π(x)∈N (B(∥·∥∞,R),ϵ)

∣∣∣E [F (V , π(x))]− 1

M

M∑
i=1

F (Vi, π(x))
∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ+ ϵ+

√
log(N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ)/δ)

M
.

Given these results, we show that there exists a set of parameters {(Vi, ai = TV (µ)signf (Vi))}i∈[m] where the following
holds

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

∣∣∣ 1

Cℓ
f(x)− 1

M

M∑
i=1

aiSoftmax
(
[x⊤, 1]Vi

) ∣∣∣ ≲ inf
ϵ

{
ϵ+

√
log(N (B(∥·∥∞, R), ϵ))

M

}

≲ inf
ϵ

{
ϵ+

√
d log R

ϵ

M

}
≲

√
d

M
log

(
MR

d

)
,

where we already utilize the estimate given by Wu (2020) on the covering number of L2 balls.

Lemma A.2 (Approximating d Dimensional (R,Cℓ) smooth functions by Softmax Neural Networks). Consider an
element-wise (R,Cℓ) smooth mapping f(x) = (f1(x), . . . fk(x))

⊤ where x ∈ [−R,R]d. There exists a set of points
{(Ai, ai)}i∈[M ] with supi∈[M ]∥A∥2≤ C such that the following holds

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

1

Cℓ

∥∥∥f(x)− Md∑
i=1

aiSoftmax
(
Ai

[
x
1

])∥∥∥
∞

≤ C(f)d

√
d2

M
log

(
MR

d2

)
.

Proof. Our proof goes by connecting the SoftMax activation with the Sigmoid functions. Note that by lemma A.1 we can
show that for all ℓ ∈ [k], there exists a set {(v(ℓ)

i , a
(ℓ)
i )}ℓ∈[M ′]

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞,R)

1

Cℓ

∣∣∣fℓ(x)− M ′∑
i=1

a
(ℓ)
i Sigmoid

(
v
(ℓ),⊤
i

[
x
1

]) ∣∣∣ ≤ C(f)d

√
d

M ′ log

(
M ′R

d

)
.

12
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Consider the following matrices construction of {B(ℓ)
i }i∈[d],ℓ∈[M ] ⊂ Rk×d, given by B

(ℓ)
i =0(ℓ−1)×(d−1) 0

v
(ℓ),⊤
i,[d−1] log d+ v

(ℓ)
i,d

0 0

. Then we can show that

sup
x∈B(∥·∥∞)

∥∥∥∥
0(ℓ−1)×1

fℓ(x)
0

−
M ′∑
i=1

a
(ℓ)
i Softmax

(
B

(ℓ)
i

[
x
1

])∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ C(f)d
√

d

M ′ log
(M ′R

d

)
,

which completes the proof through noticing that M ′d = M .

Lemma A.3 (Norm Approximation by Sigmoid Functions). Consider the vector v ∈ Rd. Assume that there exists a constant

C with ∥v∥2≤ C. For M <
(
C R

R

)d
1
ϵ2 log(1 +C/ϵ) such that there exists {am}m∈[M ] ⊂ Sd and {cm}m∈[M ] ⊂ R where

for all v with R ≥ ∥v∥2≥ R, we have∣∣∣∣ M∑
m=1

cmSigmoid
(
a⊤
m

[
v
1

])
− 1

∥v∥2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (
CR

R

)d
√

d2

M
log

(
MR

d2

)
.

Proof. Consider a set Cd(R) := Bd
∞(R) \ Bd

2(R), we note that

sup
v∈Cd(R)

∂vj1 ,...,vji∈[d]

(
1

∥v∥2

)
≤ Cd

∥v∥d2
≤ Cd

Rd
.

Therefore, consider the definition A.1, we have Cℓ =
(

R
R

)d

Cd. Then the result is concluded by lemma A.3.

B. Omitted Proofs
B.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1

The proof of the Maximization step follows directly from that of the proof of theorem 3.2. We only change the proof of the
Expectation Step for the Transformer layers.

1. The Expectation Step.

For the expectation step, our network is designed by

V
(1)
1 =

0(3d+k+1)×(D−d) 0
Id 0
0 0

 , Q
(1)
1 =

[
0k×2d Ik 0

0

]
, K

(1)
1 =

[
0d×(2d+k) Id 0

0

]
,

V
(1)
2 =

0(3d+k+1)×(D−d) 0
Id 0
0 0

 , Q
(1)
2 = 0, K

(1)
1 =

[
0d×(2d+k) Id 0

0

]
.

Then we can show that

V
(1)
1 H =

 0d×N

X1 . . . XN

0

 , Q
(1)
1 H1 =

[
(2 logN)p

(0)
1,1 . . . (2 logN)p

(0)
1,N

0

]
, K

(1)
1 H1 =

[
Id 0
0 0

]
.

Hence we can show that

SoftMax
(
(Q

(1)
1 H1)

⊤(K
(1)
1 H1)

)
= SoftMax



C(logN)p

(0),⊤
1,1 0

...
...

C(logN)p
(0),⊤
1,N 0


 .

13
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We further note that ∣∣∣∣ exp(C logN)∑N
i=1 1ẑ

(0)
i =j

exp(C logN) + 1
ẑ
(0)
i ̸=j

− 1∑N
i=1 1ẑ

(0)
i =j

∣∣∣∣ ≤ N−C .

Similarly we have ∣∣∣∣ 1∑N
i=1 1ẑ

(0)
i =j

exp(C logN) + 1
ẑ
(0)
i ̸=j

∣∣∣∣ ≤ N−C .

We further note that

SoftMax
(
(Q

(1)
1 H1)

⊤(K
(1)
1 H1)

)
=


1
N . . . 1

N
...

. . .
...

1
N . . . 1

N

 .

Hence one can show that∥∥∥∥∥H
2∑

i=1

SoftMax
(
H⊤Q

(1),⊤
i K

(1)
i H

)
−
[
µ̂

(1)
1 . . . µ̂

(1)
k 0

0

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ N−1.

Therefore, applying V1 we have∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2∑

i=1

V
(1)
i H · SoftMax

(
H⊤Q

(1),⊤
i K

(1)
i H

)
−



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . µ̂

(0)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

0



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ N−1.

And the Expectation Step is concluded as we updates the centroids from {µ(0)
i }i∈[k] to {µ(1)

i }i∈[k]. The next step is to
update the assignment p′

1,i to p
(1)
1,i for i ∈ [N ].

B.2. Proof of Theorem 3.2

We first consider the input matrix to be

H1 :=



X1 X2 . . . xn

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p1,1 p1,2 . . . p1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
p3,1 p3,2 . . . p3,N

 ∈ RD×N ,

where ẑ(0) : [n] → [k] is the assignment function, µ̂i ∈ Rd is the initially estimated centroid for the i-th cluster. p1,i ∈ Rk

satisfies p1,i,j = 1ẑ(0)(i)=j for all j ∈ [k]. And for p2,i we have p2,i,j = 1j=i for i ≤ d and p2,i,j = 0 for i ≤ N and
j ≤ d. We let p3,1 = p3,2 = . . . = p3,N = 0 ∈ Rk. We note that algorithm 1 consists of two iterative steps: (1) The
expectation step where we take the averages to get an initial estimate µ̂

(t)
ℓ . (2) The maximization step where we assign each

individual sample their labels. Our following discussions simulate the two steps separately as follows.

1. The Expectation Step.

To achieve the first step, we construct our transformer weights as follows:

V
(1)
1 =

[
Ṽ

(1)
1,1 Ṽ

(1)
1,2 Ṽ

(1)
1,3

]
, Q

(1)
1 =

[
01×(3d+k) 1 0

0 0 0

]
, K

(1)
1 =

[
01×(3d+k) 1 0

0 0 0

]
,

14
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where Ṽ
(1)
1,1 ∈ R2d×D = 0, Ṽ (1)

1,2 =

03d+k

Ik
0

 ∈ Rk×D. Then we can show that

(
K

(1)
1 H1

)⊤
=

(
Q

(1)
1 H

)⊤
=

1 0
... 0
1 0

 .

Then we can show that

(Q
(1)
1 H)⊤(K

(1)
1 H) =

[
v1 . . . v1

]
, v1,i = 1 ∀i ∈ [N ].

And after the Softmax function we obtain that

SoftMax
(
(Q

(1)
1 H)⊤(K

(1)
1 H)

)
=

[
1
Dv1 . . . 1

Dv1

]
.

Hence, we further obtain that

V
(1)
1 H × SoftMax((Q(1)

1 H)⊤(K
(1)
1 H)) = V1H ×

[
1
Dv1 . . . 1

Dv1

]
= V1 ×

 A0
1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

A1


=

[
Ṽ

(1)
1,1 Ṽ

(1)
1,2 Ṽ

(1)
1,3

] A0
1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

A1

 = Ṽ
(1)
1,2

[
1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

]

=

03d+k

Ik
0

 [
1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

]
=

 03d+k
1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

0

 ,

where A0 ∈ R2d×N and vk,ℓ =
∑N

i=1 1ẑ
(0)
i =ℓ

. Then it is checked that

H2 = H1 + V
(1)
1 H1 × SoftMax

(
(Q

(1)
1 H1)

⊤(K
(1)
1 H1)

)
=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
1
Dvk

1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

0


.

Therefore, we construct the following multi-head layer to remove the off-diagonal elements in
[
1
Dvk

1
Dvk . . . 1

Dvk

]
,

given by

V
(2)
2i = −V

(2)
2i+1 =

N

N − 1

 0(3d+2k+i)×D

01×(3d+2k+i) 1 0
0

 ,

Q
(2)
2i = K

(2)
2i =

[
0i−1 01×(2d+k) 1 0
0

]
, K

(2)
2i+1 = 0, for i ∈ [k].

Given this formulation, we can show that the mapping f(x) = 1 is (1, 1) smooth

(
Q

(2)
2i H

)⊤ (
K

(2)
2i H

)
=

0(i−1)×1 01×(D−1)

N 01×(D−1)

0 0

[
01×(i−1) N 0

0 0 0

]
=

 0(i−1)×N

01×(i−1) N2 0
0

 .
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After the Softmax function, we have

SoftMax
(
(Q

(2)
2i H)⊤(K

(2)
2i H)

)
=



1
N . . . 1

exp(N2)+N−1 · · · 1
N

...
. . .

... · · ·
...

1
N · · · exp(N2)

exp(N2)+N−1 · · · 1
N

...
. . .

...
. . .

...
1
N · · · 1

exp(N2)+N−1 · · · 1
N


.

And similarly we can show that (Q(2)
2i+1H)⊤(K

(2)
2i+1H) = 0, which implies that

SoftMax
(
(Q

(2)
2i+1H)⊤(K

(2)
2i+1H)

)
=


1
N . . . 1

N
...

. . .
...

1
N . . . 1

N

 .

We notice that after the softmax, only the i-th column remains nonzero, where the value for its i-th row is given by∣∣∣ exp(N2)− 1

exp(N2) +D − 1
− 1

∣∣∣ ≲ D exp(−N2).

Hence, the following holds

SoftMax
(
(Q

(2)
2i H)⊤(K

(2)
2i H)

)
− SoftMax

(
(Q

(2)
2i+1H)⊤(K

(2)
2i+1H)

)
=

0(i−1)×(i−1) 0(i−1)×1 0(i−1)×(N−1)

01×(i−1)
N−1
N +O

(
D exp

(
−N2

))
0

0 0 0


=

N − 1

N

 0(3d+2k+i)×D

0(i−1) vk,i +O(D exp(−N2)) 0
0

 ,

which immediately implies that

2k∑
i=1

V
(2)
i H2SoftMax

(
(Q

(2)
i H2)

⊤(K
(2)
i H2)

)
=

 0(3d+2k)×N

diag(vk) +O(D exp(−N2)) 0
0

 .

Given the above design, we can show that

H3,1 = H2 +

k∑
i=1

V
(2)
i H2SoftMax

(
(Q

(2)
i H2)

⊤(K
(2)
i H2)

)

=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
vk vk . . . vk

diag(vk) +O(D exp(−N2)) 0
0


.

Then, we construct the MLP layer to remove the vk part, which is designed by

W
(2)
1 = ID, W

(2)
2 =


0(3d+k)×D

0k×(3d+k) −Ik Ik 0
0 −Ik 0 0

0

 .
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Given this formulation, we can show that

H3 := H3,1 +W
(2)
1 σ

(
W

(2)
2 H3,1

)
=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
vk vk . . . vk

diag(vk) +O(D exp(−N2)) 0
0


.

The following layer converts the term diag(vk) to diag(v′
k) where v′

k,i = 1/vk,i. The design is given as follows for all
i ∈ [M ],

V
(3)
i =

 0(3d+3k+1)×D

0k×(2d+2k) diag(ci)k×k 0
0

 , Q
(3)
i =

 0(3d+3k+1)×D

0k×(2d+2k) Ik 0
0

 ,

K
(3)
i =

 0(3d+3k+1)×D

0k×(3d+3k+1) diag(ai)k×k 0
0

 0(3d+3k+1)×D

0k×(3d+2k+1) Ik 0
0

 ,

where we show in lemma A.1 that there exists set of values {(ci, ai)}i∈[M ] such that the following holds for all R ≤ x ≤ R,

∥∥∥∥ M∑
i=1

ciSigmoid(aix)−
1

x

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
(
CR

R

)√
log

(
MR

)
M

.

Using the above result, we immediately obtain that

H4,1 : = H3 +

M∑
i=1

V
(3)
i H3SoftMax

(
(Q

(3)
i H3)

⊤(K
(3)
i H3)

)

=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
vk vk . . . vk

diag(vk) 0
diag(v′

k) 0
0


+ C

√
log(MD)

M
,

where v′
k,i = v−1

k,i . Then we apply the MLP again with the following design

W
(4)
1 = ID, W

(4)
2 =


0(3d+k)×D

0k×(3d+k) −Ik Ik 0
0 −Ik 0 0

0

 .
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The above construction implies that

H4 = W
(3)
2 σ

(
W

(3)
1 H3

)
=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
vk vk . . . vk

diag(v′
k) 0

0


.

We construct the following layer to perform the normalization, given by

V
(4)
i =

 0(3d+2k+1)×D

0k×(3d+k+1) Ik 0
0

 , Q
(4)
i =

 0(3d+2k+1)×D

0k×3d Ik 0
0

 ,

K
(4)
i =

 0(3d+1)×D

0d×(3d+2k+1) Ai 0
0

 0(3d+2k+1)×D

0k×(3d+1) Ik 0
0

 .

Then, using the approximation bound for the Softmax mapping in lemma A.3, we can show that there exists {(Ai, ci)}i∈[M ]

such that

M∑
i=1

ciSoftMax
(
(Q

(4)
i H4)

⊤(K
(4)
i H4)

)
=

 0(3d+2k+1)×D

p1,1 . . . p1,N

0

+O

(
Cd

√
d

M
log

(
M

d2

))
.

And we also have

V
(4)
2 H4 =

 0(3d+3k+1)×D

0k×(3d+2k+1) diag(v′
k) + C

√
log(MD)

M 0

0

 ,

which implies that

H4,1 = H3 +

M∑
i=1

V
(4)
i H3 × SoftMax

(
(Q

(4)
i H3)

⊤(K
(3)
i H3)

)

=



X1 X2 . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . 0

p
(0)
1,1 p

(0)
1,2 . . . p

(0)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1
diag(v′

k) 0
p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,N


+O

(
Cd

√
d

M
log

(
M

d2

))
,

where p′
1,i = diag(v′

k)p1,i for all i ∈ [N ]. We therefore construct an MLP layer to replace the p1 part using the following
design

W
(4)
1 = ID, W

(4)
2 =


02d×D

0k×2d −Ik 0d×d Ik 0
0 0 0 0 0

0k×2d −Ik 0 0 0
0(d+1)×D

 ,
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which immediately leads to

H4 = W
(4)
1 σ

(
W

(4)
2 H3

)
+H3 =



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(0)
1 µ̂

(0)
2 . . . µ̂

(0)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
0

+O

(
Cd

√
d

M
log

(
M

d2

))
.

Then the next layer is designed as follows

V
(5)
1 =

0d×(D−d) 0
Id 0
0 0

 , Q
(5)
1 =

[
0k×2d Ik 0

0

]
, K

(5)
1 =

[
0d×(2d+k) Id 0

0

]
,

V
(5)
2 =

0d×d 0 0
0d×d −Id 0

0

 , Q
(5)
2 = K

(5)
2 =

0d×d 0 0
0d×d −Id 0

0

 .

And we can show that under this construction,

V
(5)
1 H4(Q

(5)
1 H4)

⊤ =

 0d

µ̂
(1)
1 . . . µ̂

(1)
k 0
0

+O

(
Cd

√
d

M
log

(
M

d2

))
, K(5)H4 =

[
Id 0
0 0

]
,

V
(5)
2 H4(Q

(5)
2 H4)

⊤(K
(5)
2 H4) =

 0d

−µ̂
(0)
1 . . . µ̂

(0)
k 0
0

 .

And, we can show that

H5,1 = H4 + V (5)H4(Q
(5)H4)

⊤(K(5)H4) =



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
0

 .

And the Expectation Step is concluded as we update the centroids from {µ(0)
i }i∈[k] to {µ(1)

i }i∈[k]. The next step is to update
the assignment p′

1,i to p
(1)
1,i for i ∈ [N ].

2. The Maximization Step.

The maximization step involves two sub-networks: Step 1: Copy the x below the 1s, yielding

X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
x1,1 x2,1 . . . xk,1 . . . xN,1

...
x1,k x2,k . . . xk,k . . . xN,k

0


;
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Step 2: Move {µ̂(1)
i }i∈[M ] to {xj,i}j∈[N ], yielding

X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1

x1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 x2,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 . . . xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 . . . xN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1

...
x1,k − µ̂

(1)
k x2,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . xN,k − µ̂

(1)
k

0


;

Step 3: One-by-one, compute the norm and obtain the following matrix

X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

0k×N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1

∥x1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 ∥2 ∥x2,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥xN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

...
∥x1,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 ∥x2,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥xN,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2

0


;

Step 4: And finally, we apply the Softmax and recover approximates to {p̃(2)
1,i }i∈[N ]. Then we move it back to the original

places belonging to {p′
1,i}i∈[k]. Then we give the following construction for each step:

Step 1.

In step 1, we construct the following parameters

W
(5)
1 =

0(3d+k+1)×N

Id 0
0

 , W
(5)
2 = ID.

And the Attention layer of the 6-th layer makes an identity mapping. Then we consider

W
(6)
1 =

0(3d+k+1)×N

Id 0
0

 , W
(5)
2 = −ID.

Similarly we define
{
W

(i)
1 ,W

(i)
2

}
i∈[7:6+2(k−1)]

, and the task is achieved. Hence we show that

H4+2k =



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
x1,1 x2,1 . . . xk,1 . . . xN,1

...
x1,k x2,k . . . xk,k . . . xN,k

0


.
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Step 2.

To achieve step 2, we note that the following holds

Ṽ (j)H4+2kG̃
(j) =

 0k+3d+j

−µ̂
(1)
j −µ̂

(1)
j . . . −µ̂

(1)
j

0

 = ∆H0,

where

Ṽ (j) =

 0(3d+k+j)×D

0d×1 Id 0
0

 , G̃ =

[
1 . . . 1

0

]
.

Hence, using lemma A.2 to show that there exists a set of parameter
{
V

(5+2k)
i ,Q

(5+2k)
i ,K

(5+2k)
i

}
i∈[M

given as follows

for i ∈ [M ],

V
(5+2k)
i = ciṼ , Q

(5+2k)
i =

[
0(2d+k)×d Id 0

0

]
, K

(5k+2)
i =

[
Ai 0
0 0

]
×
[
01×(3d+k+1) 1 0

0

]
.

And one can show that∥∥∥∥∆H1 −
M∑
i=1

ViH
(4+2k)SoftMax

(
H

(2k+4),⊤
i Q⊤

i K
(2k+4)
i H

(4+2k)
i

)∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥µ̂(1)
1 ∥2

√
d

M
log(M).

Hence, we design accordingly the next (k − 1)M heads
{
V

(2k+4)
i ,Q

(2k+4)
i ,K

(2k+4)
i

}
j∈[2:k]

similarly. We also let all the

FC layer preserve their identity maps. The above construction implies that

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

∆Hi −
kM∑
i=1

ViH
(4+2k)SoftMax

(
H

(2k+4),⊤
i Q⊤

i K
(2k+4)
i Hi

)∥∥∥
2
≤

√
k sup

j∈[k]

∥∥∥µ̂(1)
j

∥∥∥
2

√
d log(M)

M
,

which alternatively implies that∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

H4+3k −



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p′
1,1 p′

1,2 . . . p′
1,k . . . p′

1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1

x1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 x2,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 . . . xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 . . . xN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1

...
x1,k − µ̂

(1)
k x2,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k . . . xN,k − µ̂

(1)
k

0



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
√
k sup

j∈[k]

∥∥∥µ̂(1)
j

∥∥∥
2

√
d log(M)

M
.

Step 3.

To achieve step 3, we first divide the heads into k-blocks where the j-th block achieves the task of approximating the norm
function ∥x1,j − µ̂

(1)
j ∥2 taking x1,j − µ̂

(1)
j as input. We design the parameters for the first block as follows, as an example

V
(5+3k)
i =

 0(k+3)d+k+1

0d×((k+3)d+k+1) ciId 0
0

 , Q
(5+3k)
i =

 0(2d+k)×N

02d+k Id 0
0

 ,

K
(5+3k)
i =

 0(3d+k+1)×D

0d×(3d+k+1) Ai 0
0

 ·

 0(3d+k+1)×D

0d×(3d+k+1) Id 0
0

 .
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{ci,Ai}i∈[M ] satifies supi∈[M ]∥A∥2≤ C, whose existence is guaranteed by lemma A.2. Moreover, it is not hard to show
that one can utilize 2 FC layers to remove the vector part and the {p′

1,i}i∈[N ] Under this design, our final output satisfies∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

H6+3k −



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

0k×N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1

∥x1,1 − µ̂
(1)
1 ∥2 ∥x2,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥xk,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥xN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

...
∥x1,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 ∥x2,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥xk,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥xN,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2

0



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
√
k sup

j∈[k]

∥∥∥µ̂(1)
j

∥∥∥
2

√
log(M)

M
.

Step 4.

In step 4, we utilize the property of the Softmax function to approximate the hard max and replace the p′
1,1 with our new

estimate p
(1)
1,k. We construct our layer weights by

V (7+3k) =

 0(2d)×N

0k×(2d+k) Ik 0
0

 , Q(7+3k) =

[
0(2d+k) 0(2d+k)×k Ik 0

0

]
,

K(7+3k) = C logN

 0(3d+k+1)×N

0k×(2d) Ik 0
0

 .

Note that the result given by B.1 implies that∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥SoftMax



∥x1,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2 . . . ∥xN,1 − µ̂

(1)
1 ∥2

. . .
∥x1,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2 . . . ∥xN,k − µ̂

(1)
k ∥2


−

[
p
(1)
1,1 p

(1)
1,2 . . . p

(1)
1,N

]∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ N exp(−C logN) = dN−C .

Under this construction and let the FC layer retain the identity of the first 3d + k + 1 columns and remove the rest, our
approximation results in lemma B.1 implies that∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

H7+3k −



X1 X2 . . . xk . . . XN

µ̂
(1)
1 µ̂

(1)
2 . . . µ̂

(1)
k . . . 0

p
(1)
1,1 p

(1)
1,2 . . . p

(1)
1,k . . . p

(1)
1,N

p2,1 p2,2 . . . p2,k . . . p2,N

1 1 . . . 1 . . . 1
0



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲ dN−C +
√
k sup∥µ̂(1)

j ∥2

√
logM

M
+ Cd

√
d2 logM

M
.

Hence, we construct in total of τ sets of subnetwork, and use the final layer to extract the set of output {p(τ)
1,i }i∈[N ]. By

subadditivity of the L2 norm we finalize our results by∥∥∥Transformer+(H)−
[
p
(1)
1,1 p

(1)
1,2 . . . p

(1)
1,N

] ∥∥∥
2
≲ τ

(
dN−C +

√
k sup∥µ̂(1)

j ∥2

√
logM

M
+ Cd

√
d2 logM

M

)
.

Lemma B.1 (Approximating the Hardmax Function by the Softmax Function). Consider a vector x ∈ Rd. Let x∗ =
maxi{xi}i∈[d]. Define x∗ = maxi∈[d] xi, N2 = {i : xi = x∗}, ∆ = x∗ −maxi∈N2

xi. Define the Hardmax function as

Hardmax(x) =
[

1x1=maxi∈[d]{xi}∑d
i=1 1xi=maxi∈[d]

{xi}
. . .

1xd=maxi∈[d]{xi}∑d
i=1 1xi=maxi∈[d]

{xi}

]
, we subsequently show that

∣∣∣SoftMax(βv)− Hardmax(v)
∣∣∣ ≤ (

(d− |N2|) +
(d− |N2|)2

|N2|3

) 1
2

exp(−β∆).
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Proof. We can show that the difference is given by

∥∥∥SoftMax(βv)− Hardmax(v)
∥∥∥
2
=

( d∑
i=1

(
1xi=maxi∈[d]{xi}∑d
i=1 1xi=maxi∈[d]{xi}

− exp(βxi)∑d
i=1 exp(βxi)

)2) 1
2

=

( d∑
i=1

(
1xi=maxi∈[d]{xi}∑d
i=1 1xi=maxi∈[d]{xi}

− exp(β(xi − x∗))∑d
i=1 exp(β(xi − x∗))

)) 1
2

≤
( d∑

i=1

1xi ̸=x∗ exp (2β(xi − x∗)) + 1xi=x∗

(
exp (β(xi − x∗))∑d
i=1 exp (β(xi − x∗))

− 1

|{i : xi = x∗}|

)2) 1
2

≤
(
|N1|exp(−2β∆) + |N2|

( 1

|N2|+|N1|exp(−β∆)
− 1

|N2|

)2) 1
2

≤
(
(d− |N2|) exp(−2β∆) +

(d− |N2|)2 exp(−2β∆)

|N2|(|N2|+(d− |N2|) exp(−β∆))
2

) 1
2

=

(
(d− |N2|) +

(d− |N2|)2

|N2|(|N2|+(d− |N2|) exp(−β∆))
2

) 1
2

exp (−β∆)

≤
(
(d− |N2|) +

(d− |N2|)2

|N2|3

) 1
2

exp(−β∆).

B.3. Proof of Proposition 3.1

Before we start the proof, we first consider the event of E =
{∥∥∥X(j)

i − µ
(j)
zi

∥∥∥
2
≤ σ

√
d log(nN/δ),∀i ∈ [N ], j ∈ [n]

}
,

it is not hard to check that by sub-Gaussian tail bound, P(E) ≥ 1 − δ. Then, it is not hard to check that under E,
∥H∥2≲ σ

√
d log(nN/δ)×N . Then we obtain generalization bound under the event E using the proof machine created by

Bai et al. (2024) J.2 He et al. (2025) Proposition 1, where we note that the multi-layered Transformer satisfies the following
conditions

1. The metric entropy of the operator norm ball satisfies log
(
δ,B|||·|||, |||·|||

)
≤ CBLBMD2 log(1 + (Bθ +BX + k)/δ).

2. L(TFθ(H),P1(z)) ≤ 2 and is 2 sub-Gaussian.

3. The Lipschitz condition of the Transformer satisfies for θ1,θ2 ∈ ΘBM ,BL
(Bθ),

L(TFθ1
(H),P1(z))− L(TFθ2

(H),P1(z)) ≤ CLB4L
θ B3L

X |||θ1 − θ2|||.

where the last condition is obtained through noticing that the Softmax function is Lipschitz with constant C. And for
bounded input H the Lipschitz constant of the non-activated Attention layer is proportional to B3

θ . Then, using proposition
A.4 in Bai et al. (2024), one can show by union bound that with probability at least 1− δ,

L
(
Aθ̂(H),P1(z)

)
≤ inf

θ∈ΘBM,BL
(Bθ)

E[L
(
Aθ̂(H),P1(z)

)
|E ]

+ C

√
D2BLBM log(NBθBMDσ · supi∈[N ],j∈[n]∥µ

(j)
i ∥2) + log(2/δ)

n
,

where A ∈ {TF, TF+}.

B.4. Proof of Theorem 3.3

We prove the above theorem through upper bounding the term infθ∈ΘBM,BL(Bθ)
E[L(Aθ̂(H),P1(z))|A ∩ E ] where A

appears to be the event in Corollary 3 in Lu & Zhou (2016). Note that P(A) ≥ 1− 5n−1 − 2 exp(−∆/σ). Since the proof
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for the Transformer and the Transformer+ shares similar idea, we only prove the case with the Transformer model where θ̃

is the construction. Denote the estimate given by Lloyd’s algorithm as P̂ (z) :=
[
p
(τ)
1,1 . . . p

(τ)
1,N

]
Then we can see that

inf
θ∈ΘBM,BL(Bθ)

E[L(TFθ̂(H),P1(z))|A ∩ E ] ≤ E
[
L(TFθ̃(H),P1(z))|A ∩ E

]
≤ E

[
L(P̂1(z),P1(z))|A ∩ E

]
+

1

N
∥P̂1 − TFθ̃(H)∥1.

Note that the first term can be controlled by Yu et al. (2015) Corollary 3.1 as follows

E
[
L(P̂1(z),P1(z))

∣∣∣E] ≤ 2E
[
L(P̂1(z),P1(z))|A ∩ E

]
P(A) + 2P(A)

≤ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
+

10

n
+ 2 exp

(
−∆

σ

)
.

For the second term, we note that

1

N

∥∥∥P̂1(z)− TFθ̃(H)
∥∥∥
1
≤ 1√

N

∥∥∥P̂1(z)− TFθ̃(H)
∥∥∥
2
.

Then we can show that, with probability at least 1− δ − 5n−1 − 2 exp(−∆/σ), given τ ≥ 4 log n+ 1, BL = kτ + Cτ ,
BM ≥ M , D = Cdk,

L
(
TFθ̂(H),P1(z)

)
≲ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)

+

√
D2BLBM log(NBθBMDσ · supi∈[N ],j∈[n]∥µ

(j)
i ∥2) + log(2/δ)

n

+ τ
√
NCd

(√
k sup

j∈[k],ℓ∈[τ ]

∥µ̂(1)
j ∥2

√
logM

M
+N−1

)
.

We further let M = n
1
4 , L ≍ k log n and obtain that with probability at least 1− δ − 5n−1 − 2 exp(−∆/σ).

L(TFθ̂(H),P1(z)) ≲ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
+

√
kn−1/4Cd

√
Polylog(n) + log(2/δ) +N−3/2.

And similarly we have with probability at least 1− δ − 5n−1 − 2 exp(−∆/σ)

L(TF+

θ̂
(H),P1(z)) ≲ exp

(
−(1 + o(1))

∆2

8σ2

)
+ d

√
kn−1/4Cd

√
Polylog(n) + log(2/δ) +N−100.5.

C. Additional Experiments
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Figure 4. Comparison of Concatenated Attention and Averaged Attention on Synthetic Dataset. Top: Performance Comparision on
Minimum Distance Task. Bottom: Performance Comparision on Number of Data Task. We observe similar trend of performance between
concatenated multihead attention a averaged multihead attention across three tasks, two evaluation metrics, and the converged loss. All
the experiment settings are the same as the experiments in Section 4.
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Figure 5. Comparison of Concatenated Attention and Averaged Attention on Synthetic Dataset. Top: Performance Comparision on
Number of Classes Task. Bottom: Performance Comparision on Inbalance Ratio Task. Again, we observe a similar performance trend
between concatenated multihead attention and averaged multihead attention across both tasks. All experimental settings remain the same
as those in Section 4.

26


