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Abstract

Deep decoder-only Transformers often replace the original Post-Norm architecture with
Pre-Norm variants because Post-Norm training is highly sensitive to warmup and learning
rate under conventional initialization schemes. Although prior work has identified rank col-
lapse and gradient vanishing as related symptoms, it remains poorly understood how causal
attention creates high-similarity representations and why training dynamics fail to repair
them. We give a two-stage analysis of Post-Norm rank collapse using token similarity as a
scalar state variable. First, at initialization, causal attention acts approximately as a prefix-
averaging operator that increases token similarity across depth, while the SwiGLU branch
contributes only a smaller damping effect. Second, once training enters a high-similarity
regime, growth of pre-normalization residual norms makes the RMSNorm backward factor
contractive; under mild conditions, gradients to earlier layers decay geometrically. As a
complementary result, we characterize the properties of a collapsed network: its best pre-
dictor is frequency distribution with relatively high loss floor, and gradients in collapsed
layers vanish at frequency distribution. Experiments on 48-layer decoder-only Transformers
trained on C4 dataset match the predicted initialization-time similarity growth and collapse-
time gradient contraction, and show that collapsed runs stay near the predicted frequency
loss. Together, these results distinguish the forward similarity amplification and backward
repair incapacity in Post-Norm collapse, while also characterizing the behavior of collapsed
networks.

1 Introduction

The Transformer architecture (Vaswani et al., 2017), combining self-attention, residual connections (He
et al., 2016), and layer normalization (Ba et al., 2016), has become the foundation of modern large-scale
models across natural language processing and vision (Brown et al., 2020; Devlin et al., 2019; Dosovitskiy
et al., 2020). Subsequent modifications such as SwiGLU FFN layers (Shazeer, 2020) and RMSNorm (Zhang
& Sennrich, 2019) have further improved its performance. One of the key strengths of Transformers is
scalability: deeper and wider models can achieve better performance (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al.,
2022). However, increasing depth in the original Transformer design encounters obstacles. Training typically
requires conservative warmup and small initial step sizes, otherwise optimization can converge to suboptimal
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states. The problem lies in the placement of normalization: the original architecture uses Post-Norm, where
normalization is applied after the residual addition (Xiong et al., 2020). By replacing Post-Norm with Pre-
Norm, where normalization is applied before the residual addition, the sensitivity to warmup and step size
is mitigated (Xiong et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020).

The key failure mode of Post-Norm is rank collapse: token representations in a sequence become nearly
identical, reducing effective dimensionality and harming optimization (Noci et al., 2022; Saada et al., 2024).
Many authors have studied neighboring aspects of this phenomenon. Noci et al. (2022) analyze initialization-
time collapse from a signal-propagation perspective and show that query/key gradients can vanish as collapse
develops. Saada et al. (2024) refine this picture through a spectral characterization of collapse in attention
layers. Yu & Zhang (2026) give a quantitative initialization analysis for encoder transformers. Chen & Luo
(2026) study collapse as a training-dynamics phenomenon in a simplified single-layer setting.

Prior work has identified phenomena closely related to Post-Norm architectural failure modes, including
gradient vanishing and rank collapse(Noci et al., 2022; Yu & Zhang, 2026; Xiong et al., 2020; Chen & Luo,
2026). However, beyond initialization, it remains unclear how these phenomena interact in causal decoder-
only Transformers during training. In particular, we lack a clear explanation of how rank collapse depends
on normalization placement, and why optimization fails to revert rank collapse once it emerges. This leaves
a gap between practical fixes and theoretical understanding: we know practical ways to mitigate Post-Norm
failures, but not why causal decoder representations enter a collapsed regime or why training struggles to
escape it.

In this paper, our central message is that Post-Norm rank collapse is not caused by a single instability, but
by the combination of two mechanisms: attention amplification, which drives token similarity upward at
initialization, and RMSNorm-induced gradient shrinkage, which reduces the gradient that reaches earlier
layers during collapse. To track this process throughout optimization, we use token similarity as a scalar
state variable (Yu & Zhang, 2026). Our analysis explains how token similarity increases in Post-Norm at
initialization and why high token similarity states are hard to repair during training. As a complementary
result, we characterize the properties of a collapsed Post-Norm network, showing that it can only obtain
suboptimal solutions, with parameter gradients vanish in collapsed layers. To sum up, our contributions are
as follows:

1. Two-Stage Account. We show that Post-Norm rank collapse can be understood as a two-stage
process. First, under equal-correlation and prefix-averaging approximations, we show that causal
attention amplifies token similarity at initialization, with the amplification controlled by the amount
of attention added to each layer. Second, when residual norms grow during training and sublayer’s
gradient contribution remains bounded, the RMSNorm backward factor can fall below one, causing
gradients to earlier layers to decay exponentially with depth. Together, these mechanisms give one
account of why Post-Norm networks are more prone to collapse than Pre-Norm.

2. Collapsed Network Characterization. We characterize two properties of a collapsed Post-
Norm network. First, under rank collapse, the optimal probability distribution is the frequency
distribution, where each token’s probability is proportional to its occurrence in the training data.
This yields a relatively high loss floor. Second, parameter gradients vanish in the collapsed layers.
Combined with gradient vanishing in earlier layers, this makes the collapsed state near a stationary
point.

3. Experimental Verification. Controlled initialization measurements match the predicted token-
similarity growth curves across depth, supporting the attention-amplification mechanism. By re-
moving the prefix-averaging component, we suppress the similarity growth at initialization, showing
that prefix-averaging component indeed causes similarity growth. Training diagnostics on collaps-
ing 48-layer Post-Norm runs then show residual-norm growth, contraction of the RMSNorm factor,
and gradient vanishing in earlier layers, consistent with much weaker gradients near collapse. Fi-
nally, collapsed training runs stay near the predicted frequency loss, matching the collapsed-network
characterization.
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The paper is organized accordingly. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 develop the two stage analysis. Section 3.3 then
gives a complementary characterization of a collapsed network. Section 4 tests both the mechanistic analysis
and the collapsed-network characterization.

2 Preliminaries

We use bold uppercase letters for matrices and bold lowercase letters for vectors. The symbol A⊙B denotes
the Hadamard product. Let n be sequence length, d model dimension, v vocabulary size, l layer index, and
Ldepth total number of layers. Matrix entry notation such as Ai,j denotes the element of matrix A at row i
and column j. The vector 1n denotes the all-one column vector in Rn×1, and 1Tn denotes its row form. We
define

Π1 = 1
n
1n1

⊤
n ∈ Rn×n.

as the mean projection matrix, which maps each row of a matrix to the row-mean of that matrix. The
Frobenius norm is denoted by ∥·∥F , and the spectral norm is denoted by ∥·∥2. We use H(p) = −

∑v
i=1 pi log pi

to denote the entropy of a probability distribution p. For a matrix X, we write Xi,: to denote the i-th row
of X. The notation E [·] denotes expectation over the random initialization of the model parameters. L is
the cross-entropy loss.

Post-Norm Transformer Architecture. The complete forward pass in one Post-Norm Transformer
block is

Xl
1 = RMS(Yl

0), Yl
1 = Xl

1 + Attn(Xl
1), Xl

2 = RMS(Yl
1), Yl

2 = Xl
2 + FFN(Xl

2) (1)

where RMS(x) = x/
√

∥x∥2/d is RMSNorm applied row-wise, Attn denotes the attention branch, FFN
denotes the feed-forward branch. For simplicity of analysis, the RMSNorm used here is without learnable
affine transformation and numerical stablizer ϵ at denominator. Superscripts such as Xl

1 indicate layer index
and subscripts denote which sublayer it belongs to. Subscript 1 denote it’s in attention and 2 denote it’s
in FFN. For notation clarity, we omit superscript l when we don’t need to emphasize layer index. We
mainly discussed a simplified single-head setting for attention and SwiGLU activation for the FFN. So the
single-head attention and FFN branches are

Attn(X) = PXWV WO := PXW, FFN(X) =
(
SiLU(XW1) ⊙ XW3

)
W2, (2)

where P = Softmaxrow((XWQ)(XWK)⊤/
√

d + Mcausal), (Mcausal)i,j = 0 for i ≥ j, and −∞ otherwise, and
Softmaxrow denotes the row-wise softmax. The function SiLU(z) = z/(1 + exp(−z)) is applied element-wise.
For notational simplicity, we replace the value-output product WV WO by a single independent Gaussian
matrix W ∈ Rd×d with variance σ2

W = dσ2
WV

σ2
WO

. The stated theoretical results directly extends to multi-
head cases. We use standard initialization throughout: WV , WO, WQ, WK ∈ Rd×d, W1, W3 ∈ Rd×dff

have i.i.d. Gaussian entries with variance 1/(3d), and W2 ∈ Rdff×d has i.i.d. Gaussian entries with variance
1/(3dff), where dff denotes the feed-forward hidden dimension. The theory is formulated for a single-head
Post-Norm block with folded value/output projection, and the experiments track the same mechanism in
the full multi-head architecture used for training.

Token Similarity. To track how close representations are to rank collapse, we use a single scalar observ-
able, token similarity (Yu & Zhang, 2026), as measurement.
Definition 2.1. For a matrix X ∈ Rn×d, define the mean-projection matrix Π1 = 1

n1n1
⊤
n , which maps

each row to the row-mean of X. The token similarity is

tsim(X) = ∥Π1X∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

Here Π1X is the matrix whose every row equals the mean row of X. Left multiplying Π1 extracts the
“shared component” across all tokens. A simple observation is that tsim(X) = 1 if and only if X = 1xT
for some x, i.e. all rows are identical. Therefore, we use token similarity to measure how close the hidden
representation is to rank collapse, with token similarity being 1 indicate exact collapse.
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3 Theoretical Results

This section develops the theory in three steps, following the timeline of a collapsing run. Section 3.1 studies
the forward pass at initialization: causal attention raises token similarity at every layer, so a Post-Norm
network starts training already close to collapse. Section 3.2 analyzes the backward pass during training:
once similarity is high, the growing residual norm shrinks the gradient through RMSNorm, and the gradient
that could reduce similarity decays exponentially with depth before it reaches earlier layers. Section 3.3
describes the properties of a collapsed network: the frequency distribution achieves the lowest loss in a
collapsed network, and its parameter gradients vanish in the collapsed layers.

3.1 Forward Similarity Amplification

This subsection studies the forward pass at initialization. We show that a single attention sublayer already
increases it in expectation, and we compute the expected one-step change in closed form, first for attention
and then for the SwiGLU FFN. The similarity increase is dominated by attention module, with SwiGLU FFN
provides mild damping effect. Under equal-correlation assumption, we characterize the change of similarity
quantitatively. By introducing the amount of attention as a scalar quantity, we give a unified characterization
of similarity growth across Pre-Norm and Post-Norm. We begin by stating the equal-correlation assumption.

To get a closed-form one-step formula, we make the following approximations. First, we replace the random
attention matrix P by the prefix-averaging matrix Cn, with (Cn)i,j = 1/i for i ≥ j and 0 otherwise. This
is the attention matrix with uniform weights over each causal prefix, and it is close to the mean attention
matrix at random initialization (see Figure 9 in the appendix). The surrogate forward pass is

Y1 = X1 + CnX1W (3)

Second, since the expectation of ratio doesn’t have a closed form formula, we approximate the expected
similarity by a ratio of expectations, E [tsim(Y1)] ≈ E

[
∥Π1Y1∥2

F

]
/E
[
∥Y1∥2

F

]
.

Third, to keep the computation tractable, we replace the full Gram matrix X1X⊤
1 by a surrogate Req(t1)

determined by the single scalar t1 = tsim(X1). To see its form, note that t1 depends on the Gram matrix only
through the average of its entries, since ∥X1∥2

F = tr(X1X⊤
1 ) and ∥Π1X1∥2

F = tr(Π1X1X⊤
1 ) sum over all

token positions; permuting tokens or rearranging pairwise correlations at fixed average leaves t1 unchanged.
A surrogate determined by t1 alone should therefore assign one common correlation to every token pair,
and the symmetric matrices of this form are exactly the linear combinations of I and 1n1

⊤
n = nΠ1. The

two coefficients are fixed by two constraints: the diagonal entries equal d, since every row of X1 is RMS-
normalized, and tr(Π1Req(t1))/tr(Req(t1)) = t1. Solving them gives the surrogate below, which we call the
equal-correlation closure.
Assumption 3.1. Let t1 := tsim(X1) be the token similarity of the normalized attention input. We approx-
imate the token Gram matrix X1X⊤

1 by the one-parameter surrogate

Req(t1) := d × [(1 − ρ(t1))I + nρ(t1) Π1] where ρ(t1) = (nt1 − 1)/(n − 1), (4)

where tr(Π1Req(t1))/tr(Req(t1)) = t1, and ρ(t1) captures the correlation between different tokens.

With these approximations, we can compute the expected one-step token-similarity change after one attention
sublayer in closed form. The result is summarized in Theorem 3.2 below, and the proof is given in Appendix C.
Theorem 3.2. Under Assumption 3.1 and the two approximations above, the one-step token-similarity
change after one attention sublayer is

∆attn(s, t1) := EW [tsim(Y1)] − tsim(X1) = sf1(t1)
1 + sf2(t1) (5)

where the amount of attention s = nd2σ2
W/∥X1∥2

F , and

f1(t1) := 1
n(n − 1)(1 − t1)(n − Hn)(nt1 + 1), f2(t1) := 1

n − 1 [(n − Hn) t1 + Hn − 1] ,

and Hn :=
∑n
k=1 1/k.

4



Remark. Equation (5) separates the residual contribution from the attention contribution. For t1 ∈
[1/n, 1), every factor in f1(t1), f2(t1) is strictly positive, so ∆attn(s, t1) > 0: the one-step attention contribu-
tion is positive. Moreover, for fixed t1,

∂

∂s
∆attn(s, t1) = f1(t1)

(1 + sf2(t1))2 > 0,

Therefore, ∆(s, t1) increases monotonically with the amount of attention s when t1 ∈ (0, 1). The factor
f1(t1) is a quadratic function of t1 and is maximized at t1 = (n − 1)/(2n) ≈ 1/2. Therefore, if sf2(t1)
remains a small multiple of n, the largest one-step increment occurs at intermediate similarity.

Equation (5) suggests a direct test: if prefix averaging causes the similarity increase, then subtracting a
multiple of Cn from P should reduce it. The next corollary makes this precise, and Section 4 uses it as an
intervention experiment.
Corollary 3.3. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.2, by replacing P by P − αCn, the similarity
increase is

∆de(s, t1) := EW [tsim(Y1 − αCnX1W)] − tsim(X1) = (1 − α)2sf1(t1)
1 + (1 − α)2sf2(t1)

Hence the expected post-attention similarity is monotonically decreasing in α, and at α = 1 the token simi-
larity increase from attention vanishes.

In addition to attention, the transformer module also contains the FFN sublayer. FFN introduces a small
damping on similarity at initialization. We adopt similar theoretical tools for analyzing FFN sublayer.
Theorem 3.4. Let Y2 = X2 +

(
SiLU(X2W1)⊙X2W3

)
W2 as in Equation 2, and let t2 := tsim(X2). Under

Assumption 3.1 and the ratio-of-expectations approximation used in Theorem 3.2, the SwiGLU sublayer
induces the similarity change

∆FFN(ξ, t2) := EW1,W2,W3 [tsim(Y2)] − tsim(X2) = ξ(t2 − 1/n)(m(ρ(t2)) − m(1))
1 + ξm(1) (6)

where ξ = ddffσ2
W2

σ2
W3

and ρ(t2) = (nt2 − 1)/(n − 1) from Equation (4). Here m(ρ) is the pairwise SwiGLU
moment

m(ρ) := E [SiLU(u)SiLU(v)] , (u, v) ∼ N
(

0, σ2
W1

d

(
1 ρ
ρ 1

))
.

Remark. Under the standard initialization used in this paper, a numerical evaluation of m(ρ) shows that
it increases across ρ ∈ [0, 1) (see Figure 7 in Appendix C). Therefore m(ρ(t2))−m(1) < 0 for t2 ∈ [1/n, 1) and
∆FFN(ξ, t2) < 0, so SwiGLU contributes a damping effect on similarity. We can upper-bound the magnitude
of similarity change by

|∆FFN(ξ, t2)| =
ξ
(
t2 − 1

n

) (
m(1) − m(ρ(t2))

)
1 + ξm(1) ≤ ξm(1).

In the conventional setting ξ = 1/9 and m(1) ≈ 0.10. Thus ξm(1) is about 0.011, so the damping effect
is small. Appendix C gives the full derivation and also bounds the change in token similarity caused by
row-wise RMS rescaling by the spread of the RMS factors across positions.

Comparison with Pre-Norm. Pre-Norm and Post-Norm share the same forward similarity amplification
mechanism as Theorem 3.2 describes. The difference lies in the amount of attention sl = nd2σ2

W/
∥∥Xl

1
∥∥2
F

at
each layer. In Post-Norm network,

∥∥Xl
1
∥∥2
F

= nd for every l, so sl = dσ2
W, a constant across all layers. In

Pre-Norm network, the residual stream is not renormalized after each residual addition. Under the standard
initialization-time approximation that the hidden state’s Frobenius norm grows linearly with depth (Xiong
et al., 2020), the amount of attention is of order O(dσ2

W/l) and decreases as l increases. Thus for deeper
layers, Pre-Norm has a smaller one-step increment in token similarity than Post-Norm, so similarity grows
more slowly at initialization.
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3.2 Backward Repair Incapacity

In Post-Norm, when tsim(Xk) = 1, gradient updates of W, W2 increase the pre-normalization residual norm.
As this norm grows, the RMSNorm Jacobian shrinks the backward gradient on the residual path. If the
gradients from attention and FFN sublayers do not compensate the shrinkage from RMSNorm, the backward
transport across the layer becomes contractive. For each row, RMSNorm acts independently. The backward
gradient from Xk+1 to Yk is ( ∂L

∂Yk

)
i,: =

( ∂L
∂Xk+1

)
i,:JRMS((Yk)i,:),

with

JRMS((Yk)i,:) := 1√
∥(Yk)i,:∥2/d

(
I − Proj((Yk)⊤

i,:)
)
, where Proj(y) := yy⊤

∥y∥2 for column vectors y.

and (Yk)i,: denote the ith row of matrix Yk. There are two terms that can reduce gradient norm. First,
the prefactor 1/

√
∥(Yk)i,:∥2/d decreases as the residual norm grows. Second, the projection I − Proj(y)

deletes the component aligned with y. Here, we discuss the prefactor part under the simplified setting of
exact collapse (tsim(Yk) = tsim(Xk) = 1 for k = 1, 2).

The RMSNorm Jacobian is only half of the backward picture: the gradient also flows through the attention
and FFN branches, which could make it larger and cancel the shrinkage. To compare the two, we need
to measure how much each sublayer changes the gradient norm. The factor defined below does this, and
Section 4 tracks it during collapsing runs.
Definition 3.5. We define the sublayer gradient contribution factor αlk as

αlk =
∥∥∥∥ ∂L

∂Xl
k

∥∥∥∥
F

/

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Yl

k

∥∥∥∥
F

where subscript and superscript notation follows from Equation 1.

Using this factor, the next theorem derives the relationship between the norm of the backward gradients.
Theorem 3.6. When tsim(Yl

k) = tsim(Xl
k) = 1 for l ∈ {1, . . . , Ldepth} and k ∈ {1, 2}, we have Yl

k =
1n(ylk)⊤ for some ylk ∈ Rd. Furthermore,∥∥∥∥ ∂L

∂Xl
k

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ c(ylk, αlk)
∥∥∥∥∥ ∂L

∂Xl
k+1

∥∥∥∥∥
F

, where c(y, α) := α

√
d

∥y∥2
.

with Xl
3 := Xl+1

1 . Hence whenever
∥∥ylk

∥∥2
2 /d > (αlk)2, the corresponding factor c(ylk, αlk) falls below one, and

the backward gradient contracts from Xl
k+1 to Xl

k.

Remark. This bound can be combined for k = 1, 2 to obtain∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Xl

1

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ c(yl1, αl1)c(yl2, αl2)
∥∥∥∥ ∂L

∂Xl+1
1

∥∥∥∥
F

.

If tsim(Xl̃
k) = tsim(Yl̃

k) = 1 for k ≥ 1, l̃ ≥ l, and each c(y, α) < γ for some constant γ < 1, then the gradient
reaching earlier layers becomes exponentially small. This requires the residual-stream norm ∥y∥2 to grow
under exact collapse, which holds for the WO update in attention and the W2 update in SwiGLU FFN(see
Appendix D for detail). Section 4 measures both αlk and the RMSNorm factor

√
d/
∥∥ylk

∥∥
2.

Comparison with Pre-Norm. For Pre-Norm, the backward gradient from Xk+1 to Xk is(
∂L

∂Xk

)
i,:

=
(

∂L
∂Xk+1

)
i,:

+
(

GradS
(

RMS(Xk), ∂L
∂Xk+1

))
i,:

JRMS((Xk)i,:).

6



where GradS is the gradient through the sublayer. The major difference with Post-Norm lies in the location of
JRMS term. In Pre-Norm, JRMS multiplies only the gradient through the sublayer, while the skip-connection
gradient stays unchanged. In Post-Norm, the RMS Jacobian multiplies both the sublayer and the skip-
connection gradient. As a result, when the residual norm grows, Post-Norm shrinks the whole backward
signal, whereas Pre-Norm shrinks only part of it. Therefore, Pre-Norm doesn’t suffer from the gradient
contraction mechanism shown in Theorem 3.6.

3.3 Properties of a Collapsed Network

A collapsed network has two properties that hinder optimization. First, the best achievable probability
distribution is the frequency distribution. Second, once the output matches the frequency distribution,
the parameter gradients in collapsed layers completely vanish. When the output distribution is the same at
every position, the cross-entropy loss is minimized by predicting each label in proportion to its count in the
target sequence. This optimum is the frequency distribution, defined formally below.
Definition 3.7. For a sequence of input tokens t ∈ (Z+)n with target labels y ∈ (Z+)n, both t and y contain
vocabulary indices, i.e., ti ∈ [v], yi ∈ [v]. Let ci =

∑n
j=1 I[yj = i] be the count of label i in y. The frequency

distribution and frequency loss are

pfreq(y) =
[ci

n

]v
i=1

∈ Rv, Lfreq(y) = H(pfreq(y)) = −
v∑
i=1

(pfreq(y))i log(pfreq(y))i.

Here pfreq(y) is a valid probability distribution because
∑v
i=1 ci = n.

The next theorem shows that a near-collapsed network cannot achieve a loss much lower than frequency loss,
and that once the output matches the frequency distribution, the parameter gradients in all collapsed layers
vanish exactly.
Theorem 3.8. Let XH ∈ Rn×d denote the hidden representation before the LM-head for input t, and let
Wlm ∈ Rd×v be the LM-head matrix. Define

P̂ = Softmaxrow(Fθ(t)), LCE(Fθ(t), y) = − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log P̂i,yi
.

where Fθ(t) = XHWlm is the neural network parameterized by θ. Then:

(i) Lower Bound. If ∥XH − Π1XH∥F ≤ ϵ, then

LCE(Fθ(t), y) ≥ Lfreq(y) − 2√
n

∥Wlm∥2ϵ.

(ii) Gradient Vanishing. If the model output equals to pfreq(y) at every position, then for all sublayer
such that tsim(Xl

k) = 1, the gradients with respect to the parameter matrices in these layers are zero.

Remark. The theorem shows two properties of the collapsed network. Part (i) shows that the network
can only produce a suboptimal solution under rank collapse. Part (ii) shows that, once sublayer hidden state
Xl
k is collapsed and the output probability matches the frequency distribution, the gradient with respect to

every parameter matrix in that sublayer and in every later layer k > l becomes zero. Note that in reality,
the frequency distribution may be unattainable when there is 0 count for some labels. Additionally, if the
gradients with respect to earlier layers that are not collapse (tsim(X) < 1) also vanish, then the network
reaches a near-stationary point. The detailed proof is at Appendix E.

4 Experiments

The experiments are organized in the same order as the theory. We first test the initialization-time similarity
increase by comparing the measured one-step similarity change with the surrogate predictions from Theo-
rem 3.2 and Theorem 3.4, and by removing the prefix-averaging component as in Corollary 3.3. We then test

7



the training-time quantities in Theorem 3.6 by measuring sublayer gradient contributions, residual-stream
norm growth, pre/post-RMS gradient contraction, and per-layer gradient norms. Finally, we compare the
loss of collapsed runs with the frequency loss in Theorem 3.8.

Setup. Our base model is a 48-layer Llama-2 (Touvron et al., 2023) style decoder-only Transformer with
model dimension d = 512, feed-forward dimension dff = 1536, 4 attention heads, SwiGLU feed-forward
blocks, and RMSNorm normalization, for a total of about 180M parameters. We train on C4 (Raffel et al.,
2020) with sequence length 2048, micro-batch size 4, and gradient accumulation 64, giving an effective batch
size of 256. Optimization uses AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017) with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, weight decay
0.1, cosine learning-rate decay, 2000 warmup steps, 40000 total steps, and gradient clipping at 1.0. In all
training runs, RMSNorm uses its standard implementation with learned gain and numerical stabilizer ϵ. The
training runs span maximum learning rates from 6 × 10−4 to 1.8 × 10−3. When comparing Post-Norm and
Pre-Norm, all architectural and optimization settings are matched except for normalization placement.

4.1 Stage I: Forward Similarity Amplification

Stage I provides a quantitative analysis of forward similarity amplification mechanism at initialization:
attention increases token similarity, while SwiGLU contributes only a small damping effect. We validate this
analysis in two ways. First, we compare the measured one-step similarity change with the predictions from
Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.4. Second, we test the contribution of the prefix-averaging part of attention by
removing it as in Corollary 3.3.

Quantitative Measurement of Forward Amplification. Figure 1 compares the measured one-step
token-similarity increment with the theoretical predictions. To provide a comprehensive evaluation, we
sweep the subayer initialization variance, so that the same 48-layer network covers a wider range of similarity
growth.

The left column shows the contribution from attention. For both Post-Norm and Pre-Norm, attention
produces a positive one-step increment with strong dependence on layer index. The dashed theorem curves
capture the sign and overall scale of this increment, although a visible mismatch remains.

The right column shows the SwiGLU contribution under the same variance sweep. SwiGLU produces a small
damping effect whose magnitude is much smaller than the attention contribution, so the initial similarity
increase is dominated by attention rather than FFN. The Post-Norm and Pre-Norm curves have similar
overall shape, but Post-Norm saturates more quickly: its token similarity rises rapidly and the one-step
increment drops to near zero, whereas in Pre-Norm the growth is more gradual and the increment decays
more slowly with depth.
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Figure 1: Quantitative evidence for forward similarity amplification on the 48-layer training-matched stack
under sublayer initialization variance sweeps (×1, ×2, ×4). Top row: Post-Norm. Bottom row: Pre-Norm.
Left column: the attention branch produces a positive one-step increment whose magnitude is tracked well
by Theorem 3.2. Right column: the SwiGLU feed-forward branch contributes a smaller negative correction
tracked by Theorem 3.4.

Figure 2: Removing Prefix-
Averaging Component suppresses
initialization-time token-similarity
growth.

Removing Prefix-Averaging Component. Curve matching alone
does not identify which part of attention drives the effect. To test this
more directly, we subtract the prefix-averaging component αCn from
the attention matrix at initialization, where Cn is the causal prefix-
average matrix with (Cn)i,j = 1/i for i ≥ j, and 0 otherwise. Figure 2
shows the result. As α increases from 0 to 1, token-similarity growth is
uniformly suppressed, and α = 1 removes most of the increment. This
result shows that the prefix-averaging component of causal attention is
a main driver of the similarity increase.

These results show that Post-Norm network is already pushed toward
higher token similarity at initialization, but still does not explain why
high token similarity state persists during training. If sufficiently strong
gradient reach earlier layers, training can still restore token diversity.
We next test why the backward signal to earlier layers becomes weak.

4.2 Stage II: Backward Repair Incapacity

This section tracks three quantities used in Theorem 3.6: αlk,
√

d/∥ylk∥2, and c(ylk, αlk), in one collapsed
Post-Norm run. We call the optimizer steps where last-layer token similarity and training loss rise sharply
the transition window. Post-Norm collapse depends on learning rate: at learning rate 6 × 10−4 the same
model trains stably for 40000 steps without collapse (Appendix F.5), while at 8 × 10−4 it collapses within
a few thousand steps. We therefore diagnose a collapsing run at learning rate 8 × 10−4, whose transition
occurs at approximately step 2644. The results for other learning rates can be found at Appendix F.4 We
first measure αlk over the full training run, then zoom into the transition window for

√
d/∥ylk∥2 and c(ylk, αlk),

and finally measure the gradient norms of every layer.

Measuring Sublayer Gradient Contribution. We first measure the attention and FFN sublayer gra-
dient contribution factors αl1 and αl2 over the full training trajectory. Figure 3 plots αl1 and αl2 over the full
training run. Most of the gradient contribution increase near the transition window, but the contribution
factor stays below 2.5. If residual-norm growth is large enough to outweigh this increase in αlk, then c(ylk, αlk)
should still decrease, which we test next.
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Figure 3: Sublayer gradient contribution in the collapsing Post-Norm run at LR=8 × 10−4. Dashed vertical
line: transition step ≈ 2644. (a) Training loss. (b) Last-layer token-similarity mean. (c) Attention gradient
contribution across layers 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, and 48. (d) FFN gradient contribution across
the same layers.

Residual Norm Growth and Gradient Contraction. We now test the other two terms,
√

d/∥ylk∥2
and c(ylk, αlk) near the transition window. The term

√
d/∥ylk∥2 measures the shrinkage coming from the pre-

RMS residual norm alone. The term c(ylk, αlk) combines this RMSNorm factor with the measured sublayer
gradient contribution αlk, and directly determines how much gradient norm changes after backpropagating
through a sublayer. Figure 4 reports these two quantities near the transition window. In panels (a) and (c),
the curves for higher-similarity layers bend downward sharply in the transition window, showing a rapid drop
in

√
d/∥ylk∥2 at both the attention sublayer and the FFN sublayer. In panels (b) and (d), the same layers

show a matching drop in c(ylk, αlk), and most of the curves cross below 1 shortly after the transition begins.
The matching drops in panels (a)–(d) show that the decrease in

√
d/∥ylk∥2 is large enough to outweigh the

increase in αlk in most layers. In Theorem 3.6, the condition c(ylk, αlk) < 1 means that the corresponding
sublayer shrinks the gradient norm. The attention layer-1 curve is a visible exception: there the rise in αl1
outweighs the RMSNorm shrinkage, so c(yl1, αl1) does not show the same drop.

Figure 4:
√

d/∥ylk∥2 and c(ylk, αlk) in the transition window of the Post-Norm run at LR=8 × 10−4.
Dashed vertical line: transition step ≈ 2644; blue/red shading: pre/post-transition windows. (a) Attention√

d/∥yl1∥2. (b) Attention c(yl1, αl1). (c) FFN
√

d/∥yl2∥2. (d) FFN c(yl2, αl2). Measured layers are 1, 5, 10,
15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, and 48.
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Figure 5: Each curve covers optimizer steps 2640–2650. Gradients to early layers drop sharply, while later-
layer gradients remain relatively stable, consistent with geometric compounding of per-block RMSNorm
contraction.

Gradient Vanishing in Earlier Layers. We next test whether c(ylk, αlk) < 1 in many successive layers
results in much smaller gradient norms in earlier layers. Figure 5 plots the per-layer gradient norms over
optimizer steps 2640–2650 and shows that gradient norms become much smaller in earlier layers. During the
transition window, gradient norms in early layers decrease by orders of magnitude, while gradient norms in
later layers change much less. This leaves little gradient in earlier layers to reduce token similarity, making
the high-similarity state hard to reverse.

4.3 Collapsed-State Loss Characterization

We compare the training loss after transition window with the frequency loss. Theorem 3.8 shows that
under exact collapse, the frequency loss is the smallest achievable cross-entropy loss. Figure 6 tests whether
the loss after collapse approaches the frequency loss predicted by Theorem 3.8. To extend the frequency-
loss reference in Theorem 3.8 to multiple sequences, we consider two approaches. The first approach is to
aggregate the labels from multiple sequences into a single label collection and computes the frequency loss
from the resulting label frequencies. The second approach is to compute the frequency loss for each sequence
separately and then averages these losses. In our experiments, the first one matches the post-collapse training
loss more closely, so we use it to compute the frequency-loss curves in Figure 6.

The left panel shows no-warmup training under three data scopes: full training, a single batch, and a
single sequence. We plot each training loss curve together with the frequency loss curve computed from the
corresponding label collection, extending the frequency-distribution construction in Theorem 3.8 with the
aggregated-label approach described above. These label collections contain 500M tokens sampled from the
dataset for the full-training reference, 0.5M tokens for the single-batch reference, and 2048 tokens for the
single-sequence reference. Different label scopes result in different empirical label frequencies and therefore
different frequency-loss references. The right panel shows three warmup Post-Norm runs with learning rates
1.2 × 10−3, 1.5 × 10−3, and 1.8 × 10−3. The frequency loss reference is obtained using 500M tokens sampled
from the dataset as in the left panel. All three runs collapse, and after the transition window the loss in
each run stays near the frequency-loss curve. These results match Theorem 3.8: after collapse, the training
loss stays near the frequency loss.
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Figure 6: Training loss compared with frequency-loss curves. Left: in the no-warmup setting, real training,
a single batch, and a single sequence each approach the frequency loss computed from the same source of
labels. Right: in warmup Post-Norm runs with learning rates 1.2 × 10−3, 1.5 × 10−3, and 1.8 × 10−3, the
loss rises sharply at different optimizer steps, but all three runs then stay near the frequency loss computed
from all target labels in the training stream.

5 Limitations

The paper explains why token similarity increases at initialization, why gradients to layers with smaller
indices become weak during training, and why collapsed runs stay near the frequency loss while gradients
vanish in collapsed layers. However, it does not explain what causes the sharp rise in last-layer token
similarity and training loss at a particular optimizer step. How this phenomenon occurs remains as future
work.

6 Conclusion

The theory and experiments support the same picture of Post-Norm collapse. At initialization, causal
attention increases token similarity, while the feed-forward correction is much smaller. During training,
growth of the pre-RMS residual norm reduces the gradient that reaches layers with smaller indices, making
the high-similarity state difficult to repair. Once collapse occurs, the training loss stays near the frequency
loss. Together, these results show how Post-Norm is pushed toward collapse and why training has difficulty
reversing it once collapse begins.
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Appendix

The appendix follows the same order as the theoretical results in the main text. Appendix C gives the
technical assumptions and derivations for the forward analysis. Appendix D proves the residual-norm growth
result and the gradient bound used in Theorem 3.6. Appendix E then gives the supporting proofs for
the complementary characterization of a collapsed network. Appendix F collects empirical checks of the
approximations used in these derivations.

A Related Works

Deep Post-Norm Transformer Stability. Deep Post-Norm Transformers are known to be difficult to
optimize at large depth and are highly sensitive to warmup and learning-rate scale (Xiong et al., 2020; Liu
et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019; Nguyen & Salazar, 2019). Specifically, prior work has identified two char-
acteristic failure modes in deep Post-Norm models: gradient vanishing makes optimization increasingly
difficult (Xiong et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Emadi, 2026; Chen & Wei, 2026), while rank collapse reduces
representation diversity as depth increases (Dong et al., 2021; Noci et al., 2022; Saada et al., 2024; Yu &
Zhang, 2026). These instabilities motivate both practical stabilizers and theoretical analyses.
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Stabilization Methods. Existing methods modify scale, residual routing, or normalization to mitigate
the instability. The most widely used stabilization method is Pre-Norm, which has become the standard
choice for training deep Transformers in practice (Xiong et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019; Raffel et al., 2020;
Touvron et al., 2023). Other representative examples include residual or parameter rescaling such as Fixup,
ReZero, Going Deeper, DeepNet, and B2T (Zhang et al., 2019b; Bachlechner et al., 2021; Touvron et al.,
2021; Wang et al., 2024; Takase et al., 2023); residual-attention or hybrid residual designs such as RealFormer
and ResiDual (He et al., 2020; Xie et al., 2023); normalization-centric changes such as ScaleNorm/FixNorm,
and NormFormer(Nguyen & Salazar, 2019; Shleifer et al., 2021); and objective-side approaches such as
spectrum control, anti-degeneration penalties, and attention entropy regularization (Wang et al., 2020; Gao
et al., 2019; Zhai et al., 2023). Our paper is complementary to this line. By analyzing the rank collapse
mechanism in deep Post-Norm training, we pinpoint two concrete mechanisms behind Pre-Norm’s stability
over Post-Norm, providing insight into how normalization placement affects training stability.

Signal Propagation. Classical signal propagation theory studies how activations and gradients evolve
with depth in randomly initialized neural networks. Early work studied training difficulty in models using
ReLU or linear activations (Glorot & Bengio, 2010; He et al., 2015). Later, researchers adopted multiple
theoretical tools to analyze properties of the forward-backward process in fully-connected neural networks,
including mean-field theory (Poole et al., 2016; Schoenholz et al., 2016), Jacobian conditioning (Pennington
et al., 2017), and Gaussian processes (Neal, 2012; Lee et al., 2018; Matthews et al., 2018). Similar tools were
later extended beyond fully connected networks to convolutional and recurrent architectures (Xiao et al.,
2018; Chen et al., 2018). Our forward and backward analyses follow the signal-propagation viewpoint: we
track layerwise quantities and study how they evolve across depth in deep Post-Norm Transformers.

Rank Collapse. Rank collapse in deep attention and Transformer stacks has been studied from several
complementary angles (Dong et al., 2021; Noci et al., 2022; Saada et al., 2024; Yu & Zhang, 2026; Yan et al.,
2022; Wu et al., 2024). Dong et al. (2021) first showed in pure attention networks that repeated attention
drives token uniformity and doubly exponential convergence to rank-one representations. Noci et al. (2022)
then connected rank collapse to signal propagation at initialization. Saada et al. (2024) revisited the same
phenomenon from a spectral viewpoint, distinguishing collapse in depth from collapse in width. Yu & Zhang
(2026) provided a quantitative analysis of rank collapse in Post-Norm encoder Transformers using token
similarity as the core metric. Our forward amplification analysis extends the work of Yu & Zhang (2026) to
decoder networks with additional analysis on SwiGLU FFN and RMSNorm.

Gradient Vanishing. Gradient vanishing and related imbalance issues in deep Transformers have been
analyzed from multiple perspectives (Xiong et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019; Zhang et al.,
2019a; Kedia et al., 2024; Emadi, 2026; Chen & Wei, 2026). Xiong et al. (2020) showed that Post-LN has
imbalanced gradient magnitudes at initialization, and more recent analyses attributed gradient vanishing in
deep Post-LN networks to repeated normalization Jacobians along the residual path (Emadi, 2026; Chen &
Wei, 2026). Our backward analysis is complementary to these results. In addition to showing that Post-
Norm backward propagation contracts, we identify a concrete mechanism for why this contraction becomes
stronger after collapse.
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B Appendix Notation Table
Numbers

n Sequence length

d Model dimension

dff Feed-forward hidden dimension

v Vocabulary size

Ldepth Total number of Transformer layers

l Layer index

k ∈ {1, 2} Sublayer index, with k = 1 for attention and k = 2 for FFN

H Number of attention heads

B Batch size

t1, t2 Token similarity of X1 and X2

ρ1, ρ2 Pairwise row correlation coefficient of X1 and X2

Hn Harmonic number
∑n
i=1

1
i

H(k)
n Generalized harmonic number

∑n
i=1

1
ik

γeuler Euler–Mascheroni constant

ξ Scalar coefficient multiplying the pairwise SwiGLU moment

βi Number of occurrences of label i in the sequence

σ2
Gk

Gradient variance

αlk Sublayer gradient contribution factor in layer l

c0 Exact-collapse RMSNorm shrinkage factor

Vectors and Matrices

1n All-one column vector in Rn×1

Π1 Mean-projection matrix 1
n1n1

⊤
n

Cn Causal prefix-averaging matrix

Mcausal Additive causal mask used in attention logits

Xl
k Input of sublayer k in layer l

Yl
k Output of sublayer k in layer l, including the residual addition

P Attention weight matrix

p̂ Shared output distribution under exact collapse

P̂ Output probability matrix under exact collapse

E(y) One-hot label matrix for the label sequence y

X̄ Mean-projected component Π1X of X

ȳk Mean token vector in the near-collapse decomposition of Yk
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Gk Backpropagated gradient ∂L/∂Yk

Rs SwiGLU hidden branch feature

Pde Deescalated attention matrix, P − αCn

WQ, WK , WV , WO Query, key, value, and output projection matrices

W Folded attention output matrix in the single-head theory

W1, W2, W3 SwiGLU parameter matrices

Wlm LM-head matrix

XH Hidden representation before the LM head

Functions

Softmaxrow(·) Row-wise softmax

RMS(·) RMSNorm applied row-wise

Attn(·) Attention branch

FFN(·) Feed-forward branch

tsim(X) Token similarity of X

tdiv(X) Token diversity of X

m(ρ) Pairwise SwiGLU moment

c(ylk, αlk) One-step gradient contraction factor in layer l

C Forward Similarity Amplification Details and Proofs

This section develops the forward amplification part of the paper. It states the initialization-time assump-
tions, derives the one-step attention and SwiGLU updates, quantifies the RMSNorm correction, and explains
why the ratio-of-expectations surrogate is accurate for the one-step change in token similarity.

C.1 Technical Assumptions for the Forward Analysis

This subsection collects the initialization-time assumptions used throughout the forward appendix. Under
these assumptions, the attention and SwiGLU residual updates can be reduced to expected second moments,
which leads to the closed-form one-step token-similarity formulas proved later in this section.
Assumption C.1 (Initialization-Time Structure for the Forward Analysis). We use the following
initialization-time structure in the forward analysis.

(i) Initialization Scheme. All weight matrices W, WQ, WK , W1, W2, W3 have i.i.d. Gaussian entries
with mean 0.

(ii) Input Structure. For k ∈ {1, 2}, each row of Xk has squared norm d, namely

∥(Xk)i,:∥2
2 = d, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Hence ∥Xk∥2
F = nd.
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(iii) Equal-Correlation Closure. For k ∈ {1, 2}, let

tk := tsim(Xk), ρk := ρ(tk) = ntk − 1
n − 1 .

We approximate the token Gram matrix by

XkX⊤
k ≈ d

(
ρk nΠ1 + (1 − ρk)I

)
. (7)

Combined with part (ii), this means that each diagonal entry equals d, while each off-diagonal entry is
approximated by d ρk.

(iv) Ratio-of-Expectations Surrogate. For the sublayer outputs Yk analyzed below, we approximate

E [tsim(Yk)] = E

[
∥Π1Yk∥2

F

∥Yk∥2
F

]
≈

E
[
∥Π1Yk∥2

F

]
E
[
∥Yk∥2

F

] .

Remark. Parts (i)–(iii) specify the initialization-time structure used in the forward analysis. In particular,
part (iii) gives a one-parameter equal-correlation closure for the token Gram matrix, with the parameter
determined by the token similarity tk = tsim(Xk).

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

We now derive the attention-side one-step formula in Theorem 3.2. The derivation computes the expected
numerator and denominator after one attention residual update, and applying the ratio-of-expectations
surrogate gives the one-step token-similarity change. In addition to Assumption C.1, the attention derivation
uses one extra approximation on the attention weights.
Assumption C.2 (Prefix-Averaging Approximation). At initialization, we approximate the causal attention
matrix P by the prefix-averaging matrix Cn, where

(Cn)i,j =
{

1/i, if i ≥ j,

0, otherwise.

Remark. At initialization, the prefix-averaging matrix Cn serves as the deterministic surrogate used for
the causal attention matrix in the forward appendix.

The attention layer with residual connection is:

P = Softmaxrow

(
(X1WQ)(X1WK)⊤

√
d

+ Mcausal

)
Y1 = X1 + PX1W

where (Mcausal)i,j = 0 for i ≥ j, and −∞ otherwise. The matrix P is the attention weight matrix. We can
expand the denominator and numerator part of Y1 as :

∥Π1Y1∥2
F = ∥Π1X1∥2

F + 2 ⟨Π1X1, Π1PX1W⟩ + ∥Π1PX1W∥2
F

∥Y1∥2
F = ∥X1∥2

F + 2 ⟨X1, PX1W⟩ + ∥PX1W∥2
F

Using the zero-mean initialization of W, the cross terms vanish after taking expectation over W. We then
evaluate the remaining quadratic terms with X1 treated as fixed. Under Assumption C.1(iii), we use the
closure

X1X⊤
1 ≈ d

(
ρ1 nΠ1 + (1 − ρ1)I

)
, ρ1 := ntsim(X1) − 1

n − 1 ,

and under the prefix-averaging approximation we replace P by Cn. This yields the closed-form evolution:
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Theorem C.3. Under Assumptions C.1 and C.2, we have

E
[
∥Π1Y1∥2

F

]
= ndtsim(X1) + d2σ2

W (ρ1n + (1 − ρ1)(2 − Hn/n))

E
[
∥Y1∥2

F

]
= nd + d2σ2

W (ρ1n + (1 − ρ1)Hn)

where ρ1 = ntsim(X1)−1
n−1 and the harmonic series Hn =

∑n
i=1

1
i .

Proof. We first consider the more complicated term, E
[
∥Π1Y∥2

F

]
, by expanding it directly

E
[
∥Π1Y∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥Π1X + Π1PXW∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥Π1X∥2

F

]
+ 2E [⟨Π1X, Π1PXW⟩] + E

[
∥Π1PXW∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥Π1X∥2

F

]
+ E

[
∥Π1PXW∥2

F

]
The last equality follows from

E [⟨Π1X, Π1PXW⟩] = E
[
tr(XTΠ1PXW)

]
= tr(E

[
XTΠ1PX

]
E [W]) = 0 (By (i) of Assumption C.1, E [W] = 0)

We already have ∥Π1X∥2
F = tsim(X) ∥X∥2

F = ndtsim(X) from the definition of tsim(X). Let ρ := ntsim(X)−1
n−1 .

For the term E
[
∥Π1PXW∥2

F

]
, using E

[
WWT

]
= dσ2

WI, we obtain

EWQ,WK ,W

[
∥Π1PXW∥2

F

]
= EWQ,WK ,W

[
tr(Π1PXWWTXTPTΠ1)

]
= EWQ,WK

[
tr(Π1PXEW

[
WWT

]
XTPTΠ1)

]
= dσ2

WEWQ,WK

[
tr(Π1PXXTPTΠ1)

]
= dσ2

Wtr(Π1EWQ,WK

[
PXXTPT

]
Π1)

We then need to compute E
[
PXXTPT

]
. Under Assumption C.2, we replace P by Cn and obtain

E
[
PXXTPT

]
≈ Cn XXT CT

n .

Applying Assumption C.1(iii) then gives

E
[
PXXTPT

]
≈ Cn XXT CT

n

≈ Cn

(
d(ρ nΠ1 + (1 − ρ)I)

)
CT
n

= dρ nΠ1 + d(1 − ρ)CnCT
n

and

tr(Π1E
[
PXXTPT

]
Π1) = tr(dρ nΠ1 + d(1 − ρ)Π1CnCT

nΠ1)
= dρ n + d(1 − ρ) ∥Π1Cn∥2

F
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Denote the harmonic series as Hn =
∑n
k=1

1
k , we can express ∥Π1Cn∥F as follows

∥Π1Cn∥2
F = 1

n

n∑
i=1

 n∑
j=i

1
j

2

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

 n∑
j=i

1
j2 + 2

∑
i≤j<k≤n

1
jk


= 1

n

 n∑
j=1

j

j2 + 2
∑

1≤j<k≤n

j

jk


= 1

n

(
Hn + 2

n∑
k=1

k − 1
k

)

= 2 − 1
n

n∑
i=1

1
i

= 2 − 1
n

Hn

Plug ∥Π1Cn∥2
F = 2 − 1

nHn back to previous formula, we get

E
[
∥Π1Y∥2

F

]
= ndtsim(X) + d2σ2

W (ρn + (1 − ρ)(2 − Hn/n))

Following similar line of argument, we have the following formulas for E
[
∥Y∥2

F

]

E
[
∥Y∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥X∥2

F

]
+ E

[
∥PXW∥2

F

]
EWQ,WK ,W

[
∥PXW∥2

F

]
= dσ2

Wtr(EWQ,WK

[
PXXTPT

]
)

tr(EWQ,WK

[
PXXTPT

]
) = dρ n + d(1 − ρ) ∥Cn∥2

F

We can express ∥Cn∥2
F as

∥Cn∥2
F =

n∑
i=1

i × 1
i2 = Hn

Plug ∥Cn∥2
F = Hn back into previous derivation we get

E
[
∥Y∥2

F

]
= nd + d2σ2

W (ρn + (1 − ρ)Hn)

For E [tsim(Y)], plug in our derivation for E
[
∥Y∥2

F

]
,E
[
∥Π1Y∥2

F

]
respectively and we get the final formula.

The harmonic series can be approximated by

Hn ≈ log n + γeuler + 1
2n

− 1
12n2

where γeuler ≈ 0.5772 is the Euler–Mascheroni constant. For neural network n is generally greater than 100,
which makes Hn ≈ log n + γeuler a good approximation.

C.3 Proof of Corollary 3.3

We now prove Corollary 3.3, which isolates the role of the prefix-averaging component αCn. The calculation
shows how removing this component weakens the one-step similarity increase for the attention sublayer.
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Proof. Define

Pde := P − αCn, Yde = X1 + PdeX1W, t := tsim(X1), ρ1 := nt − 1
n − 1 .

As in the proof of the attention forward theorem, cross terms vanish in expectation because E [W] = 0, so
it suffices to compute second moments of the attention branch.

Using the same prefix-averaging replacement,
E
[
PdeX1X⊤

1 P⊤
de

]
≈ (1 − α)2CnX1X⊤

1 C⊤
n ,

as above,
E
[
PdeX1X⊤

1 P⊤
de

]
≈ (1 − α)2CnX1X⊤

1 C⊤
n

= (1 − α)2d Cn

(
ρ11n1

⊤
n + (1 − ρ1)I

)
C⊤
n .

Let λα := (1 − α)2. Repeating the trace computations from Theorem C.3 gives

E
[
∥Π1Yde∥2

F

]
= nd t + dσ2

Wλα

(
ρ1n + (1 − ρ1)

(
2 − Hn

n

))
,

E
[
∥Yde∥2

F

]
= nd + dσ2

Wλα(ρ1n + (1 − ρ1)Hn) .

Dividing numerator and denominator by nd, and using the Post-Norm identity ∥X1∥2
F = nd so that the

main-text attention-strength scalar becomes

s = nd2σ2
W

∥X1∥2
F

= dσ2
W,

we get

E [tsim(Yde)] ≈
t + λαs

[
ρ1 + 1−ρ1

n

(
2 − Hn

n

)]
1 + λαs

[
ρ1 + 1−ρ1

n Hn

] .

Using a+b
1+c = a + b−ac

1+c , this becomes

E [tsim(Yde)] ≈ t +
λαs

(
ρ1(1 − t) + 1−ρ1

n

(
2 − Hn

n − tHn

))
1 + λαs

[
ρ1 + 1−ρ1

n Hn

] .

Substituting ρ1 = nt−1
n−1 gives

ρ1(1 − t) + 1 − ρ1

n

(
2 − Hn

n
− tHn

)
= (1 − t)(n − Hn)(nt + 1)

n(n − 1) = f1(t),

ρ1 + 1 − ρ1

n
Hn = (n − Hn)t + Hn − 1

n − 1 = f2(t),

which are exactly the two functions defined in Theorem 3.2. Therefore,

E [tsim(Yde)] ≈ R(λα) := t + λαsf1(t)
1 + λαsf2(t) ,

To derive monotonicity, differentiate w.r.t. λα:
dR

dλα
= sf1(t)

(1 + λαsf2(t))2 .

For t ∈ [1/n, 1), we have f1(t) > 0, so dR
dλα

> 0. Since

dλα
dα

= −2(1 − α) ≤ 0,

we obtain dR
dα < 0 for α ∈ [0, 1) in this regime, so larger α reduces expected similarity. Also,

lim
α→1

E [tsim(Yde)] ≈ lim
λα→0

R(λα) = t.
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof. We next derive the SwiGLU one-step correction in Theorem 3.4. Let

Rs := SiLU(X2W1) ⊙ (X2W3), Y2 = X2 + RsW2.

As in the attention case, we compute the expected numerator and denominator separately so the FFN
contribution can be compared directly with the attention-side increment. Since W1, W3, W2 are all mean-
zero and independent of X2, we have

E [⟨X2, RsW2⟩] = E
[
tr(X⊤

2 RsW2)
]

= tr
(
E
[
X⊤

2 Rs

]
E [W2]

)
= 0.

Hence,

E
[
∥Π1Y2∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥Π1X2∥2

F

]
+ E

[
∥Π1RsW2∥2

F

]
,

E
[
∥Y2∥2

F

]
= E

[
∥X2∥2

F

]
+ E

[
∥RsW2∥2

F

]
.

It therefore remains to compute the branch second moments. Since W2 is independent of (X2, W1, W3)
and E

[
W2W⊤

2
]

= dσ2
W2

I,

E
[
∥Π1RsW2∥2

F

]
= dσ2

W2
tr
(
Π1E

[
RsR⊤

s

]
Π1

)
,

E
[
∥RsW2∥2

F

]
= dσ2

W2
tr
(
E
[
RsR⊤

s

])
.

Let A = X2W1 and B = X2W3. Since W1 ⊥ W3, for any k ∈ [dff]:

(Rs)i,k = SiLU(Ai,k) · Bi,k.

For i ̸= j, using independence of W1 and W3:

E [(Rs)i,k(Rs)j,k] = E [SiLU(Ai,k)SiLU(Aj,k)] · E [Bi,kBj,k] .

Under Assumption C.1, (Ai,k, Aj,k) is bivariate Gaussian with marginal variance σ2
W1

d and correlation ρ2,
and E [Bi,kBj,k] = dσ2

W3
ρ2 for i ̸= j, σ2

W3
d for i = j. Define

m(ρ) := E [SiLU(u)SiLU(v)] , (u, v) ∼ N
(

0, σ2
W1

d

(
1 ρ
ρ 1

))
.

Summing over k under the equal-correlation closure gives

E
[
RsR⊤

s

]
ij

= dff · m(ρ2) · σ2
W3

d ρ2, i ̸= j,

E
[
RsR⊤

s

]
ii

= dff · m(1) · σ2
W3

d.

E
[
RsR⊤

s

]
= dffσ2

W3
d
(
n m(ρ2)ρ2 Π1 + (m(1) − m(ρ2)ρ2)I

)
.

Using tr(Π1MΠ1) = 1
n

∑
i,j Mij and tr(M) =

∑
i Mii, we obtain

tr
(
Π1E

[
RsR⊤

s

]
Π1

)
= dffσ2

W3
d
(
m(1) + (n − 1)m(ρ2)ρ2

)
= dffσ2

W3
d hn(ρ2),

tr
(
E
[
RsR⊤

s

])
= ndffσ2

W3
d m(1),

where
hn(ρ2) := m(1) + (n − 1)m(ρ2)ρ2.
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Figure 7: m(ρ) under standard initialization.

The important asymmetry is that the denominator trace depends only on diagonal terms, whereas the
equal-correlation closure only enters through the off-diagonal contribution to the projected numerator trace.
Substituting these traces back into the numerator and denominator expressions, and using E

[
∥Π1X2∥2

F

]
=

nd tsim(X2) and E
[
∥X2∥2

F

]
= nd, we obtain

E
[
∥Π1Y2∥2

F

]
= nd tsim(X2) + dffd2σ2

W3
σ2

W2
hn(ρ2),

E
[
∥Y2∥2

F

]
= nd + ndffd2σ2

W3
σ2

W2
m(1).

Therefore, using the ratio-of-expectations surrogate and writing t2 := tsim(X2), we obtain

E [tsim(Y2)] ≈
t2 + ddffσ

2
W2

σ2
W3

n

(
m(1) + (nt2 − 1)m(ρ2)

)
1 + ddffσ2

W2
σ2

W3
m(1) ,

where the coefficient is denoted ξ := ddffσ2
W2

σ2
W3

in the main text.

Rewriting the same expression in terms of t2 gives Eq. (6). Without that specialization, the same derivation
already shows that only the projected numerator term changes, while the denominator term stays the same.

Numerical evaluation of m(ρ). To give a better understanding of the numerical properties of the SwiGLU
correction, we evaluate m(ρ) numerically. We can see that m(ρ) is approximately linear and increasing on
ρ ∈ [0, 1], and ρm(ρ) is also increasing on ρ ∈ [0, 1]. Numerically, m(0) ≈ 0.006 and m(1) ≈ 0.100 under
current variance setting

C.5 Deterministic Control of the RMSNorm Forward Correction

We now bound the change from tsim(Y) to tsim(TY) for a fixed diagonal matrix T. The bound is controlled
by

η := ∥T − µI∥2

µ
,

which measures how far the RMS factors are from their mean scalar µ. Let T := Γ(Y) be diagonal, with
Ti,i = 1/

√
1
d∥Yi,:∥2

2 + ϵ. Then RMS normalization is Z = TY. In this subsection only, we keep the
numerical stabilizer ϵ so that the row-wise scaling factors remain well-defined even when some row Yi,: is
zero. On the FFN branch, E∥Yi,:∥2

2 is the same for every position i. On the attention branch, the next
lemma writes E∥Yi,:∥2

2 as α + β/i, so the expected squared row norm varies with i through the 1/i term.

Token Similarity after RMS. We begin with the SwiGLU branch, where E∥Yi,:∥2
2 is the same for every

position i.

24



Lemma C.4. Under Assumption C.1, the expected squared row norms are constant across positions:

E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= d + dffd2σ2
W3

σ2
W2

m(1), for all i ∈ [n],

Lemma C.4 shows that E∥Yi,:∥2
2 does not depend on the position i on the SwiGLU branch. We next turn

to the attention branch, where causal masking makes the row norms position-dependent.

Self-attention outputs have position-dependent row norms because later tokens attend to more previous
tokens. The next lemma gives the form of E∥Yi,:∥2

2 across positions.
Lemma C.5. For Y = X + PXW under Assumption C.1, the expected squared row norms follow:

E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= α + β

i
, where α := d + d2ρ σ2

W, β := d2σ2
W(1 − ρ), ρ := ntsim(X) − 1

n − 1 .

Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.5 give formulas for E∥Yi,:∥2
2. Theorem C.6 then bounds tsim(TY) directly in

terms of the diagonal matrix T.
Theorem C.6. Let T be any diagonal matrix with positive diagonal entries, and define

µ := 1
n

tr(T), η := ∥T − µI∥2

µ
.

For any nonzero Y ∈ Rn×d, let t := tsim(Y). If η < 1, then(
max{

√
t − η, 0}

)2

(1 + η)2 ≤ tsim(TY) ≤ (
√

t + η)2

(1 − η)2 .

In particular, if η ≪
√

t, then the bounds above force tsim(TY)/tsim(Y) to stay close to 1.

C.6 Supporting Proof of Theorem C.6

C.6.1 Proof of Lemma C.4

Proof. For SwiGLU FFN, Y = X + RsW2 with

Rs = SiLU(XW1) ⊙ (XW3).

For any row i,

E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= E
[
∥Xi,:∥2

2
]

+ E
[
∥Rs,i,:W2∥2

2
]

+ 2E [⟨Xi,:, Rs,i,:W2⟩] .

The cross term is zero because E [W2] = 0 and W2 is independent of (X, W1, W3). By Assumption
C.1(ii), E

[
∥Xi,:∥2

2
]

= d. As computed in the proof of Theorem 3.4, the diagonal branch second moment is
row-independent:

E
[
∥Rs,i,:∥2

2
]

= E
[(

RsR⊤
s

)
ii

]
= dffdσ2

W3
m(1).

Finally,
E
[
∥Rs,i,:W2∥2

2
]

= dσ2
W2

E
[
∥Rs,i,:∥2

2
]

= dffd2σ2
W3

σ2
W2

m(1).

Hence
E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= d + dffd2σ2
W3

σ2
W2

m(1),

independent of i.
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C.6.2 Proof of Lemma C.5

Proof. For the attention module, expand the row norm as

Y = X + PXW,

E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= E
[
∥Xi,:∥2

2
]

+ E
[
∥Pi,:XW∥2

2
]

+ 2E [⟨Xi,:, Pi,:XW⟩] .

The cross term vanishes because E [W] = 0. By Assumption C.1(ii), E
[
∥Xi,:∥2

2
]

= d. Using the prefix-
averaging profile of the attention row and the equal-correlation closure, we obtain

E
[
∥Pi,:XW∥2

2
]

= d2σ2
W

(
1
i

+ i − 1
i

ρ

)
, ρ = ntsim(X) − 1

n − 1 .

Rearranging gives

E
[
∥Yi,:∥2

2
]

= d + d2ρσ2
W + d2σ2

W(1 − ρ)
i

= α + β

i
,

with α := d + d2ρ σ2
W and β := d2σ2

W(1 − ρ).

C.6.3 Proof of Theorem C.6

Proof. Write
T = µI + ∆, ∥∆∥2 = ηµ,

and let P := Π1. Then ∥P∥2 = 1 and

t = ∥PY∥2
F

∥Y∥2
F

.

Since η < 1, the diagonal entries of T stay positive and

∥TY∥F ≤ µ∥Y∥F + ∥∆Y∥F ≤ µ(1 + η)∥Y∥F ,

∥TY∥F ≥ µ∥Y∥F − ∥∆Y∥F ≥ µ(1 − η)∥Y∥F .

For the numerator ∥PTY∥F ,

∥PTY∥F = ∥µPY + P∆Y∥F
≤ µ∥PY∥F + ∥P∥2∥∆∥2∥Y∥F
≤ µ(

√
t + η)∥Y∥F ,

and similarly

∥PTY∥F ≥ µ∥PY∥F − ∥P∥2∥∆∥2∥Y∥F
≥ µ(

√
t − η)∥Y∥F .

Since ∥PTY∥F ≥ 0, we can rewrite the lower bound as

∥PTY∥F ≥ µ max{
√

t − η, 0}∥Y∥F .

Squaring the numerator bounds and dividing by the squared denominator bounds gives(
max{

√
t − η, 0}

)2

(1 + η)2 ≤ ∥PTY∥2
F

∥TY∥2
F

≤ (
√

t + η)2

(1 − η)2 ,

which is exactly the claimed estimate for tsim(TY).
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Interpretation for RMSNorm. For RMSNorm, T is the diagonal matrix with entries

Ti,i = 1√
∥Yi,:∥2

2/d + ϵ
.

Therefore
η = ∥T − µI∥2

µ

measures the spread of the RMS factors around their mean scalar µ. When this spread satisfies η ≪√
tsim(Y), Theorem C.6 keeps tsim(TY) close to tsim(Y).

C.7 Justification of Ratio-of-Expectations Surrogate

This subsection checks the ratio-of-expectations approximation after the matrices before the last Gaussian
projection are fixed. For the attention update, we condition on (X, P) and take probability only over W.
For the SwiGLU update, we condition on (X, Rs) and take probability only over W2. The closed-form
centers used in the forward theorem are obtained by applying the same equal-correlation, prefix-averaging,
and SwiGLU moment closures used in the preceding derivations.

For matrix updates of the form B = A + M(A), define

ξ1 := ∥Π1B∥2
F

∥Π1A∥2
F

, ξ2 := ∥B∥2
F

∥A∥2
F

.

Then
tsim(B) = ξ1

ξ2
tsim(A).

The next lemma controls the difference between ξ1/ξ2 and the ratio of conditional expectations after condi-
tioning on (X, P).
Lemma C.7. Condition on (X, P) and let

mi := E[ξi | X, P], i ∈ {1, 2}.

Assume m1, m2 > 0. Then for every ε > 0,

P
(∣∣∣∣ξ1

ξ2
− m1

m2

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

∣∣∣∣ X, P
)

≤ P
(

|ξ2 − m2| ≥ m2

2

∣∣∣ X, P
)

+ P
(

max
i=1,2

|ξi − mi| ≥ γε

∣∣∣∣ X, P
)

,

where
γ := min

{
m2

4 ,
m2

2
4m1

}
.

Proof. Let
E0 :=

{
|ξ2 − m2| ≤ m2

2

}
.

On E0, we have ξ2 ≥ m2/2, so ∣∣∣∣ξ1

ξ2
− m1

m2

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣m2(ξ1 − m1) − m1(ξ2 − m2)

ξ2m2

∣∣∣∣
≤ 2

m2
|ξ1 − m1| + 2m1

m2
2

|ξ2 − m2|.

Therefore, {∣∣∣∣ξ1

ξ2
− m1

m2

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
∩ E0 ⊆

{
|ξ1 − m1| ≥ εm2

4

}
∪
{

|ξ2 − m2| ≥ εm2
2

4m1

}
.

Taking conditional probabilities given (X, P) and using the definition of γ gives the claim.
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Therefore, after conditioning on (X, P), it suffices to show concentration for ξ1 and ξ2 around E[ξ1 | X, P]
and E[ξ2 | X, P]. We analyze

ξ1 := ∥Π1Y∥2
F

∥Π1X∥2
F

, ξ2 := ∥Y∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

.

Under Assumption C.1, ∥Π1X∥2
F = t nd and ∥X∥2

F = nd. The following argument uses three standard
concentration inequalities.
Lemma C.8. (General Hoeffding’s Inequality) Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent, zero-mean random variables
such that each Xi is sub-Gaussian with norm ∥Xi∥ψ2 ≤ Ki. Let S =

∑n
i=1 Xi and v2 =

∑n
i=1 K2

i .

Then for all ϵ ≥ 0:

P(|S| ≥ ϵ) ≤ 2 exp
(

−cϵ2

v2

)
where c > 0 is an absolute constant (one can take c = 1/2 for Gaussians).
Lemma C.9. (Bernstein’s Inequality) Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent, zero-mean random variables such that
each Xi is sub-exponential with norm ∥Xi∥ψ1 ≤ K. Let S =

∑n
i=1 Xi.

Then for all ϵ ≥ 0:

P(|S| ≥ ϵ) ≤ 2 exp
(

−c · min
{

ϵ2

nK2 ,
ϵ

K

})
Lemma C.10. (Hanson-Wright Inequality) Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn be a random vector with independent,
zero-mean, sub-Gaussian components satisfying maxi ∥xi∥ψ2 ≤ K. Let A ∈ Rn×n be a fixed matrix (not
necessarily symmetric or PSD).

Then for all ϵ ≥ 0:

P
(∣∣x⊤Ax − E[x⊤Ax]

∣∣ ≥ ϵ
)

≤ 2 exp
(

−c · min
{

ϵ2

K4∥A∥2
F

,
ϵ

K2∥A∥2

})

Remark: Unlike Hoeffding/Bernstein, which apply to sums of independent terms, Hanson-Wright applies
to quadratic forms

∑
i,j AijXiXj in which the summands are dependent.

Lemma C.11. Let Y = X+PXW, where the entries of W are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with mean
0 and variance σ2

W. Define

µ1 := ∥Π1PX∥F
∥Π1X∥F

.

Conditioned on (X, P), for every ε > 0,

P(|ξ2 − E[ξ2 | X, P]| ≥ ε | X, P) ≤ 4 exp
(

−c min
{

ε2∥X∥2
F

σ2
W∥PX∥2

F

,
ε2∥X∥4

F

dσ4
W∥PX∥4

F

,
ε∥X∥2

F

σ2
W∥PX∥2

F

})
, (8)

P(|ξ1 − E[ξ1 | X, P]| ≥ ε | X, P) ≤ 4 exp
(

−c min
{

ε2∥Π1X∥2
F

σ2
W∥Π1PX∥2

F

,
ε2∥Π1X∥4

F

dσ4
W∥Π1PX∥4

F

,
ε∥Π1X∥2

F

σ2
W∥Π1PX∥2

F

})
.

(9)

Moreover,

E[ξ2 | X, P] = 1 + σ2
Wd

∥PX∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

, E[ξ1 | X, P] = 1 + σ2
Wd µ2

1.

Proof. For ξ2, write

ξ2 = ∥X + PXW∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

= 1 + L2 + Q2,

where
L2 := 2⟨X, PXW⟩

∥X∥2
F

, Q2 := ∥PXW∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

.
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Conditioned on (X, P), the term L2 is centered Gaussian with

Var(L2 | X, P) = 4σ2
W∥(PX)⊤X∥2

F

∥X∥4
F

≤ 4σ2
W∥PX∥2

F

∥X∥2
F

,

so Gaussian tails give

P(|L2| ≥ ε | X, P) ≤ 2 exp
(

−c
ε2∥X∥2

F

σ2
W∥PX∥2

F

)
.

Also conditioned on (X, P), the d columns of W are independent Gaussian vectors, so Q2 is a sum of d
independent quadratic forms. Hanson-Wright and Bernstein therefore imply

P(|Q2 − E[Q2 | X, P]| ≥ ε | X, P) ≤ 2 exp
(

−c min
{

ε2∥X∥4
F

dσ4
W∥PX∥4

F

,
ε∥X∥2

F

σ2
W∥PX∥2

F

})
.

The conditional expectation of ξ2 is

E[ξ2 | X, P] = 1 + E[Q2 | X, P],

so the deviation from this conditional expectation is

ξ2 − E[ξ2 | X, P] = L2 +
(
Q2 − E[Q2 | X, P]

)
.

The event
{|ξ2 − E[ξ2 | X, P]| ≥ ε}

is contained in
{|L2| ≥ ε/2} ∪ {|Q2 − E[Q2 | X, P]| ≥ ε/2} .

The one-dimensional Gaussian tail inequality controls L2, and the Hanson-Wright/Bernstein inequality con-
trols Q2 −E[Q2 | X, P]. Combining these two probability bounds gives Eq. (8), after replacing the numerical
constant c in the exponent by a smaller numerical constant.

The argument for ξ1 is identical after replacing X by Π1X and PX by Π1PX. This gives Eq. (9) and the
formula

E[ξ1 | X, P] = 1 + σ2
Wd

∥Π1PX∥2
F

∥Π1X∥2
F

= 1 + σ2
Wd µ2

1.

Under Assumption C.1, ∥X∥2
F = nd and ∥Π1X∥2

F = t nd. Under the prefix-averaging surrogate P ≈ Cn,

∥PX∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

= ρ + 1 − ρ

n
Hn,

which is O(1) in the initialization regime. If in addition t ≥ t0 > 0 and µ1 ≤ C1, then both factors concentrate
at width scale.

For the SwiGLU update, we use the same ratio lemma after replacing the conditioning variables (X, P) by
(X, Rs).
Lemma C.12. For the SwiGLU update

Y = X +
(
SiLU(XW1) ⊙ XW3

)
W2 = X + RsW2,

assume Rs satisfies
∥Rs∥2

F ≤ 2E∥Rs∥2
F , ∥Π1Rs∥2

F ≤ 2E∥Π1Rs∥2
F .

Then, conditioned on any fixed pair (X, Rs) satisfying the two displayed bounds, for every ε > 0,

P(|ξ2 − E[ξ2 | X, Rs]| ≥ ε | X, Rs) ≤ 4 exp
(

−c min
{

ε2∥X∥2
F

σ2
W2

∥Rs∥2
F

,
ε2∥X∥4

F

dσ4
W2

∥Rs∥4
F

,
ε∥X∥2

F

σ2
W2

∥Rs∥2
F

})
, (10)

P(|ξ1 − E[ξ1 | X, Rs]| ≥ ε | X, Rs) ≤ 4 exp
(

−c min
{

ε2∥Π1X∥2
F

σ2
W2

∥Π1Rs∥2
F

,
ε2∥Π1X∥4

F

dσ4
W2

∥Π1Rs∥4
F

,
ε∥Π1X∥2

F

σ2
W2

∥Π1Rs∥2
F

})
.

(11)
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Proof. Condition on a fixed pair (X, Rs) satisfying the two displayed bounds. Expanding the squared
Frobenius norm in ξ2 gives

ξ2 − E[ξ2 | X, Rs] = 2⟨X, RsW2⟩
∥X∥2

F

+
(

∥RsW2∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

− E
[

∥RsW2∥2
F

∥X∥2
F

| X, Rs

])
.

Expanding the squared Frobenius norm in ξ1 gives

ξ1 − E[ξ1 | X, Rs] = 2⟨Π1X, Π1RsW2⟩
∥Π1X∥2

F

+
(

∥Π1RsW2∥2
F

∥Π1X∥2
F

− E
[

∥Π1RsW2∥2
F

∥Π1X∥2
F

| X, Rs

])
.

Conditioned on (X, Rs), the two inner-product terms are one-dimensional Gaussian random variables. The
two quadratic terms are sums of Gaussian quadratic forms. Applying the one-dimensional Gaussian tail
inequality to the two inner-product terms, applying the Hanson-Wright/Bernstein inequality to the two
quadratic terms minus their conditional expectations, and then applying a union bound gives Eqs. (10) and
(11), after replacing the numerical constant c in the exponent by a smaller numerical constant.

Under the standard initialization and dff = Θ(d), the moment calculations in Appendix C.4 give the closed-
form conditional centers used for the SwiGLU branch. Lemma C.12 then controls the remaining randomness
from the output projection W2 around these centers.

D Backward Repair Incapacity Details and Proofs

This section supplies the technical steps behind the backward analysis in the main text. It first proves the
gradient-contraction bound, then shows that the same contraction persists near collapse, and finally proves
the exact-collapse residual-norm growth statement that drives the RMSNorm factor below one.

D.1 Proof of Theorem 3.6

This subsection proves the gradient bound in Theorem 3.6. Its role is to describe how RMSNorm shrinkage
factor and the sublayer contribution factors α1, α2 affect the gradient norm.

Proof.

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂(Y1)i,:

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
1
d ∥y1∥2

F

× ∂L
∂(X2)i,:

(
I − y1y⊤

1

∥y1∥2
F

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1√
1
d ∥y1∥2

F

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂(X2)i,:

∥∥∥∥
2

×

∥∥∥∥∥I − y1y⊤
1

∥y1∥2
F

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 1√
1
d ∥y1∥2

F

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂(X2)i,:

∥∥∥∥
2

.

Squaring and summing over rows yields∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Y1

∥∥∥∥2

F

≤ 1
1
d ∥y1∥2

F

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X2

∥∥∥∥2

F

.

Taking square roots gives ∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Y1

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 1√
1
d ∥y1∥2

F

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X2

∥∥∥∥
F

=
√

d

∥y1∥2

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X2

∥∥∥∥
F

.
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By Definition 3.5,
∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X1

∥∥∥
F

≤ α1

∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Y1

∥∥∥
F

, so

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X1

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ α1

√
d

∥y1∥2

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X2

∥∥∥∥
F

.

The same argument for the FFN sublayer gives∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂X2

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ α2

√
d

∥y2∥2

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Xl+1

1

∥∥∥∥
F

.

D.2 Near-Collapse Extension of Theorem 3.6

This subsection extends the exact-collapse contraction statement to the case tsim(Yk) = 1 − δ with small
δ. Its role is to show that the exact-collapse threshold used in the backward theorem still describes a
neighborhood of the collapsed state rather than a single isolated point.
Proposition D.1. Let tsim(Yk) = 1 − δ with 0 < δ ≤ 1/(4n + 1). Decompose

Yk = 1nȳ⊤
k + F, ȳk := 1

n
Y⊤
k 1n, F := (I − Π1)Yk.

Let c0 =
√

d/∥ȳk∥2 be the exact-collapse RMSNorm shrinkage factor. If δ ≤ 1/(4n + 1), then the per-row
shrinkage satisfies √

d

∥yk,i∥2
≤ c0

(
1 + 2

√
nδ

1 − δ

)
for every i.

Consequently, if the corresponding sublayer gradient contribution factor is bounded by αk, then∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Xk

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ c0

(
1 + O(

√
nδ)
)

αk

∥∥∥∥ ∂L
∂Xk+1

∥∥∥∥
F

.

If c0αk ≤ 1 − η for some η > 0, then for sufficiently small δ > 0,

c0(1 + O(
√

nδ))αk < 1,

so the gradient norm contracts from Xk+1 to Xk in the near-collapse regime.

Proof. Since Π1Yk = 1nȳ⊤
k and (I − Π1)Yk = F, the token-similarity definition gives

1 − δ = tsim(Yk) = ∥Π1Yk∥2
F

∥Yk∥2
F

= n∥ȳk∥2
2

n∥ȳk∥2
2 + ∥F∥2

F

.

Therefore
∥F∥2

F = nδ

1 − δ
∥ȳk∥2

2.

Let f⊤
i denote the i-th row of F. Then

∥fi∥2 ≤ ∥F∥F = ∥ȳk∥2

√
nδ

1 − δ
.

By the reverse triangle inequality,

∥yk,i∥2 = ∥ȳk + fi∥2 ≥ ∥ȳk∥2 − ∥fi∥2 ≥ ∥ȳk∥2

(
1 −

√
nδ

1 − δ

)
.
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Under δ ≤ 1/(4n + 1), we have
√

nδ
1−δ ≤ 1/2, so the lower bound is at least ∥ȳk∥2/2 > 0. Hence

√
d

∥yk,i∥2
≤

√
d

∥ȳk∥2

(
1 −

√
nδ

1−δ

) = c0 · 1
1 − u

≤ c0(1 + 2u),

where u :=
√

nδ
1−δ and we used 1/(1−u) ≤ 1+2u for u ≤ 1/2. The RMSNorm Jacobian at row i has spectral

norm
√

d/∥yk,i∥2 (the projection factor I − yk,iy⊤
k,i/∥yk,i∥2

2 has spectral norm 1), so the full block-diagonal
Jacobian has operator norm

max
i

√
d

∥yk,i∥2
≤ c0

(
1 + O(

√
nδ)
)

.

The gradient bound follows by the chain rule and submultiplicativity.

D.3 Residual-Stream Norm Growth at Exact Collapse

This subsection proves the exact-collapse norm-growth step used in the backward analysis. We first show it
for the attention output matrix WO, then for the FFN output matrix W2.
Proposition D.2 (Residual-Stream Norm Growth at Exact Collapse). Consider one Post-Norm block as
defined in Equation 2. Let

G1 := ∂L
∂Y1

, G2 := ∂L
∂Y2

, H1 := PX1WV , Rs := SiLU(X2W1) ⊙ (X2W3).

Suppose exact collapse holds at the attention and FFN sites, so

X1 = 1nx⊤
1 , Y1 = 1ny⊤

1 , X2 = 1nx⊤
2 , Y2 = 1ny⊤

2

for some x1, y1, x2, y2 ∈ Rd. After one gradient step of size η on the attention output matrix WO, the
residual stream becomes

Y1,WO
(η) = Y1 − ηU1, U1 := H1H⊤

1 G1.

After one gradient step of size η on the FFN output matrix W2, the residual stream becomes

Y2,W2(η) = Y2 − ηU2, U2 := RsR⊤
s G2.

Moreover,
∥Y1,WO

(η)∥2
F = ∥Y1∥2

F + η2 ∥U1∥2
F , ∥Y2,W2(η)∥2

F = ∥Y2∥2
F + η2 ∥U2∥2

F .

In particular, whenever U1 ̸= 0 or U2 ̸= 0, the corresponding pre-RMS residual norm grows strictly for
every η > 0.

Proof. We first derive the RMSNorm orthogonality identity used below. If X = RMS(Y) = T(Y)Y with

Ti,i = 1√
1
d∥Yi,:∥2

2

,

then the row-wise Jacobian gives

∂L
∂Yi,:

= Ti,i
∂L

∂Xi,:

(
I −

Y⊤
i,:Yi,:

∥Yi,:∥2
2

)
.

Therefore each gradient row is orthogonal to the corresponding residual row:

∂L
∂Yi,:

Y⊤
i,: = 0.
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Under exact collapse, all residual rows are identical, so this implies

∂L
∂YY⊤ = 0.

Now we consider the attention output matrix WO. At exact collapse tsim(X1) = 1, write X1 = 1nx⊤
1 . Since

P1n = 1n, the attention feature before WO is

H1 := PX1WV = 1nh⊤
1

for some h1 ∈ Rd. One gradient step on WO gives

WO(η) = WO − ηH⊤
1 G1,

so the residual stream update is

Y1,WO
(η) = Y1 − ηH1H⊤

1 G1 = Y1 − ηU1.

Therefore
∥Y1,WO

(η)∥2
F = ∥Y1∥2

F − 2η ⟨Y1, U1⟩ + η2 ∥U1∥2
F .

Because H1 = 1nh⊤
1 , the matrix U1 = H1H⊤

1 G1 also has identical rows. Applying the orthogonality identity
above with Y = Y1 gives G1Y⊤

1 = 0, so ⟨Y1, U1⟩ = 0. Therefore

∥Y1,WO
(η)∥2

F = ∥Y1∥2
F + η2 ∥U1∥2

F .

Second, consider the FFN output matrix W2. At exact collapse tsim(X2) = 1, write X2 = 1nx⊤
2 . Then

Rs = SiLU(X2W1) ⊙ (X2W3) = 1nr⊤
s

for some rs ∈ Rdff . One gradient step on W2 gives

W2(η) = W2 − ηR⊤
s G2,

so the residual stream update is

Y2,W2(η) = Y2 − ηRsR⊤
s G2 = Y2 − ηU2.

The same expansion gives

∥Y2,W2(η)∥2
F = ∥Y2∥2

F − 2η ⟨Y2, U2⟩ + η2 ∥U2∥2
F .

Because Rs = 1nr⊤
s , the matrix U2 = RsR⊤

s G2 also has identical rows. Applying the same orthogonality
identity with Y = Y2 gives G2Y⊤

2 = 0, so ⟨Y2, U2⟩ = 0, hence

∥Y2,W2(η)∥2
F = ∥Y2∥2

F + η2 ∥U2∥2
F .

The strict-growth statement follows immediately.

Remark. The residual stream norm appears in the contraction factor is c(y, α) = α
√

d/∥y∥2 in Theo-
rem 3.6, which is less than 1 when ∥y∥2

2 > dα2. The exact-collapse calculation above shows a monotone
direction: for any nonzero attention-path update, one gradient step strictly increases the pre-normalization
residual norm, making the RMS factor smaller along that local path.

E Properties of a Collapsed Network: Details and Proofs

This section proves two properties of collapsed state. It first identifies the frequency distribution as the
best prediction under exact collapse, then extends the loss bound beyond the exact rank-one setting, and
finally shows why gradients vanish when the hidden state is rank one and the output matches that shared
distribution.
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E.1 Proof of Theorem 3.8 (Lower Bound)

This subsection proves the collapsed loss lower bound in Theorem 3.8. Its role is to show that once all token
representations coincide, the best achievable output distribution is the empirical frequency distribution of
the labels.

Proof. Under exact collapse, the output probability matrix has identical rows. Let p̂ be the common output
distribution, so

P̂ = 1p̂⊤.

If label i appears βi times in y, the cross-entropy loss becomes

− 1
n

n∑
i=1

log P̂i,yi
= − 1

n

v∑
i=1

βi log p̂i.

This is only a regrouping by label counts. To find the optimum, solve

min
p̂

−
v∑
i=1

βi log p̂i

s.t.
v∑
i=1

p̂i = 1

We define the Lagrangian with multiplier µ:

λ(p̂, µ) = −
v∑
i=1

βi log p̂i + µ

(
1 −

v∑
i=1

p̂i

)

Applying the KKT conditions (∂λ/∂p̂i = 0):

−βi
p̂i

− µ = 0 =⇒ p̂i = −βi
µ

Summing over i and enforcing the constraint
∑

p̂i = 1:
v∑
i=1

p̂i = − 1
µ

v∑
i=1

βi = 1 =⇒ µ = −
v∑
i=1

βi

Substituting µ back yields the optimal p̂:
p̂i = βi∑v

j=1 βj

This is exactly the frequency distribution of y.

E.2 Near-collapse extension of Theorem 3.8 (Lower Bound)

We now consider the near-collapsed case and compare the resulting loss to the frequency-distribution op-
timum. While L(X, Wlm, y) is not jointly convex, it is convex in X and in Wlm separately. To see this:
cross-entropy is convex in the logit matrix Z, and since Z = XWlm is linear in each factor when the other is
fixed, the loss is convex in X for any fixed Wlm, and convex in Wlm for any fixed X. This follows because
cross-entropy is convex in logits:

LCE(Z, y) = − 1
n

n∑
i=1

(Zi,yi − log(
v∑
j=1

exp(Zi,j)))

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

(−Zi,yi
+ log(

v∑
j=1

exp(Zi,j)))
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The log-sum-exp term is convex and the remaining term is linear, so the objective is convex in Z. Since
Z = XWlm is linear in each variable when the other is fixed, the objective is convex in X (resp. Wlm)
conditionally.

The gradients of L w.r.t. Wlm, X are

∂L
∂Wlm

= 1
n

XT (Softmax(XWlm) − E(y)) = XT ∂L
∂Z

∂L
∂X = 1

n
(Softmax(XWlm) − E(y))WT

lm = ∂L
∂ZWT

lm

where E(y) ∈ Rn×v is the one-hot matrix for labels y

E(y)i,j =
{

1, If j = yi

0, Otherwise

We have the following inequality

∥ ∂L
∂X∥F = 1

n
∥(Softmax(XWlm) − E(y))WT

lm∥F

≤ 1
n

∥(Softmax(XWlm) − E(y))∥F ∥Wlm∥2

≤ 1
n

(∥Softmax(XWlm)∥F + ∥E(y)∥F )∥Wlm∥2

≤ 1
n

(
√

n +
√

n)∥Wlm∥2

= 2√
n

∥Wlm∥2

The fourth line uses that E(y) has exactly n unit entries and each row of Softmax(XWlm) is a probability
vector, hence row norm at most 1. Let X̄ = Π1X. Since the function is convex w.r.t. X when fixing Wlm
and y, by subgradient inequality, we have the following inequalities

L(X, Wlm, y) ≥ L(X̄, Wlm, y) + ⟨ ∂L
∂X (X̄, Wlm, y), X − X̄⟩

≥ L(X̄, Wlm, y) − ∥ ∂L
∂X (X̄, Wlm, y)∥F ∥X − X̄∥F

≥ L(X̄, Wlm, y) − 2√
n

∥Wlm∥2ϵ

The second inequality is Cauchy-Schwarz. The last uses ∥ ∂L
∂X ∥F ≤ 2√

n
∥Wlm∥2 and ∥X − X̄∥F ≤ ϵ.

E.3 Proof of Theorem 3.8 (Gradient Vanishing)

We prove this result in a more realistic setting with multi-head attention and SwiGLU. The attention
computation is

Qh = X1(WQ)h
Kh = X1(WK)h
Vh = X1(WV )h

Oh = Softmaxrow(QhKT
h√

d
+ Mcausal)Vh

Attn(X) =
[
O1 O2 ... OH

]
WO

Y1 = X1 + Attn(X)
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The SwiGLU FFN is

FFN(X2) = (SiLU(X2W1) ⊙ (X2W3))W2

Y2 = X2 + FFN(X2)

where (Mcausal)i,j = 0 for i ≥ j, and −∞ otherwise, and SiLU(X2) = (X2 ⊙ Sigmoid(X2)). RMSNorm is
unchanged.
Lemma E.1 (Forward closure of row-constant states). If the input to an attention or FFN sublayer is row-
constant, then its residual output is row-constant. Row-wise RMSNorm also maps a row-constant matrix to
a row-constant matrix. Consequently, once a post-norm state is row-constant, all downstream hidden states
are row-constant.

Proof. Let X = 1nx⊤. For attention head h, Vh = 1nv⊤
h for some vh. Its causal softmax matrix Ph is

row-stochastic, so Ph1n = 1n and hence PhVh = 1nv⊤
h . Concatenation, output projection, and residual

addition therefore preserve identical rows. For SwiGLU, both XW1 and XW3 have identical rows; the
same is true after applying SiLU, the Hadamard product, the output projection, and the residual addition.
Finally, RMSNorm applies the same row-wise map to identical rows.

Backward Propagation of Zero-Column-Sum Gradients The proof starts at the LM head and then
moves backward through the collapsed blocks. The key invariant is that once the gradient has zero column
sum at one interface, each collapsed module preserves that property, and the FFN and attention blocks also
force their own parameter gradients to vanish. The main proof is divided into the following steps

1. If outputs equal the frequency distribution at all positions, then for the pre-LM-head embedding
XH :

1Tn
∂L

∂XH
= 0

Denoting the LM-head matrix by Wlm, if also XH = 1n(sH)⊤, then

∂L
∂Wlm

= 0

2. If 1Tn ∂L
∂Yl

2
= 0 and Xl

2 = 1n(xl2)⊤, then all FFN parameter gradients are zero, and 1Tn
∂L
∂Xl

2
= 0.

3. If 1Tn ∂L
∂Yl

1
= 0 and Xl

1 = 1n(xl1)⊤, then all attention parameter gradients are zero, and 1Tn
∂L
∂Xl

1
= 0.

4. If 1Tn ∂L
∂Xl

2
= 0 and Yl

1 = 1n(yl1)⊤, then RMSNorm preserves zero column sum, i.e. 1Tn ∂L
∂Yl

1
= 0. The

same argument applies to the RMSNorm between Yl
2 and Xl+1

1 .

We now begin to state our lemma formally
Lemma E.2. Let XH be the embedding before the LM-head. If the output probability equals the frequency
distribution, then the gradient w.r.t. XH has zero column sum:

1Tn
∂L

∂XH
= 0

Denote the matrix of LM-head as Wlm, then if also XH = 1n(xH)⊤, then

∂L
∂Wlm

= 0

This lemma establishes the base case: if the output equals the frequency distribution and the last hidden
state is rank-one, all gradients vanish at the LM head. The following lemmas show that the zero-column-sum
property of the gradient propagates backward through each module.
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Theorem E.3. Now we prove the gradient-vanishing part of Theorem 3.8.

(a) (Gradient vanishing of FFN) If 1Tn
∂L
Yl

2
= 0, and Xl

2 = 1n(xl2)⊤, then ∂L
∂W = 0 for every parameter

matrix W in Feed-Forward module, and 1Tn
∂L
Xl

2
= 0.

(b) (Gradient vanishing of Attention) If 1Tn
∂L
Yl

1
= 0, and Xl

1 = 1n(xl1)⊤, then ∂L
∂W = 0 for every parameter

matrix W in Attention module, and 1Tn
∂L
Xl

1
= 0.

Lemma E.4. (RMS norm preserves zero column sum of gradient) If 1Tn
∂L
Xl

2
= 0, and Yl

1 = 1n(yl1)⊤, then
1Tn

∂L
Yl

1
= 0. If 1Tn

∂L
Xl+1

1
= 0, and Yl

2 = 1n(yl2)⊤, then 1Tn
∂L
Yl

2
= 0.

E.3.1 Proof of Lemma E.2

Proof. Let P̂ be the output probability matrix after softmax, and let E(y) be the one-hot label matrix (row
i has 1 at index yi). Denote the LM-head input by X. Then

∂L
∂X = (P̂ − E(y))WT

lm,
∂L

∂Wlm
= XT (P̂ − E(y))

Suppose label yi appears ki times. Then if P̂ij = ki

n , we have 1Tn P̂ = 1TnE(y). Therefore,

∂L
∂Wlm

= XT (P̂ − E(y)) = xT1Tn (P̂ − E(y)) = 0

1Tn
∂L
∂X = 1Tn (P̂ − E(y))WT

lm = 0

E.3.2 Proof of Theorem E.3 (a)

Proof. For the FFN layer we consider SwiGLU, where

FFN(X) = (SiLU(XW1) ⊙ (XW3))W2

where SiLU(X) = (X ⊙ Sigmoid(X))
Let

A = XW1

G = SiLU(A)
U = XW3

H = G ⊙ U
Y = X + FFN(X)

The two induction hypotheses are

• Let 1Tn ∈ Rn be the all-one row vector; then 1Tn
∂L
∂Y = 0.

• Input X = 1nx⊤ for some x
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Then
∂L

∂W2
= HT ∂L

∂Y
∂L
∂H = ∂L

∂YWT
2

∂L
∂G = ∂L

∂H ⊙ U

∂L
∂U = ∂L

∂H ⊙ G

∂L
∂W3

= XT ∂L
∂U

∂L
∂A = ∂L

∂G ⊙ (σ(A) + A ⊙ σ(A) ⊙ (1 − σ(A)))

∂L
∂W1

= XT ∂L
∂A

∂L
∂X = ∂L

∂Y + ∂L
∂AWT

1 + ∂L
∂UWT

3

Here we need to use the fact that

M ⊙ (1nv⊤) = MDiag(v)

Since A = XW1 = 1nx⊤W1 := 1na⊤, we have σ(A) = 1nξ⊤, G := 1ng⊤ for some g, then

H = G ⊙ U = (1ng⊤) ⊙ (1nx⊤W3) = (1ng⊤)Diag(W⊤
3 x)

So
∂L

∂W2
= HT ∂L

∂Y = Diag(W⊤
3 x)g(1Tn

∂L
∂Y ) = 0

and
∂L

∂W3
= XT (( ∂L

∂YWT
2 ) ⊙ G) = x1Tn (( ∂L

∂YWT
2 )Diag(g)) = x(1Tn

∂L
∂Y )WT

2 Diag(g) = 0

and
∂L
∂A = ∂L

∂H ⊙ U ⊙ (σ(A) + A ⊙ σ(A) ⊙ (1 − σ(A)))

= ∂L
∂YWT

2 Diag(W⊤
3 x)Diag(ξ + a ⊙ ξ ⊙ (1 − ξ)) =: ∂L

∂YC

for some matrix C = WT
2 Diag(W⊤

3 x)Diag(ξ + a ⊙ ξ ⊙ (1 − ξ)), and

∂L
∂W1

= XT ∂L
∂A = x(1Tn

∂L
∂Y )C = 0

and
∂L
∂U = ( ∂L

∂YWT
2 ) ⊙ G = ∂L

∂YWT
2 Diag(g)

So the gradient ∂L
∂X satisfies

1Tn
∂L
∂X = 1Tn

∂L
∂Y + (1Tn

∂L
∂Y )CWT

1 + (1Tn
∂L
∂Y )WT

2 Diag(g)WT
3 = 0.
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E.3.3 Proof of Theorem E.3 (b)

Proof. Denote the attention operation Attn(X) as computing the following

Qh = X(WQ)h
Kh = X(WK)h
Vh = X(WV )h

Oh = Softmaxrow(QhKT
h√

d
+ Mcausal)Vh

Attn(X) =
[
O1 O2 ... OH

]
WO

Y = X + Attn(X)

where (Mcausal)i,j = 0 for i ≥ j, and −∞ otherwise. Besides the aforementioned notations, we need to add
some extra notations. Let

Ph = Softmaxrow(Sh + Mcausal)

Sh = QhKT
h√

d

Ŝh = Sh + Mcausal

O =
[
O1 O2 ... OH

]
WO =

[
(WO)T1 (WO)T2 ... (WO)TH

]
Then

∂L
∂WO

= OT ∂L
∂Y =

[
( ∂L
∂Y )TO1 ... ( ∂L

∂Y )TOH

]T
and since each row of Ph sums to 1 (i.e. Ph1n = 1n), we have

OT
h

∂L
∂Y = (PhX(WV )h)T ∂L

∂Y

= ((Ph1n)x⊤(WV )h)T ∂L
∂Y

= (1nx⊤(WV )h)T ∂L
∂Y

= ((WV )⊤
h x)(1Tn

∂L
∂Y )

= 0

So ∂L
∂WO

= 0.

∂L
∂Oh

= ∂L
∂Y (WO)h

∂L
∂Vh

= PT
h

∂L
∂Oh

∂L
∂(WV )h

= XT ∂L
∂Vh

∂L
∂Ph

= ∂L
∂Oh

VT
h

where WO =
[
(WO)1 (WO)2 ... (WO)H

]T . Since the causal mask is constant, the unmasked derivative
is the usual row-wise softmax derivative, with masked entries equal to zero. Therefore

∂L
∂Sh

= Ph ⊙ ∂L
∂Ph

− Diag
((

Ph ⊙ ∂L
∂Ph

)
1n

)
Ph.
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Using Ph1n = 1n, we obtain
∂L
∂Sh

1n =
(

Ph ⊙ ∂L
∂Ph

)
1n − Diag

((
Ph ⊙ ∂L

∂Ph

)
1n

)
1n = 0.

Consequently,
∂L

∂Qh
= 1√

d

∂L
∂Sh

Kh,

∂L
∂Kh

= 1√
d

( ∂L
∂Sh

)TQh,

∂L
∂(WQ)h

= 1√
d

XT ∂L
∂Sh

Kh,

∂L
∂(WK)h

= 1√
d

XT ( ∂L
∂Sh

)TQh.

By writing X = 1nx⊤, we have
∂L

∂Qh
= 1√

d

∂L
∂Sh

Kh = 1√
d

∂L
∂Sh

1nx⊤(WK)h = 0

∂L
∂(WK)h

= 1√
d

XT ( ∂L
∂Sh

)TQh = 1√
d

x
(

( ∂L
∂Sh

)1n
)⊤

Qh = 0

∂L
∂(WQ)h

= XT ∂L
∂Qh

= 0

For the gradient w.r.t. input, we have
∂L
∂X =

∑
h

∂L
∂Qh

(WQ)Th +
∑
h

∂L
∂Kh

(WK)Th +
∑
h

∂L
∂Vh

(WV )Th + ∂L
∂Y

=
∑
h

∂L
∂Kh

(WK)Th +
∑
h

∂L
∂Vh

(WV )Th + ∂L
∂Y

and

1Tn
∂L

∂Kh
= 1√

d
1Tn ( ∂L

∂Sh
)TQh = 1√

d
( ∂L
∂Sh

1n)TQh = 0

1Tn
∂L

∂Vh
= 1TnPT

h

∂L
∂Y (WO)h = (1Tn

∂L
∂Y )(WO)h = 0

The derivation for 1Tn ∂L
∂Vh

uses the facts that Ph1n = 1n and 1Tn
∂L
∂Y = 0.

1Tn
∂L
∂X =

∑
h

1Tn
∂L

∂Kh
(WK)Th +

∑
h

1Tn
∂L

∂Vh
(WV )Th + 1Tn

∂L
∂Y = 0

Therefore, after the backward pass of the attention layer, the gradient still satisfies 1Tn ∂L
∂X = 0.

E.3.4 Proof of Lemma E.4

Proof. Under the ideal RMSNorm used in the main text, suppose Y = 1ny⊤. Every row then has the same
RMSNorm Jacobian, so the row-wise backward derivative gives

∂L
∂Y = ∂L

∂X

√
d

∥y∥2

(
I − yy⊤

∥y∥2
2

)
.

Therefore,

1Tn
∂L
∂Y =

(
1Tn

∂L
∂X

) √
d

∥y∥2

(
I − yy⊤

∥y∥2
2

)
= 0.
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F Validation and Supplementary Diagnostics

This section checks the approximations used in Appendix C and adds one repeated-run diagnostic for the
backward transition.

The first subsection records a supporting expectation-level check for the attention second moment:

E
[
PX1X⊤

1 P⊤] ≈ E[P]E[X1X⊤
1 ]E[P⊤]

The second subsection checks the separate prefix-averaging approximation, and the last subsection shows
that the backward-side transition pattern also appears on another collapsing run. These experiments are
all done on the same architecture and optimization setup as the main text (d = 512, dff = 1536, 4 heads,
n = 2048).

F.1 Layerwise Validation of an Unconditional Proxy for the Attention Second Moment

The forward appendix directly replaces Pl by Cn. In parallel, this subsection records the initialization-time
behavior of the unconditional product replacement

E[Pl]E[Xl
1(Xl

1)⊤]E[(Pl)⊤].

We record the resulting errors layer by layer on the same setup in the main text. We measure the relative
Frobenius error of this replacement

δlattn :=
∥∥E[PlXl

1(Xl
1)⊤(Pl)⊤]− E[Pl]E[Xl

1(Xl
1)⊤]E[(Pl)⊤]

∥∥
F∥∥E[PlXl

1(Xl
1)⊤(Pl)⊤

]∥∥
F

.

Because the forward derivation also uses the projected quantity, we separately measure

δlproj :=
∥∥Π1E

[
PlXl

1(Xl
1)⊤(Pl)⊤]Π1 − Π1E[Pl]E[Xl

1(Xl
1)⊤]E[(Pl)⊤]Π1

∥∥
F∥∥Π1E

[
PlXl

1(Xl
1)⊤(Pl)⊤

]
Π1

∥∥
F

.

Figure 8 plots δlattn and δlproj against layer index l. The relative error is small throughout the stack, which
is consistent with the initialization-time attention surrogate used in the forward appendix.

Figure 8: Layerwise validation of the unconditional proxy E[PlXl
1(Xl

1)⊤(Pl)⊤] ≈ E[Pl]E[Xl
1(Xl

1)⊤]E[(Pl)⊤].
The horizontal axis is layer index in the 48-layer Post-Norm stack (d = 512, dff = 1536, 4 heads, n = 2048).
Left: δlattn for different layer, Right: δlproj for different layers

F.2 Initialization-Time Prefix-Averaging Approximation

The forward similarity increment theorem also uses the separate initialization-time proxy E [P] ≈ Cn directly.
To verify that E

[
Pl
]

≈ Cn holds at initialization in the actual experimental architecture, evaluate it at step 0,
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and estimate each layer’s mean attention matrix E[Pl] by averaging over 32 random initializations. Figure 9
reports

∥E[Pl] − Cn∥F
∥Cn∥F

across depth. The relative Frobenius error stays small throughout the stack (about 2.7% in the first layer
and 1.2% by layer 48; mean over layers ≈ 2.1%), directly supporting the initialization-time prefix-averaging
approximation used in Theorem 3.2.

Figure 9: Initialization-time validation of the prefix-averaging approximation.

F.3 Supplementary Experiments for Another Collapsing Run

This subsection repeats the backward diagnostics on another collapsing run under the same architecture and
optimization setup. Its role is to show that the transition pattern highlighted in the main text is not specific
to a single random seed.

Repeated Run on Another Seed. Figures 10 and 11 repeat the same backward-side measurements from
the main text on another collapsing run.

Figure 10: Sublayer gradient contribution in another collapsing Post-Norm run. Dashed vertical line: tran-
sition step ≈ 1979. (a) Training loss. (b) Last-layer token-similarity mean. (c) Attention gradient contri-
bution across layers 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, and 48. (d) FFN gradient contribution across the
same layers.
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Figure 11: Transition-window diagnostic for another collapsing run. Dashed vertical line: transition step
≈ 1979; blue/gray shading: pre/post-transition windows. (a) Attention

√
d/∥yl1∥2. (b) Attention c(yl1, αl1).

(c) FFN
√

d/∥yl2∥2. (d) FFN c(yl2, αl2).

F.4 Learning-Rate Ablation for Backward Incapacity

This subsection adds the same backward-incapacity diagnostics for collapsed Post-Norm runs with learning
rates 1.2×10−3, 1.5×10−3, and 1.8×10−3. For visual readability, the plots masks the sublayer ambplification
and c value when the submodule’s input and output gradient norm fall below 10−10.

0 1000 2000 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Optimizer step

4

6

8

10

Lo
ss

(a) Training loss

0 1000 2000 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Optimizer step

0.6

0.8

1.0

TS
 m

ea
n

(b) Last-layer token similarity mean

TS mean

0 1000 2000 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Optimizer step

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

(c) Attention sublayer amplification factor l
1

0 1000 2000 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Optimizer step

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

(d) FFN sublayer amplification factor l
2

1

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45
48

La
ye

r

Figure 12: Sublayer gradient contribution for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.2 × 10−3.
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Figure 13: Backward-side diagnostic for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.2 × 10−3.
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Figure 14: Per-layer gradient norm for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.2 × 10−3 over optimizer
steps 3123–3133.
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Figure 15: Sublayer gradient contribution for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.5 × 10−3.
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Figure 16: Backward-side diagnostic for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.5 × 10−3.
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Figure 17: Per-layer gradient norm for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.5 × 10−3 over optimizer
steps 1699–1709.
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Figure 18: Sublayer gradient contribution for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.8 × 10−3.
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Figure 19: Backward-side diagnostic for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.8 × 10−3.
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Figure 20: Per-layer gradient norm for the collapsed Post-Norm run with LR=1.8 × 10−3 over optimizer
steps 1754–1764.

F.5 Non-Collapsed Post-Norm Control Run

This subsection gives a non-collapsed Post-Norm run as a contrast case. In this run, the last-layer token
similarity stays away from one and the training loss decreases smoothly. The backward-side quantities also
remain stable across training, providing a comparison to the transition pattern shown in the collapsing runs.
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Figure 21: Sublayer gradient contribution in a non-collapsed Post-Norm run. (a) Training loss. (b) Last-
layer token-similarity mean. (c) Attention gradient contribution across layers 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40,
45, and 48. (d) FFN gradient contribution across the same layers.

Figure 22: Backward-side diagnostic for the same non-collapsed Post-Norm run. (a) Attention
√

d/∥yl1∥2.
(b) Attention c(yl1, αl1). (c) FFN

√
d/∥yl2∥2. (d) FFN c(yl2, αl2).
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