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Abstract

Muon orthogonalizes a weight matrix’s momentum before each step, and on neural networks this simple
preconditioner beats AdamW in a wide range of tasks. Existing analyses explain Muon within general
optimization frameworks or on a few specific models, and many of them view orthogonalization as a
preconditioner. Since the Hessian is the optimal preconditioner under a quadratic approximation of the loss,
these works leave a basic question open: what makes orthogonalization suited to the Hessian of a neural
network? Prior work shows that the layer-wise Hessian of a neural network is row-block diagonally dominant,
and Muon’s implicit preconditioner, the Kronecker product ( VVT)I/ 2 ® I with V' the momentum, has the
same row-block structure exactly when V'V T is diagonally dominant. Diagonal dominance of V'V " has
been observed in language models, but why a neural network produces it has not been explained. This work
provides a quantitative asymptotic theory for neural networks at initialization, and points out the intuition
that the overparameterization of the weight matrices drives the diagonal dominance. We analyze E[GG' "],
which equals IE[VVT] at initialization, in four canonical models: symmetric matrix factorization, deep
linear networks, two-layer ReLU networks, and single-layer linear attention. In each case the diagonal entries
outgrow the off-diagonal ones at explicit rates as the hidden dimensions grow; for the query, key and value
weights of attention the off-diagonal vanishes altogether. Simulations of the four models and experiments
on language models at initialization confirm the predicted scaling. The code for all our simulations and
language-model experiments is available at this link.

1 Introduction

Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) optimizes a matrix-shaped weight W, € R™*" by orthogonalizing the momentum
buffer instead of using it directly. From a stochastic gradient G,

V,=BVioi+(1-8)Gy, Dy=NS;(V,) = (V;V,")"'*V,, Wy =W, —nD;, (1)

with Vi = Gy and NSj a fixed-point iteration for the orthogonal polar factor: if V; = PXQ is a thin
SVD then D; = PQ" = (V;V,")"Y/2V,. A growing body of work studies why Muon works within
general optimization frameworks: as momentum steepest descent under a chosen operator norm (Bernstein &
Newhouse, 2024b,a; Pethick et al., 2025; Lau et al., 2025), as a non-Euclidean trust-region step (Kovalev, 2025),
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Figure 1: Left: Hessian of a Transformer weight matrix at initialization, whose mass concentrates on
the diagonal blocks. Right: the momentum self outer-product V;V,' of a Transformer weight matrix at
initialization (log scale), whose mass concentrates on the diagonal.

under an isotropic curvature model (Su, 2025), with an implicit spectral-norm constraint on the iterates (Chen
et al., 2025), and with convergence guarantees under smoothness or Holder smoothness, heavy-tailed noise,
inexact orthogonalization, variance reduction, and nonsmooth or convex Lipschitz objectives (Li & Hong,
2025; Shen et al., 2025; An et al., 2025; Kovalev & Borodich, 2026; Nagashima & liduka, 2026; Sato et al.,
2026; Gratton & Toint, 2026; Hiibler et al., 2026b; liduka, 2026; Choudhury et al., 2026; Shulgin et al., 2025;
Kim & hwan Oh, 2026; Qian & Richtarik, 2026; Do et al., 2026; Chang et al., 2026; Qian et al., 2025; Li &
Tsuchiya, 2026; Yang et al., 2026; Lai et al., 2026; Parshakova et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2026; Long et al., 2026).

However, those works derive their analyses from abstract assumptions on the loss, such as smoothness or
convexity, imposed uniformly over a problem class rather than from any specific model. The limitation of those
works is that they cannot explain why Muon, a simple matrix preconditioner, works so well for neural networks
specifically. The few theoretical results for specific models, such as matrix factorization and in-context learning
with linear transformers (Ma et al., 2026), linear or bilinear classifiers on separable or imbalanced data (Fan
et al., 2025; Vasudeva et al., 2025), and random-feature and transformer blocks at initialization (Davis &
Drusvyatskiy, 2025), sharpen the picture in particular regimes. Nevertheless, since the Hessian is the optimal
preconditioner under a quadratic approximation of the loss, those previous works leave a basic structural
question for preconditioning methods open: What makes the orthogonalization preconditioner suited
to the Hessian of a neural network specifically? This paper gives a theoretical answer that Muon’s
implicit preconditioner shares a similar row-block diagonally dominant heterogeneous structure to the
neural-network Hessian described by Zhang et al. (2024a,b).

Preconditioner structure versus Hessian structure. Let us first take a view of the equivalent preconditioner
form of orthogonalization. The orthogonalized update is D, = (V;V,")~1/2V,, a left multiplication
that mixes the rows of V;. Stacking the rows of D; and of V; into vectors turns it into vec(D;) =
(ViV;")~Y2 ® I,,)vec(V;), so Muon descends in the metric

Hyvtyon = Ptl/Q & In7 P, = ‘/t‘/tT € Rmxm’ 2

a Kronecker structure determined entirely by P;. At initialization, V = G and hence P, = GOGOT .
Previous work has shown that the neural-network Hessian has a special heterogeneous structure: for a weight
W € R™*" the m x m blocks indexed by its rows (output neurons) are dominated by the diagonal ones,
that is, the layer-wise Hessian is row-block diagonally dominant (Zhang et al., 2024a,b; Dong et al., 2025).
Meanwhile, Deng et al. (2026) point out empirically that GyG' is diagonally dominant throughout training,
and the larger the model, the stronger the dominance. When P is close to diagonal, Hypyon in (2) shares the
row-block structure of the Hessian (Figure 1), so the question reduces to a clean property of the gradient.

Question. How does Neural Networks produce such a diagonally dominant V;V, " (equivalently,
GG/ atinitialization)?

This paper answers this question for neural networks in an asymptotic regime, going a step further than
the empirical observation of Deng et al. (2026) by turning it into a quantitative asymptotic theoretical result
at initialization. We prove that in four canonical neural-network models the diagonal of E[GG "] outgrows
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Figure 2: Empirical I@[GGT] (log scale) of the query, key, value and output projections at initialization, for
single-layer linear attention (left, details in Appendix G.4) and the first attention block of Qwen3.5 (right,
details in Appendix H.1). In both cases the mass concentrates on the diagonal. Each heatmap is normalized by
its empirical mean diagonal magnitude.

the off-diagonal as the hidden dimensions of the weight matrices grow, at rates summarized in Table 1. The
overparameterization of the weight matrices is thus a key indicator of this diagonalization. Our contributions
can be summarized as follows.

1. Hidden-dimension asymptotics theory for Muon’s preconditioner. For symmetric matrix factorization,
deep linear networks, two-layer ReLU networks and single-layer linear attention, we prove that Muon’s
implicit preconditioner becomes diagonally dominant as the hidden dimensions grow, with explicit rates
(Theorems 1 to 4 and Table 1).

2. Empirical evaluation of the predicted scaling, from simulations to language models. Simulations of
the four models reproduce the predicted rates (Section 5), and Qwen3.5, Llama-3.2 and Granite-4.0 at
initialization show the dominance strengthening with model width (Section 6).

2 Related Work

Mechanistic analyses of Muon. Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) replaces the momentum of each weight matrix
by its polar factor. This is the momentum form of steepest descent in the spectral norm, a view developed
by Bernstein & Newhouse (2024b,a). Work on why this update suits neural networks follows two routes.
The first route models the curvature of the loss. Su (2025) introduces an isotropic curvature model and
shows that, under a growth condition on the curvature, the optimal update flattens the spectrum of the
gradient, as orthogonalization does. Davis & Drusvyatskiy (2025) give a layerwise condition, comparing
the nuclear-to-Frobenius ratio of the gradient with the stable rank of the incoming activations, under which
one spectral step decreases the loss more than one Euclidean step. Ma et al. (2026) prove that a simplified
Muon converges linearly on matrix factorization and on in-context learning with linear transformers, at a rate
independent of the condition number and ahead of gradient descent and Adam. Nguyen et al. (2026) recast
Muon as a preconditioned gradient method and show, under a Kronecker-factored curvature model, that spectral
flattening improves the convergence factor. Wang et al. (2026) compare the one-step loss decrease of Muon
and Adam under a second-order Taylor approximation and attribute Muon’s advantage to a smaller curvature
penalty, and Wu et al. (2026) probe the loss landscape along real training runs, estimating the loss-optimal
step size along each singular direction of the momentum. Since the isotropic geometry behind Muon only
approximates the true curvature, several curvature-aware variants have followed (Zhang et al., 2026c; Du & Su,
2026; Che, 2026; Zhang et al., 2026b). The second route studies the update itself. Beneventano et al. (2026)
characterize the polar factor as the entropy-maximizing bounded update that keeps the singular directions of



the gradient and derive its spectral dynamics. Shumaylov et al. (2026) find that random or inverted spectra train
equally well, and Wang et al. (2025b) attribute Muon’s advantage on heavy-tailed data to its more isotropic
update spectrum. Zhang (2026) separate spectral control from gauge equivariance, Eschenhagen et al. (2026)
relate Muon to Shampoo, and Zhang et al. (2026a) ask at which granularity attention weights should be
orthogonalized. Both routes take a curvature model or a landscape as given. None of them compares the
structure of Muon’s implicit preconditioner with that of the network’s Hessian, which is the question we study.

Block structure of the neural-network Hessian. The Hessian of a neural network is near block diagonal,
with most of its mass in dense principal blocks. This observation goes back to Collobert (2004), and the same
structure is assumed by the block-diagonal curvature approximations of Le Roux et al. (2008) and Martens &
Grosse (2015). Dong et al. (2025) quantify the effect at random initialization: for linear and one-hidden-layer
classifiers, the off-diagonal blocks vanish relative to the diagonal ones as the number of classes grows. The
dense blocks within a layer are indexed by output neurons. This is the row-block structure we build on, and it
is the partition by which Adam-mini assigns one learning rate per block to the value, projection and MLP
weights (Zhang et al., 2024b). Beyond being block diagonal, the Hessian is heterogeneous across parameter
blocks. Zhang et al. (2024a) show that in Transformers, unlike CNNs, the Hessian spectrum varies strongly
from one weight matrix to another, so that no single learning rate serves all of them. Ormaniec et al. (2024)
derive the Hessian of a self-attention layer and trace this heterogeneity to the softmax and the query-key
parameterization, Tomihari & Sato (2025) show that gradient heterogeneity across blocks complements it, and
Wang et al. (2025a) exploit the sharpness disparity between blocks to speed up pre-training. Within a block,
Zhang et al. (2025) prove that under anisotropic inputs a layer-wise Kronecker-factored preconditioner recovers
the feature-learning rate that SGD and Adam miss. Our work builds on the block-diagonal part of this picture:
a preconditioner should be block diagonal in the row-block basis, and Muon’s (V'V T)/2 @ T has this form
precisely when V'V T is diagonal. Further preconditioning methods are discussed in Appendix A.

3 Preliminaries

Throughout, W € R™*™ denotes a weight matrix, £ the population loss and G = 9L/0W the gradient of the
loss with respect to that matrix. Our object of study is the m x m matrix E[GG "] at a Gaussian initialization.
This matrix is the expectation of Py = VOVEJT in (2). We analyze it in four settings. Section 3.1 introduces the
four models, and Section 3.2 states the initialization assumed for each. We write I; for the d x d identity, tr for
the trace and ||| for the Frobenius norm. The ReLU is o(z) = max(z, 0), with derivative ¢’(z) = 1[z > 0],
and ® is the Kronecker product. Finally, « = ©(b) means that cb < a < C'b for some constants 0 < ¢ < C.

3.1 Setup

Symmetric matrix factorization. For positive integers d, k, r with k > r, a weight W € R?* fits a fixed
target M* € R?*4, symmetric positive semidefinite of rank r, under the over-parameterized loss

LOW) =L |lwwT - M|, G:== %:(WWT—M*)WGRC‘X’“. 3)
The hidden dimension is k.
Deep linear network. For L > 1 and layer dimensions dy, . .., dy,, weights W; € R%*di-1 fit a fixed
linear target ® € RY-*%0 on inputs z ~ N(0, I,),
fl@)=Wr - Wiz, L(Wi,..., W) :=LE, | f(z) - ®z|’. %)

With B, .= W,;,_1---W; (By :=1), A; .= Wg--- Wi+1 (Ap =D and R := Wr---W; — ®, the
layer-: gradient is
oL

ow;

The hidden dimensions are dq,...,d_1.

Gi =

= A/ RB/ e RY>di-1, o)




Two-layer ReLU network. For positive dy, d1, do, weights W, € R% > and W, € R%*X% fit a fixed
linear target & € R%*9 on inputs  ~ N(0, I,),

f(@) = Woo(Wiz), LW, W,) = LE, | f(z) - ®z|’. (6)

With h(x) := o(W)x) the hidden features, r(x) := f(x) — ®x the residual and D(z) := diag(c’ (Wi x)),
the gradients G; := 0L/OW, are

Gi1 =E,[D(z)W, r(z)z'] e Rh*P Gy =E,[r(z)h(z)"] € RE=2*%. (7)

Let w, denote the a-th row of W7. The hidden dimension is d;.

Single-layer linear attention. For positive T, dg, dy, d,,, d2, tokens X € RT*% (one per row) pass through
weights Wo, Wi € R >do Wy, € RI&*do W, € R%*dv which fit a fixed linear target ® € R92* o,
A= = XWoWrXT,  f(X)=AXWyW],

®)
LW, Wie, Wy, Wo) = L || £(X) - X&T||”.

LetC = X" X, ¢, :=tr(CP), Z :== XW] and R := f(X) — X®". The gradients G, := 0L/0W,,
e € {Q,K,V,0}, are

_ 1 T TpT _ 1 T T
Gy =W, RTAX, Go=R"AZ.

The hidden dimensions are d;, and d,,. In most practical language models the input and output dimensions of
an attention block both equal the model width, dy = ds (Vaswani et al., 2017; Radford et al., 2019; Brown
et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023; Grattafiori et al., 2024; Meta Al, 2024; Qwen Team, 2026; IBM Granite
Team, 2025), and scaling a model up increases this width while dy, d, stay fixed, so for attention we also
track dg and ds.

3.2 Assumptions
Each setting is analyzed at a standard Gaussian initialization, stated separately below.

Assumption 1 (Matrix factorization). The entries of W are i.i.d. N(0,1), and M* is deterministic and
independent of W. Hence 8 := WW T ~ Wy(k, 1) is Wishart with k degrees of freedom.

Assumption 2 (Deep linear network). The entries of W1, ..., Wy are i.i.d. N(0,1); the input x ~ N (0, I,)
is integrated out in L; and ® is deterministic and independent of the weights. Expectations are over
Wi,...,Wr.

Assumption 3 (Two-layer ReLU network). The entries of W1 and Wy are i.i.d. N'(0,1); the input x ~
N(0,1,,) is integrated out in L; and ® is deterministic and independent of W1, Wa. Expectations are over
Wi, Wa.

Assumption 4 (Linear attention). Wq, Wi, Wy, W are mutually independent with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries;
the rows of X are i.i.d. N'(0, 1,,) and independent of the weights, so that C ~ Wy, (T, 1,,) is Wishart; and
® is deterministic. Expectations are over the weights and the tokens jointly.

4 Main Results

We state the closed form of E[GG ] in each setup, discuss its diagonal dominance, and defer the proofs to
Appendices B to E.



4.1 Symmetric matrix factorization
Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, with 8 := WW T ~ W;(k, I;) Wishart,

E(GG "] = a3 I; — 2000 M* + k (M*)?, (10)

where ag = k(k +d+ 1) and az = k3 + 3(d + 1)k? + (d? + 3d + 4)k are the (isotropic) diagonal entries
of E[S?]| and E[S3)]. Consequently, every diagonal entry az — 2ca M7 + k(M™)?, is ©(k3), and every
off-diagonal entry —2c M5 + k(M*)fj with M5 # 0 is O(k?).

As the hidden dimension k grows, the ratio of diagonal to off-diagonal entries is therefore ©(k), and
E[GG "] approaches the isotropic matrix a3 I;. At initialization the preconditioner thus reduces, to leading
order, to a uniform rescaling of the momentum, and the target enters only through the lower-order terms
—200M* + k(M*)?.

4.2 Deep linear network
Theorem 2. Under Assumption 2, for every layeri € {1,...,L},

{(Hf_f d;) @7, i=1L,

EG:G]|=VisiIs, +T;, T;= ) _
(ILsir<jcr1di) I1®l% Lo, 1<i<L,

(11)

where V;, s; are positive dimension-only scalars given by two-step recursions in (do, . .. ,dr,) (Appendix C),
with L
O(d; T2, 2. d?), 1<i<L,
Vis; = { ( Ejfléﬁfz J) ’ (12)
Q(szl d?), i=0L.

For a hidden layer (i < L) the off-diagonal block T; is a multiple of I,,, so E[G;G/ ] is exactly diagonal.
At the output layer the diagonal noise V. sy, = © (Hf;ll d?) grows with the hidden dimensions while the
off-diagonal stays proportional to (Hf;ll dj) (®® ")y, so the ratio, of order Hf;ll d;, still diverges. For equal

hidden dimensions d; = - -- = d;_; = d the output-layer diagonal is ©(d*(*~1)) against an off-diagonal of
o(dk—1).

4.3 Two-layer ReLLU network

Let § := Z(u,v) for independent u,v ~ N(0, I, ), and set the constants 1 := E[W +
sin @ cos O(m—0) _ E[sin0(7—0)]
272 - 272 :

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 3, with H := Eg[h(z)h(x) "] and o := Eyy, [tr(H?)),

| and k5 :

EG2G;y | =aly, + 4227, a=0(d?),

and E[G1 G ] is permutation-invariant in the hidden index with diagonal entries

E[(G1G] )aa] = = + doda [(d1 — 1)y + 3] + 1Z]E

and off-diagonal entries E[(G1G )ac] = doda k2 + O(da+/dp) for a # c. Consequently, for G the diagonal
entries are ©(dy) and the off-diagonal entries ©(1), and for G they are ©(d?) and ©(dy).

As the hidden dimension d; grows, the ratio of diagonal to off-diagonal entries is therefore ©(d; ) for both
layers. For G4 the off-diagonal % (®®"),. comes only from the target, as at the output layer of Theorem 2.
For G; the off-diagonal dyds ks is target-free: it comes from a single term in the proof and traces back to
ReLU’s lack of odd symmetry, which is why the dominance here is asymptotic rather than exact. Simulations
match every formula (Appendix G.3).



4.4 Single-layer linear attention
Theorem 4. Under Assumption 4,
ElGoGhl =cqla,, EGkGgl=ckxly, E[GvGy]=cyIy,,
E[GoG)) = ao Iu, + dyy T, (13)
v = #E[c3] = T[(Tdo+8)(T+do) + 2(Tdo+10)(T-+do) + 5(Tdo+4)],

where cq, ci, cv, &o are explicit positive polynomials in the dimensions and ||<I>||12; (Appendix E); for fixed ®,
cg = cx = O(d5d2dg /dy), cv = O(da(da+d,) df),  ao = O(d2dy).

For Wq, Wi, Wy the off-diagonal is exactly zero (Lemma 34). For Wy, as at the output layer of
Theorem 2, the off-diagonal d,y(®®"),, = O(d,d3) comes only from the target while the diagonal
ao = O(d2df) is target-free noise, so the ratio ©(d,d3) diverges with d,, and, faster, with dp; dj does not
affect it. With dy = d5 equal to the model width (Section 3.1), the ratio grows like the cube of the model width
(Section 6).

4.5 Summary and proof sketch

In all four settings the diagonal of E[GG "] outgrows the off-diagonal as the hidden dimension grows (Table 1),

so P, = V,V,T is asymptotically diagonal, Hyuon = Pl/ ’® I,, is asymptotically block-diagonal in the

Hessian’s row-block structure, and (Appendix F) orthogonalization is asymptotically a row-wise normalization.

Model Diagonal Off-diagonal ~ Asymptotic dims
Matrix factorization o(k? ) O(k?) k

Deep linear, hidden layeri O (d; ;= 1 Py d3) 0 di,...,dr1
Deep linear, output layer (9( |}y dQ) @(Hf;ll dj) di,...,dp—1
Two-layer ReLU, layer W1 O(d; o(1) dy

Two-layer ReLU, layer Wy ©(d3 ) O(dy1) dy

Linear attention, W, Wi ©(d3d2dS/dy,) 0 dy,do, do
Linear attention, Wy O(da(d2+d,)dS) 0 dy,do, d2
Linear attention, Wo O(d2ds) O(d.d3) dy, do

Table 1: Summary of the orders of E[GG "] at a Gaussian initialization in the hidden dimensions of each
model and, for attention, the token dimensions dg, ds.

The four proofs share a similar strategy. Each row of G is a random vector, and the (a, b) entry of GG "
is the inner product of rows a and b, a measure of their correlation. A diagonal entry is the correlation of a
row with itself, its squared norm, which adds up over all hidden coordinates. An off-diagonal entry is the
correlation between two different rows, which are built from independent Gaussian vectors at initialization,
so most of its terms cancel in expectation and only the lower-order terms carried by the fixed target remain.
The gap between the orders of the diagonal and off-diagonal entries in Table 1 comes from this difference. In
the proofs we compute these statistics of GG exactly, using moments of the Wishart distribution for matrix
factorization, deep linear networks and linear attention, and Stein’s lemma together with the arc-cosine kernel
of Cho & Saul (2009) for the ReLU network, whose nonlinearity is not a polynomial. Each closed form is
reproduced by the simulations in Section 5.

5 Simulation of Theoretical Results

Simulation setup. We verify the dimension scalings of Theorems 1 to 4 under Assumptions 1 to 4 by varying
the model dimensions. For each model, we vary the dimensions in the corresponding theoretical results and
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Figure 3: Diagonal-dominance ratio R for symmetric matrix factorization against k (left; d = 25, rank-5 target)
and for the two-layer ReLU network against d; (right; dg = 512, do = 12).

G Gy oG -=G, G =Gy oG Gy G oGy oGy Gy
4 4 1 4
3 3 A 3
& 2 5 (& 2 )
~~ ~ ~
(& 3 (&
1 1 A 1
vl
0 : : : : 0 : : : : 0 : : : :
0 80 160 240 320 0 80 160 240 320 0 80 160 240 320
d; dy ds
Figure 4: Diagonal-dominance ratio R of G, ..., G4 for the depth-4 linear network when d;, ds or d3 is

varied (left to right). Each curve is normalized by its value at the baseline (d; = da = d3 = 80) to facilitate
comparison across layers with different absolute scales.

examine the resulting structure of the expected gradient self outer-product P := E[GG '] € R™*™, that
is, the expectation of Py in (2). For this matrix, we summarize the mean diagonal magnitude, the mean
off-diagonal magnitude, and their ratio,

1 m
:EZ‘P“" OD(P) = ;mj R(P):OD(P), (14)

We estimate P by E[GGT] = < Z LGPGET over S 1ndependent initializations; D, OD, R denote these
estimates. Where the expected off- d1agonal is exactly zero, the nonzero OD is Monte Carlo variance (details in
Appendix G). We next apply this procedure to matrix factorization, deep linear networks, two-layer ReLU
networks, and single-layer linear attention, varying in each case the dimensions governing the corresponding
theoretical scaling.

Symmetric matrix factorization. We begin with symmetric matrix factorization, varying k € {5, 10, 20,
40, 80, 160, 320, 640} with d = 25 and a fixed rank-5 target, using .S = 10,000 initializations for each k. In
Figure 3 (left), R increases with k, in line with R = O(k) from Theorem 1; D and OD follow O(k3) and
O(k?) (Appendix G.1).

Deep linear network. We next consider a depth-4 linear network with baseline dimensions (dp, . ..,ds) =
(512,80, 80, 80,512). We vary each hidden dimension d;, da, d3 in turn over the same grid while holding
the remaining dimensions fixed, using S = 10,000 initializations per configuration. In Figure 4, R increases
with every hidden dimension for all layers. For the output layer, Theorem 2 gives D = O((d;dad3)?) and
OD = ©(dydads), and hence R = ©(d;dad3); accordingly, R grows approximately linearly when any one
hidden dimension is varied. For the hidden layers, the expected off-diagonal is zero (Appendix G.2).
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Figure 5: Diagonal-dominance ratio R of the four attention projections when dy, = d,,, di, d,, and dy = ds
are varied (left to right). Each curve is normalized by its value at the baseline (first three: T' = 32, dy = 512,
dp = d, = 80, do = 12; fourth: T' = 16,dy = ds = 32,d;, = d, = 20) to facilitate comparison across
projections with different absolute scales.

Two-layer ReLLU network. We then study the two-layer ReLU network, fixing dy = 512 and do = 12
and varying the hidden width d; over the same grid. For each configuration, we use S = 10,000 weight
initializations and estimate the population gradient using 128,000 Gaussian inputs. In Figure 3 (right), R
increases with d; for both layers, matching R = O(d; ) in Theorem 3 (Appendix G.3).

Single-layer linear attention. Finally, we consider single-layer linear attention with 7' = 32, dy = 512,
and dz = 12. We examine four dimension sweeps: dy = d, jointly, dj, with d,, = 80, d,, with d;, = 80, and
dy = dy jointly. In Figure 5, R of G grows approximately linearly with d,,, is nearly unchanged with dj, and
grows superlinearly with dp, consistent with R = O(d,d3) from Theorem 4. For G, G, Gy, the expected
off-diagonal entries are zero. Their finite R values nevertheless follow the corresponding diagonal trends: they
increase with dj, = d,,, increase with d,,, and grow strongly with dy = dg, while Gg and G i decrease with
dy, consistent with D = O(d3d2d$/dy) (Appendix G.4).

6 Empirical Evaluation on Large Language Models

We next test whether the diagonal dominance of Theorem 4 persists in Transformer-based language models at
random initialization: Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base (Qwen Team, 2026), Granite-4.0-1B-Base (IBM Granite Team,
2025) and Llama-3.2-1B (Meta Al, 2024). Figure 2 (right) shows the empirical E[GG "] of the four projections
in Qwen3.5, whose mass concentrates on the diagonal. For the first head of the first eligible attention block of
each model we vary the model width dy = ds at fixed head dimension dy, = d,,, using 25 random initializations
and 64 fixed FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al., 2024) sequences per configuration (details in Appendix H.2).
Figure 6 shows R increasing with model width for all four projections in all three models, as the ©(d,,d3) ratio
of Theorem 4 predicts.

7 Conclusion and Limitations

Conclusion. This work provides an asymptotic theory that shows Muon’s implicit preconditioner matches
the row-block diagonally dominant structure of the neural-network Hessian, because E[GG "] itself becomes
diagonally dominant as the weight matrices are overparameterized, at the explicit rates of Table 1. Specifically,
in matrix factorization the isotropic ©(k®) diagonal outgrows the target-driven ©(k?) off-diagonal. In deep
linear networks the hidden layers are exactly diagonal, and the ratio at the output layer grows with the product
of all hidden dimensions. In the two-layer ReLLU network the nonlinearity leaves an off-diagonal of constant
order, yet the ratio still grows linearly with the hidden dimension. In linear attention the query, key and value
weights are exactly diagonal. For the output weight the ratio ©(d,dj) grows with the head dimension and
grows as the cube of the model width, so the dominance strengthens as models get wider. Our experiments on
language models of increasing width match this intuition.
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Figure 6: Model width scaling of R for the query, key, value, and output projections in the first head of the
first eligible attention block of the three language models at random initialization.

Limitations. Our theory is stated at initialization and in expectation: it does not characterize the training
dynamics of V;V, T, although the empirical evidence of Deng et al. (2026) indicates that the dominance persists
during training. It is also worth studying whether this dominance reflects a degenerate behavior of the model
that emerges at large scale. We leave these questions to future work.

Ethics statement

This work is primarily theoretical: it characterizes the expected gradient self outer-product of standard
neural-network models at initialization. The experiments consist of synthetic simulations and training runs of
publicly available language models on standard public corpora; they involve no human subjects, no personal or
sensitive data, and no newly collected datasets. We do not foresee ethical concerns or direct negative societal
impacts arising from this work.

Reproducibility statement

All results are stated under explicit assumptions (Section 3.2) and proved in full in the appendix: Appendix B
(symmetric matrix factorization), Appendix C (deep linear networks), Appendix D (two-layer ReLU networks)
and Appendix E (single-layer linear attention). Each appendix restates the corresponding theorem together
with its standing assumption and all supporting lemmas, and the closed-form Wishart trace moments used
for the attention layer are listed explicitly in Lemma 33. The numerical checks (Appendix G) specify
every dimension, sample size and initialization used, and the language-model experiments report the model
sizes, datasets, optimizer settings and number of training steps; the code for both the simulations and the
language-model runs is provided at the anonymous repository https://anonymous.4open.science/r/
orthogonalization-hessian-CB2C/.
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A Extended Related Work

Mechanistic analyses of Muon and the heterogeneity of the neural-network Hessian are discussed in Section 2;
this appendix covers the remaining line of work.

Preconditioning methods for neural-network optimization. Muon belongs to the family of optimizers
defined by a linear minimization oracle (LMO) over a norm ball (Pethick et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025;
Kovalev, 2025), which also contains Scion and Gluon, unifies sign, spectral and Schatten-p updates (Lau
et al., 2025; An et al., 2025; Pang et al., 2026; Pethick, 2026), and comes with convergence theory for the
idealized and the practical algorithm (Li & Hong, 2025; Shen et al., 2025; Kovalev & Borodich, 2026).
Two-sided Kronecker preconditioners such as Shampoo and SOAP whiten both the row and the column side
of a matrix gradient (Gupta et al., 2018; Morwani et al., 2024; Vyas et al., 2024); Anil et al. (2020) make
this second-order preconditioning practical at the scale of modern deep learning, and Anil et al. (2019) go in
the opposite direction, compressing the state of adaptive optimizers to a memory-efficient factored form. A
parallel line keeps only the row side and drops optimizer state by preconditioning the gradient row by row:
SWAN, gradient multi-normalization, a minimalist optimizer and SRON replace Adam’s state with a row-wise
/5 normalization (Ma et al., 2025; Scetbon et al., 2025; Glentis et al., 2025; Wen et al., 2025); Gu & Xie
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(2026); Xu et al. (2026) study its manifold-optimization and width-scaling sides; Pethick et al. (2025) reach it
from norm-constrained steepest descent; Lion et al. (2026) make the row magnitudes an explicit optimizer
variable, which Hiibler et al. (2026a) show implicitly decays the angular step size; and Deng et al. (2026) show
that row-momentum normalization matches Muon at scale. Our analysis explains the common thread: once
V' VT is diagonally dominant, row normalization and orthogonalization are the same operation (Appendix F).

B Symmetric Matrix Factorization

B.1 Setup

Let d, k, r be positive integers with k > r. The over-parameterized symmetric matrix-factorization loss is
LOW) = L |[wwT ML, W eR¥ (15)

with target M* € R?*¢ symmetric positive semidefinite of rank 7. A direct computation gives the gradient
G = VL(W) = (WW'T - M W € R¥>F (16)

and the object of interest is the d x d matrix E[GG T].

B.2 Standing assumption

Assumption 5. The entries W;; are i.i.d. N'(0,1), and M* is deterministic and independent of W. Hence
S := WW T is Wishart with k degrees of freedom and identity scale, S ~ Wy (k, I,).

B.3 Main results restated

Theorem (Theorem 1, restated). Under Assumption 5,

E(GG'] = as(d, k) I; — 2as(d, k) M* + k(M*)?, (17)
where the scalars are the diagonal entries of the first three Wishart moments,
al(da k) =k, (18)
ag(d, k) = k(k+d+1), (19)
as(d, k) = k* +3(d + 1)k* + (d* + 3d + 4)k. (20)
Corollary 1. Under Assumption 5, E[GG "] is invariant under any orthogonal change of basis fixing M*,
with
E[(GG")i] = a3 — 200 M}, + k(M*)3, 1)
E[(GG )] = —20oM; + k(M) (i # ). (22)

Ask — 00, E[(GG");;] = O(k3) and E[(GG ");;] = ©(k?) whenever M; # 0, so the dominance ratio is

B.4 Preliminary lemmas

Lemma 1. Let X € R™*" have i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries. Then for deterministic M € R"*™ and N € R™*™,
EXMX'"] =tr(M) I, E[X"NX]=tr(N)I,. (23)

Proof. Using E[ X ,, Xq] = 00b0pq,

E(XMX ")ap] = > Mpg Sabbpq = dap tr(M),

p,q

which is the first identity; the second follows by applying it to X " (entries i.i.d. N'(0, 1)). ]
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Lemma 2. Let S = WW T with W as in Assumption 5. For every m € N there is a scalar oy, (d, k) with
E[S™ = am(d,k) s,  oum(d, k) = L E[tr(S™)]. (24)
Proof. For Q € O(d), QW 4 W, hence QS™Q" 2 8™ and

E[S™] = QE[S™|Q"  forall Q € O(d).

By Schur’s lemma E[S™] = a,, I;; taking the trace gives da,,, = E[tr(S™)]. |
Lemma 3 (Wick/Isserlis). Let X1, ..., Xa, be jointly centered Gaussian. Then
E[X; - Xon] = Z H E[X;X] (25)
P {i,j}epP

the sum over all pairings P of {1, ...,2n}; odd moments vanish (Isserlis, 1918; Wick, 1950).

Proof. Differentiate E[exp(t " X )] = exp(3¢t"3t) int1,. .., 1, at t = 0; cf. Janson (1997, §1.4). |

B.5 Proofs
Lemmad. WithS .= WW7' and B := S — M*,

GG' =BSB =5 - 8*M* — M*S*> + M*SM*. (26)
Proof. Since B= BT,
GG =BW(BW)' =BWW 'B'" = BSB,
and substituting B = S — M™* and expanding gives (26). ]
Lemma 5. Under Assumption 5, E[S| = k I, hence a1 (d, k) = k.

Proof. Let w, denote the a-th column of W. Then

k k
= E{Z wawﬂ = Z]E['wa } =kI,.
a=1 a=1
]
Lemma 6. Under Assumption 5, E[S?] = k(k + d + 1) I, hence as(d, k) = k(k +d + 1).
Proof. By Lemma 2, E[S?] = ayI,;. With columns w, i N(0,1,),
k
S? = Z (Wa, W) Wewy .
a,b=1
Split into the & terms with @ = b and the k(k — 1) with a # b. By Lemma 3 and independence,
E(llwall* waw, | = (d+2) Is,
E[{(wq, ws) 'wawl7 Z Elwg pw,] Elwy pwb Z ep =

Summing, E[S?] = k(d + 2)I; + k(k — 1)I; = k(k +d + 1)1,. |

Lemma 7. Under Assumption 5, E[S®] = [k® + 3(d 4+ 1)k + (d® + 3d + 4)k| L4, hence a3(d, k) as in (20).
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Proof. By Lemma 2, a3 = JE[tr(S?)], and with S = 3", w,w, and cyclicity of the trace,
tr(S%) = Z(wa,un,) (wp, we) (We, wy).
a,b,c
Partition (a, b, c) € {1,...,k}3 by multiplicity pattern:
#a=b=ch=k: Elw,ll"] = dd+2)(d+4),
#{{a.bet =2} =3k(k —1):  El|wal” (we, we)?] = E[|[wa]|"] = d(d + 2),
#{a,b, cdistinct} = k(k — 1)(k — 2) : > pqr OprOpgdqr = d,
where for the middle pattern, e.g. a = b # ¢ gives |[w,||* (w,, w.)? and, conditioning on wq, (w,, w.) |
wa ~ N(0, ||wg||?); the other two cases are symmetric. Hence
das=kd(d+2)(d+4)+3k(k—1)d(d+2) + k(k—1)(k—2)d,
az =k(d+2)(d+4)+3k(k —1)(d+2) +k(k—1)(k—2) = k> +3(d + 1)k? + (d* + 3d + 4)k.
[
Proof of Theorem 1. Take expectations in (26). Since M * is deterministic, Lemma 2 gives
]E[Sﬂ = agId,
E[S?M*] = E[M*S?] = ay M*,
E[M*SM*| = M*E[S] M* = k (M*)?,

so summing gives (17); the values of a1, as, g are Lemmas 5 to 7. Corollary 1 follows from the entries of
(17): with d, M* fixed, a3 = O(k?), ap = O(k?), k(M*)2 = O(k). [

Remark 1. This computation answers the question raised by Ma et al. (2026) of how gradient orthogonalization
meets the curvature of training: the ©(k) gap between the diagonal and off-diagonal scales is the regime in
which orthogonalization, which suppresses the isotropic ©(k3)1, part, acts as a real preconditioner relative
to the target-aligned signal M*.

C Deep Linear Networks
C.1 Setup

Let L > 1 andd,...,d, be positive integers. The depth-L linear network
fl®) =W, Wi_q-- - Wiz, W, eR&*di1 27)
learns a deterministic linear target & € R%-*% under the population squared loss
LWi,...,Wy) = LE, Wy Wiz — &z|°. (28)
Define the layer-: forward, backward and residual factors
B, :=W,_1---W; € Ri-1xdo A=W W, € Rixdi R:=W, - W, —®, (29)

with By := I, and Ay, := I, . The layer-i gradient is

G = 62/% = A/RB/ ¢ Réxdi-1, (30)

The closed form below uses two pairs of dimension-only scalar sequences. For the backward factors {B; },
- o=, G
ri = vi—1 + (di—1 + 1)di—ori_1, vy =di_qvim1 +2di_1di—ori1 (i > 2); (32)
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for the forward factors { A; },
sp =1, ug = d3, (33)
Si—1 = u; + (di—1 + 1)d;s4, wi—y =d?_qu; +2d;_1d;s; (i < L); (34)
and the composite Frobenius coefficient is

Vi = dioir = E[|BiB] |1)]. (35)

C.2 Standing assumption

Assumption 6. The entries (W;)ap are i.i.d. N'(0,1) across all i, a,b; © ~ N (0, Iy,); and ® is deterministic
and independent of W1, ..., W, Expectations B[] are over W1y, . .., W7, (x has been integrated out in L).

C.3 Main results restated

Theorem (Theorem 2, restated). Under Assumption 6, for every layeri € {1,...,L},

(= d;) @@, i=1L,

ElG:G/]=VisiIs, +T;, T;= L (36)
<H] 17]757, ) H¢||F Id ’ 1 S Z < L7
with V;, s; from (31)-(35).
Corollary 2. Under Assumption 6, the diagonal entries of E|G; G| are
Visi + (I, @)%, 1<i<L,
]E[(GiGiT)aa] _ (H j#£1, 1<g<L 1 ) | ||F (37)
Vs + (H )(@‘I’T) i =1,

and, for a # b, the off-diagonal entries are E[(G;G )ap) = 0if 1 < i < L and (H]L:_II d;) (@R )ap ifi =L
In particular E[G ;G ] is a scalar multiple of 14, for every i < L. Moreover,

L-1 L—1
Visi =©(d; H;é @) (1<i<L), Vi, = @(Hl @). (38)
J=1, 5 i=

C.4 Preliminary lemmas

Lemma 8. Same as Lemma 1.
Lemma 9 (Wick/Isserlis). Same as Lemma 3.

Lemma 10. Let X € R™*" have i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries and let M € R"*", N € R™*"™ be deterministic
symmetric. Then

E[XMX"XMX"] = (te(M)?*+ (m + 1) [ M|}) I, (39)
E[X"TNXX'NX] = (tr(N)*> + (n + 1) | N|}) L. (40)
Proof. We prove (39); (40) follows by applying it to X . For a,b,c,d € {1,...,m}, Lemma 9 gives
E[X 0p Xpq X er Xas] = 0ab0pg0cdadrs + 0acOprdvddgs + 0addpsOpcgr,
and contracting against M, M., with M = M T,
E[(XMX ") up(XMX ) a] = 6upSea tr(M)? + (8ucboa + Saadve) | M3 .
Summing over b = c,

E(XMX XMX )] = > E[(XMX ") (XMX )] = bac(tr(M)* + (m + 1) | M|[3).
b
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Lemma 11. Ler X € R™*™ have i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries and M € R™*™ be deterministic symmetric. Then

E[tr(XMX ")?] = m? tr(M)? + 2m | M|/ (41)
Proof. Expanding,
r(XMX")? = > XopMpXag Xary My Xarg:
a,a’,p,q,p’,q’

by Lemma 9 the three pair contractions of E[X 4, X g X4 Xarg’] contribute (after summing over M M)
m2tr(M)2, m ||M||% and mtr(M?) =m ||M||§, which sum to (41). ]

C.5 Proofs

The proof of Theorem 2 has three steps: a W;-expansion; recursive moments of B; Bl-T and AZ-T A;; and the
target-dependent term.

Lemma 12. Under Assumption 6, for every 1,

E[GiG; | Ai, B] = tr((B:B/)?) (A] A))* + A{ @B Bi® ' A;. (42)
Proof. Substituting R = A;W; B; — ® into (30),

GG/ = (A] A)W;(B;B] BB )W,' (A] A;) + (cross) + A/ @B, B;®" A,
where (cross) collects the two terms linear in W;; since W; L _Wiis independent of (A;, B;), E[(cross) |
A;, B;] = 0. By Lemma 8 with K = B; B, B;B,',
Ew, [W.KW," | A;, B;] = tr(K) I, = tr((B;B;")*)I,,
which yields (42). [ |
Lemma 13. Under Assumption 6, for everyi € {1,..., L},
E((B;B/ )] =ri14,_,, E[tr(B;B; )?] = v;, (43)

with (r;,v;) from (31)—(32).

Proof. Ati = 1, By = I, so (B1B])? = I, and tr(B; B )?> = d2, matching r; = 1, v; = d2. For
i >2, B; = W;_1B;_; with W,_; € R4-1*di-2 independent of B;_1,so B;B;! = W;,_{ MW, | with
M = Bi—lBi—Ey By Lemma 10,

i—17

E[(B;B])? | Bi_1] = (tr(M)? + (-1 + 1) | M||3) I

and taking E over B;_; with E[tr(M?)] = d;_o7;_1 gives 7; = v;_1 + (d;_1 + 1)d;_o7;_1. Likewise, by
Lemma 11,
Eltr(B;B;)? | B;_1] = d?_, tr(M)* + 2d;_, | M |3,

SO v; = dzz_lviq 4+ 2d; _1d;_ori_1. ]
Lemma 14. Under Assumption 6, for every i € {0, ..., L},

E[(A] A;)?] =s; 1,  E[tr(A] A;)?] =, (44)
with (s;,u;) from (33)—(34).

Proof. Ati = L, A, = I,;,, matching s;, = 1, uy, = d2. Fori < L, A; = A;11W,;1 with W, €
R%+1%di independent of A, 1, s0 AIAi = VVJ_lNWHl with N := AIHAZ»_H. By Lemma 10 (right
identity),

E[(A] A)? | Aia] = (te(N)? + (d; + 1) | N[|3) L,
80 8; = uir1 + (d; + 1)d;+18:+1; the recursion for u; is that of v; with d;_1 <> d; and d;_o <> d;11, giving
Uj—1 = d?ﬁlui + Zdi—ldisi- ]
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Lemma 15. Under Assumption 6, E[A] ®B B;® " A;| = T;, with T; as in (36).
Proof. By independence of A;, B; and Lemma 8 iterated through B, = W;_; --- W7,

E[B] B|] (Hd)Ido —  E[A/®B B;® A, (Hd) a7 A,

(the empty product is 1 when i = 1). Let h;(M) := E[A] M A;] for symmetric M € RI2*9L_ Then
hr(M)= M, and for i < L, by Lemma 8,

hi(M) = E[tr(A M A;1)] I, = tr(hiy1 (M)) I,

i

Iterating,
hi (M) M, i=1
IS ) (M) I, i< L
with [[}~; d; = 1. Taking M = ®®7 (so tr(M) = ||®||}) and multiplying by [T;_} d; gives T. S

Proof of Theorem 2. By Lemma 12,
E[G:G]| =E[tr((B;B])*) (A A;)*] +E[A] @B/ B,®" A,].
Since A;, B; depend on disjoint sets of W, they are independent, so by Lemmas 13 and 14,
E[tr((B;B{)?) (A} A)?] = E[tr((B; B )*)| E[(A; Ai)?] = di—17; - 5; Iy, = Vis; Iy,

and the second term equals T; by Lemma 15. Corollary 2 follows from the entries of (36): for: < L, T; is a
multiple of I, so the off-diagonal vanishes; for ¢ = L, T}, contributes (<I><I’ )ab €Ntry-wise.
It remains to prove (38). Let m; := H] Od and o; = Zm o dmt, so that m; = d;_1m_; and

0, =01+ di__ll. Since V; = d;_17;, the recursion (31)—(32) reads
Vi = dp, vy = dg,
Vi=di1vi1 +di1(di—1 +1)Vi_q, v; = di_qvi—1 +2d;—1Viq (i>2).
Let a; := v; /72 and b; := V;/(7?0;), so a; = by = 1. Dividing the two recursions by 72 and by w20; gives

—1
2U’L 1 dz 1

a; = aj—1 + —— b1, b; = ai—1 +
di—1 0; 0;

L (14 d7 Y )bia.

The second identity expresses b; as a convex combination of a;_1 and (1 + d; 1)bZ 1, so min(a;—1,b;—1)
b; < 2max(a;_1,b;—1); the first gives a;—1 < a; < a;—1 + 2(i — 1)b;_1, using 0,1 <i—landd;_; >
By induction, 1 < a;,b; < (2L)% for every i < L, that is,

v; =0O(r2),  V;=0(xloy),

2

<
1

The recursion (33)—(34) has the same form read from the output side: with S; := d;s;, p; 1= HJL=L d; and
T = Zm St
Sy =dy, up = d3,
Si—1 = di—1u; +di—1(di—1 +1)S;, wi—y = di_yu; +2d;—1S; (i <L),
and the same argument gives u; = O(p?) and S; = O(p?7;). Therefore

o= Y5 o o), T L[

'L

Since d_1 <o; < L and d_1 < 1; < L, the factor o;7; is bounded above and below, and (Hj:0 dj)

equals d3d? d; H] 1 jzi @3 fori < Land dgdy, HL ! dZ for i = L, which gives (38). [
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D Two-Layer ReLU Networks
D.1 Setup

Let dy, d1, d2 be positive integers. The two-layer ReLU network
f(x) = Wyo(Wix), W, € Rlixdo W, ¢ Ré2xd1 (45)

acts on & € R% via ¢(z) = max(z,0), 0/(z) = 1[z > 0]. Let h(z) := o(Wiz) € R%, and let w, € R%
denote the a-th row of W;. The population loss against a deterministic linear target ® € R%*% jg

LW, W,) = LE, |[Weo(Wiz) — &z|?, (46)

and G; := OL/OW,, i € {1,2}. For independent w, v ~ N(0, I,) let 0 := Z(u,v) € [0, 7] be their angle,
so that cos § = (u,v)/(]|ul| ||v||), and define

sin?@ + (7 — 6)? N sin 6 cos §(m — )
472 272 ’
E[sin0(m — 6)]

iy = g (48)

k1 =E 47)

D.2 Standing assumption
Assumption 7. (W1);; and (W2);j are i.i.d. N'(0,1);  ~ N(0, I4,); ® is deterministic and independent of
Wi, Wa. Expectations E[-| are over W1, W (x has been integrated out in L).

D.3 Main results restated

Theorem (Theorem 3, restated). Under Assumption 7, with H := Eg[h(z)h(x) "] and o := By, [tr(H?)],
E[GQG;—] = aIdz + % @(I)T7 o = G(d%)7 (49)
and E[G1GY ] is permutation-invariant in the hidden index with

E[(G1G )aa] = % + dods [(dy — 1)ry + 4] + 12BlE (50)

E[(G1GY)uc] = dods k2 + O(dan/dy)  (a # c). (51)

1 1 1
Asdy — 00, K1 = =z + 15 and Kz — .

D.4 Preliminary lemmas
Lemma 16. Same as Lemma 1.

Lemma 17 (Gaussian integration by parts). Let x ~ N(0,1,,) and f : R" — R be locally absolutely
continuous along almost every line parallel to the j-th axis, with weak derivative 0; f, and E|z; f (x)| < oo,
E|9; f(x)| < oo. Then

Efe; f(2)] = B[0; ()] (52)

In particular this holds whenever f is Lipschitz.

Proof. A standard identity (Stein, 1981; Nourdin & Peccati, 2012). The standard Gaussian density ¢ satisfies
0jp(x) = —xj¢(x), so by Fubini and one-dimensional integration by parts in z; (the boundary term vanishes
by integrability),

Blayf(@)] = [ 10,0= [ 950 B0, /(@)

The Lipschitz case follows from Rademacher’s theorem. ]
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Remark 2. 2 — o(z) is 1-Lipschitz, so f(z) = o(w " &) falls under Lemma 17 with 0; f (z) = 1[w 'z >
0] w; a.e. By contrast g(x) = 1{w & > 0]q(x) with q not vanishing on {w " = 0} is discontinuous across
that hyperplane and is not covered by Lemma 17; for such integrands we use a half-space argument (Lemma 21)
or differentiate a separately established Lipschitz identity (Lemma 19).

Lemma 18. For Z ~ N(0, s?) with s > 0,

S 52 , 1
Elo(2)] = Wors El0(2)’] =5,  El'(2)] =3 (53)
Proof. Direct computation: E[o(Z)] = [¥ zps(2) dz = s/V2m; Elo(2)%] = [ 22ps(2)dz = s*/2;
E[o’(Z)] = Pr(Z > 0) = 1/2. -

Lemma 19 (Cho-Saul kernel). Ler u,v € R™\ {0},  ~ N(0,I,,), § := Z(u,v). Then (Cho & Saul, 2009)

[l o]l

2

/ / m—0
Elo'(u'z)o’ (v x)] = 5

Elo(u'x)o(v' x)] = (sinf + (m — ) cos ), (54)

(55)

Proof. Both quantities depend on (u @, v x), bivariate Gaussian with variances ||u|® , ||v]|* and correlation

cos 6. Equation (55) is Pr(u"x > 0, v' > 0), the angular measure of the cone {Z; > 0, Zy > 0} fora
standard bivariate Gaussian with correlation cos 6, namely (7w — 6)/(2). For (54), by Price’s theorem (Price,
1958),

-0
2 Bl @) (v 2)] = ful o] Elo'(w @)’ (v )] = AT Z0),
ap 2m
at p = —1 (i.e. @ = ) the product vanishes a.s., and integrating 9, from —1 to cos  gives (54). ]
Lemma 20 (Wick/Isserlis). Same as Lemma 3.
Lemma 21. Let x ~ N (0, I,,) and w € R™ \ {0}. Then
Elzz 1[u'z > 0]] = L I,. (56)

Proof. Let A := E[zz"1[u > 0]], and decompose « = (v x/ ||u|?)u + . with =, the projection
onto ul. In an orthonormal basis containing u/ || u/|, the off-diagonal entries of A vanish by the reflection

symmetry of  ; the entry along w/ ||u| is E[(u @/ [|u||)*1[u"x > 0]] = 1 (v symmetric), and each

remaining diagonal entry is %E[zf] = % by independence of x; from '« and Pr(u'x > 0) = % Hence

A=11,. n
2°N

D.5S Proof of the gradient self outer-product of W,

Lemma 22. Gy = WoH — ®CT, where H := Eg[h(z)h(x)"] € R4*D gnd C := Ex[h(z)z '] €
Rdl Xdo'

Proof. Differentiating (46) in Wo,

Gy = E,[(Whh(z) — ®x)h(x) | = Wy Egzlh(x)h(z) '] — ®E,[zh(x)'] = WoH — ®C'.

Lemma 23. C = i W;.

Proof. C,; = E,[o(w/ z)z;], and f(z) := o(w/ ) is Lipschitz with 9; f(z) = 1{w] z > 0](w,); ae.
By Lemma 17 and Lemma 18,

Cuj = Ee[0; f(®)] = (wa); Exlo’ (w, )] = 5(wa);.
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Proof of (49). By Lemma 22,
G2Gy = WoH>W, - W,HC® " —®C HW, + ®C'Cd".
Since E[W3] = 0, the cross terms vanish under Eyy, [- | W3], and by Lemma 16 (left identity, M = H?),
E[G2G, | W] = tr(H?) I, + ®CTC® . (57)

By Lemma 23, C"C = 1W," W, and Lemma 16 (right identity, N = I;,) gives Ew, [W, W1] = d1 1,4,
0 Ew, [CTC] = % 1,,. Taking Ewy, of (57),

E[G2G; ] =Ew, [tr(H?)| Is, + 483" =al;, + 222",

For the order of v, split tr(H?) = 3, H2,+>", ., H2,. ByLemma 18, Hyy = 5 [|we||® with [|wq||* ~ Xo»
S0

Soumz,) = DDt gy,

By (54), Hy, = ||wal| ||lws| 9(0ap) with g(0) = (sin® + (7 — 0)cos8)/(2n) and O, = Z(wg,wy)
[H2,] = d2E[g(0)?], where E[g(0)?] > 0, and

Z]E 5 = di(di — 1) 3 E[g(0)*] = ©(d}).
a#b

The off-diagonal term dominates, so a = O(d?). |

D.6 Proof of the gradient self outer-product of W,
By the chain rule, with residual r(x) := Woo(Wixz) — ®x and D(z) := diag(c’(Wix)),
G =G -ac?,

(58)
G =B, [D(x)W, Wao(Wiz)z],  G? :=E,[D(x)W, ®zaT).

G(ll) is quadratic in W5 and G(12) is linear, so the cross terms in G G’lT are odd in W5 and vanish under
EWQ[' | Wl]:
Ew,[GiG] | Wi] = Ew, [GIV(GY")T | Wi] + Ew, [G(GP)T | W], (59)
Lemma24. G\¥ = LW, ®, and By, [GP(GP)T | wy) = [2lE 7,
Proof. Let v, := ® T (W3). , € R%, so (W, @), = (v4)p. Then, by Lemma 21,
(G )b = Ea[1w] & > 0]z (2" v,)] = (Eo[l[w, 2 > 0]z ] v,), = & (va),

50 G = LW, and G (GP)T = 1w, ®®TW,; Lemma 16 (right identity, N = ®& ) gives
Ew, (W, ®&TWa] = || ®|; I, =

Lemma 25. Define Fy(u,v) := Eg[o’(u"@)o(v @)x]. Then Fy(u,u) = fuy, and for u ¢ span(v),

|lv|| sin 6 m—0

F = up - R
b(w,v) = onlal 0 or

0 := L(u,v). (60)
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Proof. Foru = v, 0'(u' x)o(u'x) = o(u' ) a.e., so by Lemma 17 (applied to the Lipschitz  + o (u "))

andLemma 18, F,(u, u) = Eg[o(u @)2s] = Ex[o’ (u' @)]up = fup. Foru # v, f(x) = o' (u'x)o(v' x)
is discontinuous across {u'x = 0}, so we differentiate the Cho—Saul kernel instead. With K (u,v) :=
Ezlo(u'x)o(v )], dominated convergence (since o is Lipschitz with linear growth) gives

0K .

—(u,v) = Eg[o’ (u' x)zpo (v )] = Fy(u,v).

8ub
By Lemma 19, K(u,v) = ( sinf + (m — 0) cos ), smooth for u ¢ span(v); differentiating with
0 |||l /Oup = up/ ||ul|s acos up = %(vb/ [v]| — cosOup/ [|ull), 80/0u, = — 50 cos 6/Ouy, and
simplifying yields (60). |

Lemma 26. Eyy, [(WQTWQ)ak(WQ—rWQ)Cl} = d% OakOcl + do gk + do 0gq10ck.

Proof. (W, W), = Zfil (W3)ia(W2)x, and applying Lemma 20 to the four Gaussian factors (W3);4,
(W2)ik, (W2)jc, (W2);; (summed over ¢, j) the three pairings give

dak(scldg + 5a(:5kld2 + 5al(sckd2~
]

Proof of (50)—(51). Permutation invariance follows from the exchangeability of the rows of W; and
2
columns of W5. The G(lz) contribution to (59) is —”‘I:l”F I,;, by Lemma 24. For G(l), we have (Ggl))ab =
T (WS W), Fy(wa, wy,), 50

Ew, [(G NG | W] = Zsz[(WQTWQ)ak(WzTW2)cl] Fy(wa, wi) Fy(we, wy),
bkl

and substituting Lemma 26 gives T\" + 7" + T.{“) with

T = 433, Fy(wa, wa) Fy(w,, we), 61)
T3 = da bae 31 oy Fol(wa, wi)?, (62)
T3 = dy 37, Fy(wa, we) Fy(we, wy,). (63)
Term Ty. By Lemma 25, Fj(w,, w,) = 3(wg)p, 80 7% = dzgw(jwc, giving E[T{"] = d0d2 and
E[T{“)] = 0 for a # c.
Term T,. For u # v, let A := H;U‘TLT and B := =% in (60); using u' v = ||ul| ||v]|| cos#,

Y Fy(u,v)* = A ful® + 2AB(uv) + B |o* = |[v]* 4(0),

sin?@ + (7 — 6)? N sin 0 cos O(m — 0)
472 272 '

P(0) =

In Tz(aa) the term k = a contributes Y-, Fy(wa, wa)? = § |wa ||? (expectation %0), and each k # a contributes
E||wgl|*JE[t(8ar)] = dor1, s0

E[T{") = da % + (d1 = 1)dom | = dods [(dr — 1)kr + 1],

and TQ(GC) =0fora # c.
Term Ts. For a = ¢, the sum 3, Fy(wq, w,)? equals 1 [|lw,]|®, so E[T{*"] = dod2 Fora +# c, expanding
Fo(wg, we) Fp(we, w,) via (60) (with 6 := 6,.) and summing over b,

[wa [Jwe||

2 {cos 0(sin® 0 + (m — 0)*) + 2sin 6(r — 9)] .

ZFb(waawc)Fb(wcawa) =
b
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Here ||w,|| |w.| is independent of 0,, with E[||w,|| ||w.|]] = do + O(1); as dy — o0, 8,4, concentrates
at /2 with E[cos 0,.] = 0 and Var(cosf,.) = 1/dg, 50 |E[cos buc q(0ac)]| = O(1/+/dp) for bounded ¢,
while E[sin 0,.(m — 0,.)] = ©(1). The cos 0(-) part contributes O(d2+/dp) and the 2 sin (7 — 6) part gives
dodoka + O(dg), SO ]E[T?Eac)] = dopdako + O(dg\/CTo)

Combining. For a = ¢, adding the three terms and the G §2) contribution and merging the two d@% pieces,

E[(G1G] )aa] = BB 4 dody [(dy — )y + 1] + 12,

fora # conly 73" survives, E[(G1G] )ae] = dodatia+O(day/dy). Finally 1(/2) = LH(r/2)° _ s

472
and sin(/2)(m — 7/2)/(27%) = L give the high-dimensional limits of x1, K2. ]

D.7 Discussion

At initialization the gradient of W, is mostly target-independent: the ©(d?) leading order of E[(G2G3 )ad]
comes entirely from tr(H?), which depends only on W7y, while the target term %((IJ‘I'T)M is dominated

unless || @3- is exceptionally large. The nonzero ©(1) off-diagonal of E[G G | comes from Tj and reflects
ReLU’s lack of odd symmetry: in a deep linear network the symmetry Wy — DW;, Wy — W5 D for
D = diag(+1) preserves the loss and forces off-diagonal expectations to zero (cf. Appendix C), whereas
o(—z) # —o(z) breaks it. The dominance is therefore asymptotic in d; rather than exact.

E Single-Layer Linear Attention
E.1 Setup

Let T, dy, dy, d, d2 be positive integers. Single-layer linear attention with tokens X € R7*% (one per row)
and weights Wgo, Wi € Rérxdo Wy, € RIv*do W, € R%2%dv and its loss against a deterministic linear
target ® € Rd2%do gre

b

A=
Vi

2
XWoWrX'T,  [f(X)=AXWyWg, L:=3|f(X)-X®'|,. (64)

Let
Z:=XW, R:=fX)-X®', Y =X&', C=X"X, cp i= tr(CP), (65)
with ¢g = tr(C°) = dp, and define the three data moments

A= E[C%C4+CQC4+C§], Ay = E[c?c%+2czc4]7

(66)
Az :=Elcicstcici+3cacatcy) = Ay + Ag,

which are explicit polynomials in (7', dy) (Lemma 33). The gradients G := 0L/0W,, e € {Q, K,V, O}, are

_ 1 T TRT =L T T
Gy =WgRTAX, Go=R'AZ.

Muon acts per weight matrix, so the objects of study are the four gradient self outer-products G Gg and
GG (both di, x di.), Gv Gy (d, x d,) and GoG/, (da x da), as in Appendices B to D.

E.2 Standing assumption

Assumption 8. Wq, Wi, Wy, Wy, are mutually independent with i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries; the rows of X are
i.i.d. N(0,1,,), independent of the weights, so C ~ Wy, (T, 14,); ® is deterministic. Expectations E|-] are
over data and weights jointly, and E[- | X | over the weights only.

This is Assumption 4 of the main text; fan-in scaling is treated in Remark 6.
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E.3 Main results restated

Every dj, dependence below enters through the single ratio Ay /A; of the moments (66).

Theorem (Theorem 4, restated). Under Assumption 8, E[GQGg] = coly,, E[GkGL] = cxly, and
E[GvG‘T/] = CVIdv with

co = 7 (Eleati] + dy [817) + o (Bleafi] + Bleapa]),

d2
exc = 7 (Elespi] + dy |[]2) + 2 El(¢}+2) 31 (68)
dk v F di 1 ’

ev = dy(da+dy+1) (A1 + A ) + 7] @[},

where 31, B2 are the polynomials (75); and

E[GoG)] = ao Iy, +d,y 27, (69)
with
v=LE[d = T[(Tdo+8)(T+do)2 4 2(Tdy+10)(T+do) + 5(Td0+4)} , (70)
dy(dyt1 2d,
ao :dv(dv+1)A1 +duA2+%A3+d7kAl :@(d%dg). (71)

Corollary 3. Under Assumption 8 and for fixed P,
cg < cx = O(d3d2dy/dy), ey =O(do(do+d,)dy), a0 =0O(d2dp),
with cx — cg = (E[c} 1] — Elcaf32]) /d3, of relative size O(1/d},); and for a # bwith (8@ )4, # 0,

E[(GOGB)M]

_ 3
E[(GoG )] O (dudo).

Thus the hidden dimension d,, and the token dimension dy drive the diagonal dominance of E[G o Gg], while
dy, enters cy, ap and the Wy ratio only through bounded factors.

E.4 Preliminary lemmas

Lemmas 29 to 32 are stated conditionally on X, i.e. with C fixed and ¢, = tr(C”); Lemma 33 supplies the
moments of C' ~ Wy, (T, I,;,) needed to average over X .

Lemma 27. Same as Lemma 1.
Lemma 28 (Wick/Isserlis). Same as Lemma 3.

Lemma 29. Let W € R™*? have i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries, let S := W W ~ Wy(n, 1), and let M € R3*?
be deterministic symmetric. Then

E[SapSed] = n%6ab0ca + n(SacObd + Saddbe), E[SMS] = n(n+1)M +ntr(M)I;,  (72)
hence E[tr(M SM S)] = n(n+1) tr(M?) + n(tr M)? and E[S?] = n(n+d+1)I1,.
Proof. Since Sop = >, WaaWap, Lemma 28 gives

E[Sabscd] = Z E[WaaWabWBcWﬂd} = Z((Sab(scd + 6a,85ac5bd + 6aﬂ5ad5bc>7
o, o,

which is the first identity. Contracting it against M. and using M = M T,

[ SMS ad ZMbc abScd =n Mad+TLMad +nd dtI‘(M)

which is the second identity; contracting once more against M, gives the trace identity, and M = I; gives
E[S?]. [
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Lemma 30. Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X, let N := WQCWér € R%*dx_ Then

E[NijNii | X = ¢} 6:50k1 + c2(ixdj1 + 6u6jk),

73
E[(tr N)? | X] = dic} + 2dgca,  E[tr N? | X] = dica + di(ci+cz). 7

The same identities hold with C replaced by any deterministic symmetric E € R%*% and (cy,cy) by
(tr E,tr E?), and with W, replaced by Wi.

Proof. Since N;; = Za’b(WQ)iaCab(WQ)jb, Lemma 28 gives
E[(W0)ia(W3Q) s (WQ)ke(WQ)1d] = 0i0ab0k10cd + dikdacdjidbd + 010040,k 0bc,

and contracting against C,C\q, with > ab CopCap = tr(C?) = ¢y, gives the first line of (73). Summing it
overi = j and k = [ gives E[(tr IV)? | X|; summing it over j = k and [ = i gives E[tr N2 | X]. Only the
symmetry of C' and the law of W were used, which gives the last assertion. (These are Lemmas 10 and 11
withm = di and M = C.) [

Lemma 31. Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X, let N € R%*% be symmetric and independent of
Wi, and let S := WL NWy. Then E[S.,Sca | X, N| = (tr N)26,40cq + tr(IN?)(8acOpd + daadse), and
E[tr(SC?SC?)| X, N] = (tr N)?cy + tr(N?)(cs+c3),

E[(tr(SC?%))*| X, N] = (tr N)?c3 4+ 2tr(N?) cy. 79

Proof. Since Sab = Ziyj(WK)iaNij(WK)jb, Lemma 28 apphed to E[(WK)ia(WK)jb(WK)kc(WK)ld} as
in the proof of Lemma 30, followed by contraction against N;; Ny; with N = N T, gives the first identity.
Contracting the first identity against (C?),.(C?)4q, the three terms give (tr N)? tr(C*), tr(IN?) tr(C*)
and tr(N?2) tr(C?)2, which is the first line of (74); contracting against (C?)y,(C?)q4. instead, they give
(tr N2 tr(C?)2, tr(IN?) tr(C*) and tr(IN?) tr(C*), which is the second line. n

Lemma 32. Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X, let Ho := W4 Wqo ~ Wy, (da, I,) and E =
CWJ HoWyC, and define

B 1= dad, [(daddotdy +3) es + (dytdyt1) 3],
(75)
Bo = dady [(dad2) & + 2da-tdy+1) ).

Then E[tr(E?) | X| = By and E[(tr E)? | X| = Ss.

Proof. Let Sy := Wl HoWy, so that tr E = tr(SyC?) and tr E? = tr(SyC?SyC?). Since Hy is
symmetric and independent of Wy, Lemma 31 applies with (Wy,, Hp) in place of (Wi, N):

E[tr E? | X, Ho] = (tr Hp)?cy + tr(HZ)(catc3),
E[(tr E)? | X, Ho| = (tr Hp)?c3 + 2tr(H}) c4.

By Lemma 29 with (n,d) = (dz,d,), E[(tr Hp)?] = dad,(d2d,+2) and E[tr H3] = dad,(da+dy+1);
substituting gives 31 and [o. ]
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Lemma 33 (Wishart trace moments). For C ~ Wy, (T, 1a,): E[c1] = T'do, Elco] = T'do(T+do+1), and

Elcs] = Tdy [(T+do)3 + 6(T+do)? + 3(Tdo+7)(T+do) + 5(Td0+4)} : (76)
E[c2] = Tdo [(Tdo+8)(T+d0)2 4 2(Tdo+10)(T+do) + 5(Tdo+4)] , (77)

Elesca] = Tdo [(Td0+16)(T+d0)4 + (TTdy+136)(T+do )
+ (3T2d5+99Tdo+736) (T+do)* + (8T°dg+305T do+1608) (T+dy)

+ 21T2d§+420Td0+1344} , (78)

E[c3] = T'd, [(T2d§+24Td0+160) (T+do)® + (3T*dg+84Tdo+704) (T+dy)?
+ (157°dg+344Td+1664) (T+do) + 13T2d2+380Td0+1312}, (79)
E[Zcy] = (Tdo+8)(Tdo+10)Elcy],  E[c3c3] = (Tdo+8)(Tdy+10) E[c]. (80)

Consequently Az = A1 + As. As polynomials in dy, all six moments have positive coefficients, of degree 4 for
Elcy], E[c3] and degree 6 for the other four; hence E[cy], E[c3] = O(d}), E[cacy], E[c3], E[c2cy], Ec3c3] =
O(dS), and therefore v = %E[cg] = O(d3) and Ay, Ay = O(dS).

Proof. Throughout the proof let s := T+dgy and q := T'dy. Since C = X " X with X € RT*o standard
Gaussian, every moment below is the expectation of a polynomial in the entries of X, and Gaussian integration
by parts, E[X;, ¥ (X)] = E[0V/0X,,] for polynomial ¥, applies.

Step 1: a recursion in the total degree. For k > 1 and g := [ ¢y, Withm; > 1(g = 1ifn = 0),

Elckg] = E[((T—&-k‘—l) Cp—1+ kil ¢; ck,lfj)g} +2 i m; E {ckeri,l H cm,} ) (81)
J=1 i=1 I#i

Indeed, ¢, = tr(X T XC* ') = 3, | X;0(X C* )4, so integration by parts in each Xy, gives

Elcyg] = ZE[ X;;gal) ]JFEE[(XCk_l)t“a(z(QJ' (82)

From 0C4./0Xtq = 0abXtc + 0acXtp and the product rule, for m > 1,

AC™pe L, L,
% _ Z [(Cr)ba (XCm 1 )tc + (CTXT)bt (Cm 1 7)ac}’
ta r—0 (83)
0cm o 8(Cm)bb o m—1
8Xta N Z 8Xta N 2m (XC )ta

Since (XC*~1),, = > Xip(CF)pq, (83) withm = k — 1 gives

k—1
Za(ng( . )ta Z (1), +Z{Z (XC™)a(XCE2Y,,

t,a r=0 t,a

k—2
+) tr(XCTXT) tr(C)
r=0

k—2 k—1
=Tcp_1+ (k=1)cp—1 + Z Cra1 Ch—2—r = (THk—1) cx—1 + ch Ch—1—j»
r=0 7j=1
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since Y7, (X CT)1a(XCP277)0 = tr(C"X T XCF277) = ¢y and tr(XC" X ) = ¢,41; this is the
first term of (81). For the second, 0g/0Xq = Y ,(0cm, /0X+ta) Hl# Cm, and, by (83),

d(XC* g;(m —2mz XCH1)u(XC™ Mg
ta

t,a

=2m tr(C’kilXTXCmfl) = 2M Ckym—1-

Step 2: moments containing cy, and (80). For k = 1 the first bracket of (81) is T'co = g and each c,,, is
reproduced, so

Elcig] = (¢ +2degg)Elg],  degg:= 3, mi, (84)
and iterating, E[c?F] = (q+2d+2)(q+2d) E[F] for F homogeneous of degree d in C; d = 4 gives (80).
Step 3: degree at most four. By (81) with g = 1 and k = 1, 2, 3, and by (84),
Ele)] = Elci] = (¢+2)q,  Eleo] = (T+1+do)E[ci] = q(s+1),
Elcica] = ( 4)E[co] = q(g+4)(s+1),
Elcs] = (T+2+do)E[ca] + E[c}] = q[(s+1)(s+2) + ¢+ 2] = q[s* + 35+ ¢ +4].
Then (81) with (k, g) = (4,1) and (2, c2) gives
Elcs] = (T+3+do)E[cs] + 2E[c1co]
= q[(5+3)(s*+3s+q+4) + 2(s+1)(q+4)] = q[s® + 652 + 3(qg+7)s + 5(q+4)],
E[c3] = (T+14do)E[cica] + 4E[c3]
= q[(s+1)%(g+4) + 4(s*+3s+q+4)] = q[(g+8)s* + 2(g+10)s + 5(q+4)],

which are (76) and (77).
Step 4. degree five. By (81) with (k, g) = (5,1) and (3, c2), and by (84) for E[c1c3] = (¢+6)E[c3] and
Elcfea] = (q+4)(q+6)Eca],

Elcs) = (T+4+do)E[ca) + 2E[c1c3] + E[c3]
= q[s* +10s® + (6¢+65)s> + 5(5¢+32)s + (¢+4)(2¢+37)],
Elezcz] = (T+2+do)E[c3] + Elcico] + 4E[cd]
= q[(q+12)s® + 4(q+15)s* + (¢+7)(q+24)s + (q+4)(¢+36)].
Step 5: degree six. By (81) with (k, g) = (4, ¢2) and (2, ¢3), and by (84) for E[cic3] = (¢+8)E|[c3],
E[caca] = (T+3+do)Elcacs] + 2E[eic3] + 4E[cs] = (s4+3)E[cacs] + 2(q+8)E[c3] + 4E[cs),
E[cd] = (T+1+do)E[c1c3] + 8E[cacs] = (s+1)(q+8)E[c3] + SE[cacs];

substituting Steps 3 and 4 and collecting powers of s gives (78) and (79).

Step 6: orders in dy. All coeflicients above are positive, so each moment is © of its highest power of dy,
read off from the displayed formulas: dy - d3 for E[c4], do - do - d3 for E[c3], do - do - dg for E[cacs), do - d3 - d}
for E[c3], and d3 times E[c4] and E[c3] for (80). Since A; and A, are positive combinations of degree-six
moments by (66), they are ©(d§); Az = A1 + Ag holds by definition. ]

E.5 Proofs

The proof of Theorem 4 has three steps: the isotropy of E[G4G/ | X| for e € {Q, K,V} (Lemma 34); the
conditional closed forms of E[G Gg | X] (Lemma 35) and of the isotropic constants (Lemma 36); and the
average over X.

Lemma 34 (Isotropy). Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X,
[GQG |X] _CQ(C) Idw E[GKGg(lX] :CK<C)Idk7
[GvG; | X] = Cv(C) Idv,

with ¢q(C) == -E[|Gollp | X, ek (C) := EGk |5 | X] and e (C) := £E[|Gv |z | X].
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Proof. Fix X and let W := (Wg, Wy, Wy, Wp). Let D € R%*4x be diagonal with entries in {1}, and
let 7p denote the map (Wq, Wi, Wy, Wp) — (DWg, DWi, Wy, Wo). Since (DWg) T (DWk) =
Wg Wi, the matrix A in (64), and hence L, is invariant: £ o 7p = L. Differentiating this identity with
respect to Wy, by the chain rule gives D" Gq(tpW) = Go(W), i.e.

GQ(TDW) =D GQ(W) (85)
Under Assumption 8, Tp W 4 W, so
ElGoGhH | X] =E[Gq(tpW)Gqo(tpW) T | X] = DE[GoG, | X] D.

For a # b, choosing D,, = 1 and Dy, = —1 gives E[(GQGCB)G;) | X] = —E[(GQGg)ab | X], hence 0.
Likewise, for a permutation matrix P € R%*% the map (Wq, Wi) — (PWg, PW[) preserves W Wi
and the law of ¥/, and the same argument gives E[GQGg | X] = PIE[GQGCT2 | X] P"; hence all diagonal
entries are equal, and their common value is dikIE[tr(GQGg) | X] = co(C). The same argument with W,
and Wi exchanged gives the claim for G .

For Gy, let D € R% *4v be diagonal with entries in {1} and let 7p map (Wy, W) — (DWy, W D),
fixing W, Wi. Since f(X) = AX(WoWy) ' depends on (Wi, W) only through the product Wo Wy,
which equals (WoD)(DWy), L o 1p = L; differentiating with respect to Wy gives Gy (tpW) =
DGy (W), and (DWy, WD) 4 (Wy, Wo) under Assumption 8. The sign and permutation arguments
above apply verbatim. ]

Lemma 35 (Conditional closed form for Wy). Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X,

E[GoG) | X] =ao(C) 14, + dycy RC* T, (86)
ao(C) = dy(dy,+1) (C%C4+CQC4+C§) +d, (c%c%—&—Zch)
+ %}cﬂ) (Geatcics+3cacatcy) + ijv (Geateacatcy). &7
Proof. Let 2 := AZZ " AT. Substituting R = AZW/] — Y into GoG}, = RTQR,
GoGL=WoZ "ATQAZW, - WoZ 'ATQY - Y'QAZW/, +Y QY. (88)
T T, Ts i

The terms T, T'3 are linear in W, which is centered and independent of (X, W, Wi, Wy ),s0 E[T5 | X| =
E[T;| X] = 0.

The term T4. By Lemma 27, E[ZZ T | X, W, Wk]| = XE[W Wy | X T =d, XX T, hence

E[Ty| X, Wo, Wk]=d, 2(XTAXXTATX)®",
XTAXXTATX = L CWuWKC*WLW,C.
By Lemma 27, E(W C?W,. | X| = cy1;, and then ]E[WJWQ} = di14,, so
E[T,| X] = dyco ®C?*® . (89)
The term T,. By Lemma 27 applied to W,
E[T:| X, Wo, Wi, Wy] =t1(ZTATQAZ) 1, = tr((ATAZZ")?)1,,.

Let N := WQCWQ-'?—, S = W.NWg, Hy == Wi/ Wy ~ Wy, (d,, I,) and M := CSC, which is
symmetric. Then AT A = iXSXT and ZZ" = XHy X', so0

tr((A'AZZ")?) = & tr(MHy MHy).
k
Since Hy is independent of M, Lemma 29 with (n, d) = (d,, dp) gives

E[tr(MHyMHy) | X,Wo, Wk| = d,(dy+1) tr(M?) + d,(tr M)?.
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Now tr M = tr(SC?) and tr M? = tr(SC?SC?), so Lemma 31 (conditionally on N) followed by
Lemma 30 give
Eftr M? | X| = di (cicatcacatcl) + di(ceatcicl+3cacatcs),

90
E[(tr M)? | X] = di (cIc3+2caca) + 2di (cfeateacates). .

Therefore E[T; | X] = ap(C)I4, with ap(C) = d%(dv(dv—&—l)E[tr M?| X] + d,E[(tr M)? | X}) which
k
is (87); adding (89) gives (86). [ |

Lemma 36 (Conditional constants). Under Assumption 8, conditionally on X, with tg = tr(§C2<I>T), the
constants of Lemma 34 are

c c
¢q(C) = 7 (B +duts) + (51 + f2), ©1)
k k
c A +ec
cx(C) = di(ﬁl +dyte) + 1d2 2 81, 92)
k k
ey (C) = dy(do+d,+1) {(0304—%02044—6%) + i (C%C4+C%C%+3CQC4+C§):| +eots. (93)

Proof. Substituting R = AZ Wg —Y into (67) splits each gradient as G4 = ae — be, Where a, collects the
term containing AZ WOT and b, the term containing Y. For e € {Q, K'}, a, is quadratic and b, linear in
Wo, for e = V, ay is quadratic and by linear in Wy as well. Since Wy is centered and independent of
everything else, E[tr(a,b] ) | X] = 0 and

E(|G.ll | X] = El|as]l | X] +E[||ba||5 | X].

Throughout, Hp := Wg Wy, E := CWJHoWyC (as in Lemma 32), N := WoCW, (as in
Lemma 30), and we use the identities X ' Z = CWJ and X TATX = ﬁCWI}r WqoC.

Target parts. From (67), bg = ﬁWK CW, W/ ®C. By Lemma 27 applied to W and cyclicity of
the trace,

Elllboll | X, Wy, Wo| = tr(Wy C*W, - W] 8C28T W),

and Lemma 27 applied to Wy (E[Wy C2W,| = c21,,) and to Wo (E[WS ®C?® T W) = tel,,) gives
E[|bg|} | X] = dycate. The same computation applies to by = \%TkWQC@TWOWVC (Lemma 27
applied to W) and to by = WOT YT AX (Lemma 27 applied to Wy, then (89) for the average of
XTAXXTATX over Wk, Wg), so

E(lbally | X] = Ellbxllr | X] = Elllby |5 | X] = dy c2 ta.

Model part of Gg. Using X7 = CW{,'— and ZTATX =Wy XTATX = ﬁWVCW;(—WQC,

ag = EWkBWLWoC = LIWC,  lagli = 2 t(J°N),

where J := W EW,L and N := WQCQWC;. Given X, J and N are independent, and E[]AV/\ X]| = o1y,
by Lemma 27, so ]E[HaQH; | X] = %E[tr J?| X]. By Lemma 30 with E in place of C and W in place
k
of Wq, E[tr J? | X, E] = di tr(E?) + di,((tr E)? + tr(E?)), and by Lemma 32, E[tr J? | X| = d3 8, +
di(B1+Bz). Hence E[[lag [ | X] = caB1+ 5 (Bi+82), and cq(C) = 4~ (Elllaglly | X]+E[[bol: | X])
is (9O1).
Model part of Gi. Using X TAZ = ﬁCWgWKC’WJ and ZT X = Wy C,

aKg = - K, aK|lp = zz Ur K K)-
L NWKE lax]? & tr(N? Wi E*W)

Given X, the matrices N, Wi and E are independent. By Lemma 27, E[Wx E2°W,! | X, E] = tr(E?)1,,;
by Lemma 30, E[tr N? | X] = dics + di(ci+cz); and by Lemma 32, E[tr E? | X] = ;. Hence

El|ax|? | X] = (c2+ Cfdﬁ)ﬁl, which together with the target part gives (92).

k
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Model part of Gy. Here ay = Wi WoZTATAX = HoZTATAX, so
lay| = tr(H3My), My :=Z ATAXX'ATAZ = FWyvCSC*SCWY,

with S as in the proof of Lemma 35. Given X, Ho is independent of My and E[H3| = dao(da+d,+1)14,
by Lemma 29, so E[||ay H% | X] = da(de+d,+1)E[tr My | X]. Taking the expectation over Wy,
(E[WJ Wy = d,14,) and then over Wi, W by Lemmas 30 and 31,

Eltr My | X] = d—i [tr(SC?*SC?)| X] = d, {(01044—02044—02) + 4 (clc4+clcz+30204+02)]

which is the first line of (90) divided by dz. Adding the target part and dividing by d,, gives (93). [
Proof of Theorem 4. Take expectations over X in Lemmas 34 to 36; by the tower property and Assumption 8,
E[GoGS) =Elao(C)] I, +d, PE[c2C?| @,  E[G.G] =E[ce(C)|I (o €{Q,K,V}).
For Q € O(dp), QCQT 4 € and ¢, is invariant, so E[c2C?] = QE[c2C?| QT for all Q, and by Schur’s
lemma E[c;C?] = v Iy, with v = 3-E[e tr C?] = Z-E[c3]; (77) gives the polynomial and the order in (70).
This proves (69), and averaging (87) termwise with (66) gives the closed form of @p = E[ap(C)] in (71).

The same isotropy argument gives E[cats] = tr(® E[coC?| @) = v ||tI>||%, so averaging (91)—(93) gives
(68), where by (75)

Elco1] = dady [(dzdy+d2+dv+3) E[cocq] 4 (do+dy+1) E[c%]},
Eleafs] = dad, | (dody+2) Elc] + 2(do+d,+1) Eleoea] . ©4)
E[(2+c2)B1] = dad, [(dgdv+d2+dv+3) (Elc2es]+Elcaca]) + (do+dyt1) (E [CICQ]HE[CQ})]
all explicit by Lemma 33. Finally, substituting As = A; + Ay into the closed form of &,
a0 = dy (@) (14 1) + 2] A1+ a1+ 25| A, = O(a2a5), (95)

all terms being nonnegative and A1, Ay = O(d§) by Lemma 33, which is the order stated in (71). ]

Proof of Corollary 3. All Wishart moments of Lemma 33 are positive, and d,,, d; > 1 throughout.
Step 1: the B-moments. By (94), each of

Elea1] = dady | (dady+da+dy+3) Eleaca] + (da+dy+1) B[],
Elcafh) = dady [(dady+2) Elcd] + 2(da-+d,+1) Eleac] |,
E[(c2+c)p1] = dad, [(dzdv—i—dg—i—dv—s—i%) (Elc2ca]+E[caca]) + (do+dy+1) (E[clcz]%[cz])}

is dod,, times a polynomial of degree one in d,, whose coeflicients are positive combinations of the degree-six
moments E[cocq], E[c3], E[cicq], E[c}c3] = ©(df) of Lemma 33; since dad,, > £ (da+d,), each is

Elcaf1] = ©(d3dodp), Elcofa] = ©(d3d2dp), E[(ci+c2)B1] = O(d3dody). (96)

Step 2: cq and cy. Substituting (96) into (68),

o = 7 ( Bleapi] +doy 21 + d2 (Eleaf] + Elcaa]).

O(d2d2dS)  ©(d,d3) ©(d3dzdg)
1
cr = g (Bleaps] + 07 1215) + 5 Ellch o))
©(d2d2dS)  O(dydd) ©(d3dzdg)
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where v = @(dg) by Lemma 33. All terms are positive, and since ds, d,,, di,dy > 1 the second and third
terms are at most a constant multiple of the first; hence

2 _ 2 12 76
o = e = O(BEAI), e —cq =PI _ (B _ (LY,

&2 & dr
Step 3: cy. By (68) with A3 = Ay + Ao,
A A
oy = dg(dg—l—dv—i—l)(Al n d3) Fyl@E,  daAr < ds (A1 + di’) < do(A; + Ag),
k k

so cy is affine in d, with slope between doA; and da(A;+Aj3) and intercept between ds(da+1)A; and
do(da+1) (A1 +A3) + v ||| 5s since Ay, Ay = O(dS) and v = O(d3) (Lemma 33), ¢y = O (da(do+d,) df).
Step 4: ap. Let &y := dy(d,+1)A1 + d, Az be the dj-free part of (95). Then

1 1
do—af = — [dv(de)Ag + 2dUA1] < — {dv(dv+1)(A1+A2) + ZdU(dU+1)A1]
k k
_ 3AI+ A . dy(dy+1)Aq < 3A1 + Ao _ ay

A dy Ay di’
so that 3A A
G5 < ap < (1 " %)ago, d2A; < aF < 2d2A; + d2As, ©7)
14k

and therefore, with Ay, Ay = O(df), ap = O(d2dj).
Step 5: the W ratio. By (69), for a # b with (8P ), # 0,

E[(GOG(T))(MI] =aop + dv’y((}‘I’T)aa = @(d3d8)7
E[(GoGf)as] = duy(®B T )ap = O(dydp),

and dividing gives the ratio ©(d,d3). Finally, Steps 3 and 4 show that dj, enters cy and & only through the
factors 1 + Az /(A1dy) € [1, 1 + As/A1] and the bracket in (97), both bounded above and below; the same is
then true of the ratio. ]

E.6 Discussion

Remark 3 (Scope of the isotropy). This remark records how far the exact zeros of Theorem 4 for Wo, Wi, Wy,
extend beyond the setting of Assumption 8. The proof of Lemma 34 uses only that f depends on (Wg, W)
through Wg Wy and on (Wy, Wo) through Wo Wy, and that the law of the weights is invariant under the
sign and permutation maps. Hence the isotropy of Gq, Gk, G holds conditionally on every dataset, for any
differentiable loss, for any initialization whose law has these symmetries, and, applying the sign matrix to
stacked heads, for multi-head attention. RoPE inserts a position-dependent matrix between queries and keys
and is not covered. For these three matrices P I in expectation, so orthogonalization degenerates to the
scalar normalization G/ |G|,

Remark 4 (Role of data randomness). This remark identifies which part of the argument actually uses
the Gaussian tokens, since the answer differs from the ReLU setting. Unlike the RelLU setting, where
Gaussian data creates the cancellation (k1, ks are input integrals), here the data enters no cancellation:
the zeros are weight-space symmetries holding per dataset, and (86) is an identity for every dataset. For
instance, since ap(C) > d2¢c3 and ca > Apax(C)?, (86) gives E[(GoG))aa | XI/E[(GoG)as | X] >
doAmax(C)?/ (|l pall lesl|) deterministically, with @, the rows of ®. Gaussian tokens only translate cy, ca, c4
into (T, dy) via Lemma 33; what is genuinely needed is independence of the data from the initialization, since
a data-dependent initialization breaks the symmetry argument.

Remark 5 (Sign of cx — cq). This remark settles which of the query and key constants is larger, a
question that Corollary 3 leaves open because it only bounds their difference. By (68) and (94), cx — cqg =
dody [(dody+2) A1+ (do+dy+1) Az /d2 with Ay := E[cics] —E[c3] and Ay = E[ccq] +E[cic3] —2E[cacy).
When min(T, dy) = 1, C has rank one, all four moments equal E[(anax(T’do))f‘], and cx = cq. For every
integer 2 < T, dy < 512 the polynomials of Lemma 33 give A1, Ay > 0, hence cx > cq for all da, d,, in that
range.
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Remark 6 (Fan-in scaling). This remark checks how the conclusions change under the standard fan-in
initialization in place of the unit-variance entries of Assumption 8. With entry variances 1/dy (Wq, Wi, Wy)
and 1/d,, (Wo), each application of Lemma 27 picks up the corresponding variance and the d,, factor of the
Wo ratio cancels: the ratio becomes ©(1) in dy, d,, and dy alike, its size being set by the sequence length
through the data moments alone, so under fan-in scaling the sequence length, not the hidden dimension, drives
diagonalization, consistent with the near-diagonal GG observed along GPT-2 and LLaMA trajectories by
Deng et al. (2026).

F Asymptotic Approximation between Orthogonalization and Row
Normalization

What does diagonal dominance say about the orthogonalization step itself? Suppose V;V," is diagonal. Then
ViV,| = diag(ViV,7), s0 (VV,T)1/? = diag(V;V; ") ~"/2, and since diag(V,V,")is = I|(Vi)i. 5.

oy (Ve "
[( tVi ) t]l’: ||(W)z,||2 -

That is, when VtV,;T is diagonal the orthogonalization in (1) is just each row of the momentum divided by its
own {5 norm, which is exactly the row normalization used by several recent stateless optimizers (Ma et al., 2025;
Scetbon et al., 2025; Glentis et al., 2025; Wen et al., 2025; Pethick et al., 2025; Deng et al., 2026); equivalently,
its implicit preconditioner is diag(Pt)l/ 2®1I,, which equals Hyryon When P, is diagonal. Putting (98) together
with Theorems 1 to 4: at a Gaussian initialization, as the hidden dimension grows, Muon’s ©(mn min(m, n))
orthogonalization collapses to a ©(mn) row-wise £» normalization with the same preconditioner structure,
and for the query, key and value weights of attention the collapse is exact in expectation. Deng et al. (2026)
check that this equivalence holds throughout the training of GPT-2 and LLaMA, and that the dominance ratio
grows with model size, in line with the hidden-dimension dependence in Theorem 3 and Theorem 4. Carrying
the analysis past initialization, and to deep nonlinear networks, is left for future work.

G Simulation of Theoretical Results

We numerically verify the dimension-scaling predictions of Theorems 1 to 4 under the Gaussian initialization
of Section 3.2. For each model, we perform two experiments. First, at a representative configuration, we
estimate the expected gradient self outer-product and examine its diagonal and off-diagonal structure. Second,
we vary the relevant model dimensions and measure how the diagonal magnitude, off-diagonal magnitude, and
their ratio change.

To summarize the structure of a matrix P € R™*™, we define the mean diagonal magnitude, mean
off-diagonal magnitude, and diagonal-dominance ratio as

1 & 1 D(P)
D(P)=— Py, OD(P)= —— Py, R(P) = . 99
(P)= 23 I P)= S Pk R = Gy 99)
Given S independent initializations with gradients GV, ..., G(%), we estimate the expected gradient self
outer-product by
s
=~ 1
E[GG"| ==Y G @GH)T. 100
[GGT] =5 ; (GY) (100)

We use D, OD, and R to denote the corresponding empirical estimates of D(E[GG"]), OD(E[GG ")),
and R(E[GGT]), respectively.
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Figure 7: Empirical expected gradient self outer-product for symmetric matrix factorization with d = 25,
k = 80, and a fixed rank-5 target, estimated over 10,000 independent initializations. Each heatmap is
normalized by its empirical mean diagonal magnitude. The panel uses the logarithmic color scale as shown.

G.1 Symmetric Matrix Factorization

Setup. We next verify the predictions of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 for symmetric matrix factorization. As
defined in (16), the gradient is
G=WW' - M" W,

where W € R¥* and M* € R¥* is symmetric positive semidefinite. Under Assumption 5, Theorem 1
gives
E[GG"] = asIy — 20 M* + k(M*)?, (101)

where iy = k(k +d+ 1) and a3 = k* 4+ 3(d + 1)k* + (d* + 3d + 4)k. Corollary 1 gives the corresponding
diagonal and off-diagonal entries,
E[(GGT)H] = Q3 — QOéQM{; + k((M*)2)
E[(GGT)ij] = =200 M} + k((M*)?) .,

)

e (102)
i# 7.

For fixed d and a fixed target with nonzero off-diagonal structure, this gives D(E[GG"]) = ©(k?®) and
OD(E[GG"]) = ©(k?), and hence R(E[GG "]) = O(k).

Empirical structure of the expected gradient Gram. We first examine the structure of the expected gradient
Gram at a representative hidden dimension. We set d = 25, £k = 80, and construct a fixed rank-5 target
M* = QAQT, where Q € R?>*5 has orthonormal columns obtained from the QR factorization of a Gaussian
matrix and A = diag(3,2.5,2,1.5,1). We draw S = 10,000 independent initializations W) ... W),
with i.i.d. entries from A/(0,1). Foreach s € {1,..., S}, let G'*) denote the gradient corresponding to W (*).
Using (100), we estimate E[GG "] from these 10,000 initializations.

Figure 7 shows a strongly diagonal expected gradient Gram, with substantially smaller off-diagonal entries.
This is consistent with the diagonal-dominance behavior predicted by Theorem 1.

Hidden-dimension scaling. We next vary k over 15 values from 5 to 640, while keeping d = 25 and M*
fixed, using S = 10,000 independent initializations at each hidden dimension.

To reduce Monte Carlo noise in the smaller off-diagonal entries, we subtract a term whose expected
off-diagonal contribution is zero. By Lemma 4, setting M* = 0 gives G(0)G(0) " = S, where S = WW .
Moreover, Lemma 7 gives E[S3] = a1y, so this term has zero expected off-diagonal entries. We therefore
define

AL = GO (MG ()T — G¥(0)GH) (0)T. (103)

For i # j,
E{(Af\i)p)ij} =E[(GGT);] .

Thus, the paired difference removes the S2 contribution while preserving the expected off-diagonal entries.
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Figure 8: Hidden-dimension scaling for symmetric matrix factorization with d = 25 and a fixed rank-5 target.
From left to right, the panels show D, OD, and R = D/OD as the factorization hidden dimension & is varied.

Empirical estimates use 10,000 independent initializations at each hidden dimension; OD uses the paired
estimator in (103).

For each hidden dimension, we compute D from the full empirical average (100). For 65, we first average

AS&; over the same S initializations and then apply OD(-). We then compute R=D / OD.

__ Figure 8 shows that the diagonal magnitude grows faster with £ than the off-diagonal magnitude, while
R grows approximately linearly with k. This is consistent with the theoretical predictions D = O(k?),
OD = ©(k?),and R = O (k).

G.2 Deep Linear Network

Setup. We next verify the predictions of Theorem 2 and Corollary 2 for the deep linear network. Under the
Gaussian initialization of Assumption 2, Theorem 2 gives

L—-1
de Y i=1L,
j=1
EGG]] = Visily, +T;, T, = (104)
I & |lI®lits, i<L
1<j<L-1
J#i

Corollary 2 therefore gives zero expected off-diagonal entries for every hidden layer ¢ < L, while for the output
layer

L-1
E(GLGL)awl = | [[ di | (@®T)ar,  a#b. (105)
j=1

Empirical structure of the expected gradient Gram. We first examine the empirical expected gradient
Grams at a representative configuration. We use depth L = 4 with dimensions [dg, d1,ds,d3,ds] =
[512, 80,80, 80, 512] and a fixed target & € R512*512 with entries sampled from A/ (0, 1). We use S = 10,000
independent Gaussian weight initializations and estimate the expected Gram for each Gy, . . ., G4 using (100).

Figure 9 shows strongly diagonal expected Grams for G1, G2, G's, consistent with Corollary 2, which gives
zero expected off-diagonal entries for the hidden layers. The output-layer Gram retains visible off-diagonal
structure, consistent with the ®® T term in Theorem 2.

Dimension scaling. We next vary each hidden dimension d;, d2, d3 individually while holding the remaining
dimensions fixed at the baseline values above. Each hidden dimension is varied over a 12-point grid
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Figure 9: Empirical expected gradient self outer-products for the depth-4 linear network with baseline
dimensions [512, 80, 80, 80, 512], estimated from 10,000 independent initializations. The four panels show
]E[GiGZT] fori = 1,...,4. Each heatmap is normalized by its empirical mean diagonal magnitude. A common
logarithmic color scale is used across all panels.

{5, 10, 20, 40, 60, 80, 120, 160, 200, 240, 280, 320}, and we evaluate G, ..., G4. A fixed 512 x 512 target
is sampled with entries from A (0, 1). We use S = 10,000 independent initializations for every configuration.

Because the expected off-diagonal entries are much smaller than the diagonal entries, direct Monte Carlo
estimation of OD has high variance. We therefore use a paired construction to reduce this Monte Carlo variance
while preserving the expected off-diagonal entries. From (29) and (30), for fixed weights, the gradient is affine
in ®. Foreach s € {1,...,S}, let Gl(-s) (®) denote the layer-i gradient for the s-th weight initialization and
target ®. Using the same weights, we evaluate the gradient at &, —®, and 0, and define

(2

1
AP = 5 [G§s>(q>)a(3>(<1>)T + GES)(—@)Ggs)(—Q)T} -GG (0)T. (106)
The symmetric combination cancels the target-independent and target-linear terms. The remaining term is
AY = (ANTEBTBYBTAW. (107)

By Lemma 15,
EAY] =T, (108)

(2

Since the remaining term V;s; I, in Theorem 2 is diagonal, (106) has exactly the same expected off-diagonal
entries as the full gradient Gram.

For each configuration, we compute D from the full empirical expected Gram. For 65, we first average
AP over the same S initializations and then apply OD(-). We then compute R=D / OD.

Figure 10 shows the layer-dependent scaling predicted by Theorem 2 and Corollary 2. When d; is varied,
D grows more slowly for the corresponding gradient G; than for the other hidden-layer gradients. This is
consistent with D = ©(d;) for G, compared with D = G)(d?) for G, i # j, when the remaining dimensions
are fixed.

Corollary 2 gives zero expected off-diagonal entries for ¢ < L, and the remaining nonzero values are
finite-sample Monte Carlo variances. Ii(g the output layer, the normalized D curves show approximately

quadratic growth, while the normalized OD curves grow approximately linearly when any one of d;, da, ds is
varied. This is consistent with D = G)(dz) OD = ©(d,), and hence R = O(d;).

G.3 Two-Layer ReLLU Network

Setup. We next verify the predictions of Theorem 3 for the two-layer ReLU network f(x) = Wao(Wix),
with hidden dimension d;. Unlike the hidden layers of the deep linear network, the expected gradient self
outer-products are not exactly diagonal.

Under the Gaussian initialization of Assumption 3, Theorem 3 gives, for G,

d, d2 P
E[(G1GT )ua] = 22 1 o ((d1 e+ 2) i 4”F, (109)

39



=G =Gy oGy =Gy G =Gy oGy =Gy G =Gy oGy =Gy

15 - 15 15 1

B L 10 1
S S
~ ~
_Q Q

5 4

0 T T T T
0 80 160 240 320
d3
G Gy -GGy -G -Gy -G oGy G =Gy oGy oGy

=~

~
L

IS

(8 (8 5
S~ ~~ S~
(82 (821 (827

_

s > >
: : : 0/ : : 0/
0 80 0 80

0 T T T T T
0 80 160 240 320 160 240 320 160 240 320
4 ds dy
-G -Gy G -Gy -G, Gy G3; Gy G, -Gy, +G;+G,
4 4 4
3 3 A 3
(& 2 (&2 &2
T~ ~ T~
(5 (5 (=
1 1A 1
0 -+ T T T T 0 T T T T 0 T T T T
0 80 160 240 320 0 80 160 240 320 0 80 160 240 320
dy dy ds

Figure 10: Empirical dimension scaling for the depth-4 linear network. Columns vary di,ds, and ds
individually while holding the remaining dimensions fixed at their baseline values. Rows show ﬁ, 65, and
R=D / OD for G1, ..., Gy, each normalized by its value at the baseline configuration [dg, d1, da, d3, d4] =
[512, 80, 80, 80, 512] to facilitate comparison across layers with different absolute scales. Empirical estimates
use 10,000 independent initializations per configuration. The off-diagonal statistic is estimated using (106).

while for a # c,
E[(G1GY )ac] = dodaka + O(day/do), (110)

where x1 and ko are defined in Theorem 3 and depend only on dy. Holding dy and ds fixed while varying d;
therefore gives

D(E[G:\G{]) =6(d1), OD(E[G\G[])=06(1), R(E[G:IG{])=6(d). (111
For G5, Theorem 3 gives
E[G2G, | = oy, + %@@T, a=0(d?). (112)
Thus, for fixed dy, ds, and a fixed target with nonzero off-diagonal structure,

D(E[G2G;]) = ©(d}), OD(E[G2G; ]) = ©(d1), R(E[G2G;]) =O(dy).  (113)
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Figure 11: Empirical expected gradient self outer-products for the two-layer ReLU network with dimensions
[do,d1,ds] = [512,80,12], estimated from 10,000 independent weight initializations. The panels show
E[G1G/] and E[G2G]]. Each heatmap is normalized by its empirical mean diagonal magnitude. A common
logarithmic color scale is used across all panels.

Empirical structure of the expected gradient Gram. We first examine the empirical expected gradient
Grams at a representative configuration. We use [dy, d1, ds] = [512, 80, 12] and a fixed target ® € R12*512
whose entries are sampled from A (0, 9). For each of S = 10,000 independent Gaussian weight initializations,
we estimate the population gradients using 128,000 independent inputs sampled from N'(0, I, ), and estimate
the expected gradient Grams using (100).

Figure 11 shows diagonally dominant empirical expected Grams for both G; and G2, with smaller
but nonzero off-diagonal entries. This is consistent with Theorem 3, which predicts asymptotic diagonal
dominance.

Dimension scaling. We set dy = 512 and dy = 12, and vary d; € {5, 10, 20, 40, 60, 80, 120, 160, 200, 240,
280, 320, 400,480, 640}. The same fixed target is used throughout the sweep, and each population gradient is
estimated from 128,000 Gaussian inputs for each of S = 10,000 independent weight initializations.

Because the expected off-diagonal entries are much smaller than the diagonal entries, direct Monte Carlo
estimation of OD is noisy. We therefore use the following expressions to reduce this Monte Carlo variance
while preserving the expected off-diagonal entries.

For G, (58) gives

G =6 -_ag?. (114)
By (59), the cross terms vanish in expectation, and Lemma 24 gives
1 ®|;
¢ = wie, E[6PG)] - %Idl- (115)
Hence, )
T W T, Rl
E[GlGl ] =E G1 (Gl ) + 1 I,. (116)

The second term is diagonal, so all expected off-diagonal entries come from Ggl). Moreover, setting ® = 0 in
(58) gives G1(0) = Ggl). Foreach s € {1,..., S}, we therefore define

Al =606 (). 1

For a # ¢,
E[(A7)ee] = E[(G1G])ad] - (118)

Thus, (117) preserves the expected off-diagonal entries while removing the diagonal target contribution.

For G, Lemma 22 gives Go = WoH — ®C. For each s € {1,...,5}, let Gés)(q)) denote the
output-layer gradient for the s-th weight initialization and target ®. Using the same weights and input samples,
we evaluate the gradient at ®, —®, and 0, and define

S 1 S S S S S S
AP = Z e @6 (@) + 6 ()6 (-)T | - e e ). a19)
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Figure 12: Hidden-dimension scaling for the two-layer ReLU network with dy = 512 and dy = 12. The top
and bottom rows correspond to G and G, respectively, and show D, OD, and R = D/OD as d; is varied.
For G1, OD is estimated from the zero-target Gram; for G, it is estimated using (119).

Substituting Lemma 22 into (119) cancels the terms independent of ® and linear in ®, leaving
ALY =TT, (120)
By Lemma 23, C = %Wl, and Lemma 16 gives E[W, W] = d,I,,. Hence

dl«I)i’T (121)

E[A}Y] =
Since the remaining term a4, in (112) is diagonal, (119) has exactly the same expected off-diagonal entries
as the full G, G} .

For both layers, we compute D from the full empirical expected Gram. For G'1, we compute OD from
the zero-target empirical Gram. For G2, we first average Aés) over the same S initializations and then apply
OD(-). We then compute R = ﬁ/6]3

Figure 12 shows the different hidden dimension scalings predicted by Theorem 3. For G5, D Srows
approximately linearly with dl, while OD remains approximately constant, consistent with D = ©(d;) and
OD = 0O(1) in (111). For Go, D 2rows appr0x1mately quadratically with d;, while OD grows approximately
linearly, consistent with (113). Accordingly, R increases with d; for both layers, consistent with the predicted
R =0(dy).

G.4 Single-Layer Attention

Setup. Finally, we verify the predictions of Theorem 4 and Corollary 3 for single-layer attention defined in
(8). We consider the gradients Gq, Gk, Gy, Go of the query, key, value, and output projections, respectively.
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Figure 13: Empirical expected gradient self outer-products for single-layer attention with T’ = 16, dy = 32,
dk = d, = 20, and dy = 12, estimated from 10,000 independent initializations. The four panels show

E[G, GT] for p € {Q, K, V,O}. Each heatmap is normalized by its empirical mean diagonal magnitude. A
common logarithmic color scale is used across all panels.

Under the Gaussian initialization of Assumption 4, Theorem 4 gives
[GQGQ] = CQIdk7
[GKG ]

ElGvGy] = cvly,,

[ ] - dOIdz + dU7 Q)(DT’

where cq, ck, cv, &o, and -y are given explicitly in Theorem 4 and Appendix E.3. Thus, the expected gradient
self outer-products for the query, key, and value projections are exactly diagonal,

=cxly,,
Ko (122)

OD(E[G,G,]) =0, pe{Q K, V}. (123)
Combining Theorem 4 and Corollary 3, for a fixed target with OD(®® ") > 0, we obtain
R(E[GoG{)) = ©(d,d3). (124)

Hence increasing the hidden dimension d,, or the token dimension dy makes the expected output-projection
Gram increasingly diagonally dominant, while the hidden dimension dj, enters the ratio only through a bounded
factor.

Empirical structure of the expected gradient Gram. We first examine the empirical expected gradient
Grams at a representative configuration. We use linear attention with 7' = 16, dy = 32, dy, = d, = 20,
and dy = 12. The entries of the fixed target & € R92* are sampled from A/(0,1). We use S = 10,000
independent initializations. For each initialization, the rows of X € R7*% are sampled independently from
N(0, 1,,), independently of the Gaussian weights, as specified in Assumption 4. We estimate the expected
gradient Gram for each projection using (100).

Figure 13 shows strongly diagonal empirical expected Grams for the query, key, and value projections,
consistent with the exact isotropy in Theorem 4. The output-projection Gram is also diagonally dominant but
retains nonzero off-diagonal structure, consistent with the d,,y ®® T term in (122).

Dimension scaling. We examine four dimension sweeps: d = d, jointly, d; with d, = 80, d,, with
dy, = 80, and dy = ds jointly. For the first three sweeps, we set T = 32, dy = 512, and dy = 12, and use the
12-point grid {5, 10, 20, 40, 60, 80, 120, 160, 200, 240, 280, 320}. For the joint dy = d2 sweep, we set T' = 16
and dy, = d,, = 20, and use the 13-point grid {32, 64,128,192, 256, 320, 384, 448,512, 640, 768,896, 1024 }.
Further, for the joint dy = d2 sweep, we rescale the target ® at each dimension to have the same Frobenius
norm as the 32 x 32 reference target. This controls for the explicit target dependence in Theorem 4: the
diagonal constants cg, ¢k, cy contain terms proportional to ||'I'||§ in (68), while the output Gram contains
the term d,y @@ " in (69). Holding |||, fixed therefore isolates the effect of increasing dy = dp from
the increase in target magnitude from the larger target matrix. For every configuration, we use .S = 10,000
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independent initializations.For each initialization, the rows of X are sampled independently from A/(0, I, ),
independently of the weights.

Since the expected off-diagonal entries are much smaller than the diagonal entries, direct Monte Carlo
estimation of OD is noisy. We therefore use the following expressions to reduce this Monte Carlo variance while
preserving the expected off-diagonal entries. From (65) and (67), each gradient is affine in ® when the weights
and X are fixed. Foreach s € {1,..., S5}, let Gj(f)(@) denote the gradient for projection p € {Q, K,V, 0O}
under the s-th initialization and target ®. Using the same weights and X, we evaluate the gradient at ®, —®,
and 0, and define

S 1 S S S S S S
A =2 [GP(@)GY (@) + G (-2)GY (-2)| - GG 0) . (125)

p p

The symmetric combination cancels the terms independent of ® and linear in ®, leaving the contribution
quadratic in the target. Combining this cancellation with the target-dependent terms in (68) and (69) gives

s dvy
E[AG] = 5 I12] Lo,
s)p _ o
EAR]) = - 105 Lo, (126)

E[AY] =y [|®|} I,
E[AY)] = d,y 2® 7.

Thus, Aé,s) in (125) has zero expected off-diagonal entries for p € {Q, K, V'}, exactly as in (123), while for
p = O it preserves the off-diagonal term in (122).

For each configuration, we compute D from the full empirical expected Gram. For 6\D, we first average
A](gs) over the same S initializations and then apply OD(-). We then compute R=D / OD.

Figure 14 shows the dimension-dependent diagonal scaling predicted by Theorem 4 and Corollary 3. When
dy, is varied with d, fixed, D for G and G decreases, consistent with D = ©(d3d2d/dy,), while Gy
and G depend only weakly on d. Increasing d, increases D for all four projections; the stronger growth
of Gg,Gk,Go relative to G'y is consistent with their quadratic versus linear dependence on d,,. When
dy, = d, are increased jointly, D grows approximately linearly for G, G, Gy and more rapidly for Go,
again matching the predicted orders.

For ), K, and V, the population off-diagonal entries are exactly zero by Theorem 4; the nonzero OD values
are finite-sample Monte Carlo variances. For the output projection, oD grows approximately linearly with d,,
and is nearly unchanged when only dj, is varied, while R grows approximately linearly with d,,, consistent
with Corollary 3, which gives D = ©(d2dj), OD = ©(d,d3), and R = ©(d,d3). For the joint dy = dy = m
sweep, Corollary 3 gives D = O(m?®) for Gg, Gk, Gy, while for Go, D = ©(mf), OD = ©(m?), and
hence R = ©(m?).

H Empirical Evaluation on Large Language Models

We next test whether the diagonal dominance behavior of Theorem 4 persists in transformer language models.
We consider Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base (Qwen Team, 2026), Granite-4.0-1B-Base (IBM Granite Team, 2025), and
Llama-3.2-1B (Meta Al, 2024). We perform two experiments. First, we examine the expected gradient Grams
of individual attention projections at random initialization. Second, we measure how their diagonal dominance
changes with model width across the three models.

H.1 Gradient Gram Structure at Initialization

We first examine the gradient Gram of attention projections in Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base, Granite-4.0-1B-Base,
and Llama-3.2-1B at random initialization. The models are instantiated from their released Hugging Face
configurations (Wolf et al., 2020) without pretrained weights. We set the sequence length to 7" = 256, retain
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Figure 14: Empirical dimension scaling for single-layer attention. Rows vary di = d, jointly, dj, d,,
and dy = dy (top to bottom). Columns show ﬁ, 65, and R = ﬁ/6]3 for Gg,Gk, Gy, and Go, each
normalized by its value at the baseline configuration (first three rows: T = 32, dy = 512, dy, = d,, = 80,
do = 12; fourth row: T' = 16,dy = d2 = 32, dy, = d,, = 20), to facilitate comparison across projections with
different absolute scales. Empirical estimates use 10,000 independent initializations per configuration; the
off-diagonal statistics are estimated using (125).

each model’s released model width and head dimension, and set the number of key/value heads equal to the
number of query heads. Native RoPE behavior is used throughout.
We analyze head 0 in block 3 for Qwen and in block 0 for Granite and Llama. For Qwen, DeltaNet blocks
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are excluded, so block 3 is the first full-attention block considered. For each projection p € {Q, K,V, O}, we

estimate
NW NX

N 1
P, = N Na > GruwaGyaes (127)

w=1z=1

using Ny = 25 independent random initializations and Nx = 64 fixed FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al., 2024)
sequences. We use Ny = 25 independent random initializations obtained from each model’s native Hugging
Face initialization scheme, which uses zero-mean Gaussian initialization for the attention projection weights
with model-specific scales. The same input sequences are reused across all initializations. For Qwen, the
gating rows of the query projection are excluded when forming the query Gram.

Figure 15 shows the resulting empirical expected Grams. All four attention projections exhibit a clear
diagonal component across all three models. This indicates that the diagonal structure predicted for the
single-layer attention model in Theorem 4 also appears in deeper transformer architectures at random
initialization.

H.2 Model Width Scaling

We next examine how diagonal dominance changes with model width. Using the same random initialization
protocol as above, we vary the transformer hidden width (hidden_size) while holding the head dimension
(head_dim) fixed at its released value. In the notation of our single-layer attention model, this corresponds
to varying the residual input and output dimensions dy = do while keeping dy = d,, fixed. The released
head dimensions are 256 for Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base, 128 for Granite-4.0-1B-Base, and 64 for Llama-3.2-
1B. The query-head count (num_attention_heads) is held fixed, and the number of key/value heads
(num_key_value_heads) is set equal to the number of query heads to enable analogous dimension sweep in
the models. The sequence length is fixed at T' = 256.
We consider the model-width grid

{128,256, 512, 768, 1024, 1536, 2048, 3072, 4096, 6144, 8192, 12288, 16384}.

At each width, we use 25 independent random initializations (obtained from each model’s native Hugging
Face initialization scheme, which uses zero-mean Gaussian initialization for the attention projection weights
with model-specific scales) and the same 64 fixed FineWeb-Edu sequences. We analyze head 0 in block 3 for
Qwen and in block 0 for Granite and Llama. For each projection p € {Q, K, V, O}, we report the empirical
diagonal-dominance ratio ﬁp = R(ﬁp), with R(-) defined in (99).

Figure 16 shows that R increases with model width for all four attention projections across all three models.
For G o, this is consistent with the R = ©(d,,d}) scaling in Corollary 3. The increase is strongest for G, and
G g in Qwen, and for Gy and G in Granite and Llama.
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Figure 15: Empirical expected gradient self outer-products for Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base, Granite-4.0-1B-Base, and
Llama-3.2-1B (columns), estimated from 25 independent random initializations and 64 fixed FineWeb-Edu
sequences of length 7' = 256. The rows show E[GoG /)], E[Gk G ], E[GvGY], and E[GoG/]. We use
head 0 of block 3 for Qwen and head 0 of block 0 for Granite and Llama. Each heatmap is normalized by its
empirical mean diagonal magnitude. A common logarithmic color scale is used across all panels.
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300 7 300 7 300
'.'GQ Gk Gy *Go '.'GQ Gk =Gy *Gp '.'GQ Gk =Gy *Go
200 200 200 A
(R (R (X
100 100 j 100
0 T T T T 0 T T T T O T T T T
128 512 2048 8192 128 512 2048 8192 128 512 2048 8192
Model width Model width Model width

Figure 16: Model width scaling of the empirical diagonal-dominance ratio R for Gq,Gk,Gy,and Go in
Qwen3.5-0.8B-Base, Granite-4.0-1B-Base, and Llama-3.2-1B. Model width (hidden_size) is varied while
the head dimension (head_dim) is held fixed at its released value. We analyze head 0 in block 3 for Qwen and
in block 0 for Granite and Llama. Each point is estimated from 25 independent random initializations and 64
fixed FineWeb-Edu sequences of length T' = 256.
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