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Abstract
Attention-based models have been a key element
of many recent breakthroughs in deep learning.
Two key components of Attention are the struc-
ture of its input (which consists of keys, values
and queries) and the computations by which these
three are combined. In this paper we explore the
space of models that share said input structure but
are not restricted to the computations of Attention.
We refer to this space as Keys-Values-Queries
(KVQ) Space. Our goal is to determine whether
there are any other stackable models in KVQ
Space that Attention cannot efficiently approx-
imate, which we can implement with our current
deep learning toolbox and that solve problems
that are interesting to the community. Maybe sur-
prisingly, the solution to the standard least squares
problem satisfies these properties. A neural net-
work module that is able to compute this solution
not only enriches the set of computations that a
neural network can represent but is also provably
a strict generalisation of Linear Attention. Even
more surprisingly the computational complexity
of this module is exactly the same as that of At-
tention, making it a suitable drop in replacement.
With this novel connection between classical ma-
chine learning (least squares) and modern deep
learning (Attention) established we justify a vari-
ation of our model which generalises regular At-
tention in the same way. Both new modules are
put to the test an a wide spectrum of tasks ranging
from few-shot learning to policy distillation that
confirm their real-worlds applicability.

1. Introduction
In recent years we have witnessed a handful of extraordinary
real world applications of deep learning. From models that
can generate new text-conditioned images at the level of a
professional illustrator (Ramesh et al., 2022) and the predic-
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tion of protein structures beyond what current experimental
methods can achieve (Jumper et al., 2021; Verkuil et al.,
2022) to human-level chat bots that are able to generalise to
new reasoning tasks (Brown et al., 2020; Schulman et al.,
2022). Being able to train unprecedentedly large models on
increasingly larger data sets is a big part of these success
stories. Another common ingredient, however, is the use
of Attention modules (usually in the form of Transform-
ers (Vaswani et al., 2017)) as part of their architecture.

At a higher level, the input to an Attention block is divided
into keys (K), values (V) and queries (Q) that are combined
via multiplications to produce predictions. We will there-
fore refer to this family of models as KVQ Models going
forward. It is this multiplicative interaction between inputs
- not found in the other aforementioned modules - that is
hypothesised to be responsible for the increased expressive
power of Attention models which could potentially explain
their strong performance (Jayakumar et al., 2020).

With this in mind, the goal of this paper is to address the
following four-part question:

Are there other KVQ Models that:

1. can not be efficiently approximated by Attention,

2. can be stacked as a compositional computational
block,

3. can be easily implemented using existing deep learn-
ing tools and libraries, with the same same computa-
tional complexity,

4. are useful for tasks of significance in the real world?

In order to study this question we search for KVQ Models
that can be neither represented nor approximated efficiently
by Attention modules. In doing so we consider the solution
to regularised least squares, one of the most widely used
methods in data science (Deaton et al., 1992; Krugman &
Obstfeld, 2009). The size required by models like feed
forward networks or even Attention to just approximate
such a computation grows exponentially with the size of the
problem. We show that modules that include the solution
to regularised least squares as part of their computation are
indeed part of the KVQ Space and proceed to explore them
as potential useful computational blocks for deep learning.
As a nod to Attention and because least squares fitting has
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historically often been used to predict the future in time
series (Bianchi et al., 1999) we call this module Intention.

Despite potentially appearing unrelated to Attention, we
show that Intention is in actuality a generalisation of Lin-
ear Attention. With a minimal modification we obtain
σIntention that generalises regular Attention up to a rescal-
ing factor. This connection between regularised least
squares and Attention is something that to the best of our
knowledge has not been studied before and opens up the
door to new connections between classical machine learning
tools and current deep learning approaches.

We demonstrate how Intention and σIntention can be
straightforwardly implemented as part of the deep learning
toolbox with the same computational complexity as Atten-
tion (see Section 3.1 for details). Furthermore we show how
Intention can also represent other canonical machine learn-
ing problems such as linear discriminant analysis (LDA)
and least-squares support vector machines (LS-SVMs).

Finally, we provide experimental evidence to support our
claims that Intention can be useful for a wide spectrum
of relevant tasks such as: few-shot learning tasks (both
regression as well as classification), policy distillation, point
cloud distortion and outlier detection.

Our contributions can thus be summarised as:

1. We introduce the notion of KVQ Models and study
alternative hypothesis spaces in this family of models.

2. We identify least squares minimisers as an example of
a computation that can’t be approximated by Attention
and is easy to implement using deep learning tools.

3. We show that Intention is not only very closely related
to Attention but can be seen as a generalisation of
Linear Attention.

4. We are able to unify various seemingly unrelated meta-
learning approaches using Intention as a framework
which we outline in the related work section.

5. We show that similarly to Attention, Intention can be
stacked to obtain more powerful models which we term
Informers.

The proofs for all propositions and theorems can be found
in the Appendix.

2. Exploring the KVQ Space
Let us start by formally defining the KVQ Space - a space of
functions that learn to extract information from a collection
of key-value pairs and apply it to a set of query points.

Definition 2.1 (KVQ Space). We define theHKVQ hypoth-
esis space as a space of all functions

f : RN×d × RN×k × RM×d → RM×k

such that for every permutations ρ1, ρ2 we have

f(ρ1 ◦K, ρ1 ◦V, ρ2 ◦Q) = ρ2 ◦ f(K,V,Q).

There are many specific incarnations of what is called At-
tention (Yang et al., 2016; Zheng et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2018; Luong et al., 2015). For simplicity we focus on the
form of Attention that is used by Transformers (Vaswani
et al., 2017) but analogous results can be shown for many
other variants.

Definition 2.2 (Attention Space). We define Hatt as the
space of all functions of form σ(Qθ1K

′)Vθ2 where σ is a
row-wise softmax and θ are parameter matrices of appro-
priate sizes.

And analogously we can define a space spanned by Trans-
formers. For simplicity we omit LayerNorm layers as those
do not add any expressivity but make the math more com-
plex.

Definition 2.3 (Transformer Space). We defineHtrans as a
space of all functions (potentially iteratively applied) of
form e

(i)
o (X + f

(i)
att (X,X,X)) where each f

(i)
att ∈ Hatt,

X = [K; V; Q] enriched with positional encoding, e(i)
o

is an embedding MLP, and the final layer extracts only M
predictions.

KVQ Space

Attention

NP

σIntention
⍺→∞

Linear
attention

Intention

⍺→∞

Figure 1: Diagram representing how Intention and
σIntention relate to Attention and Linear Attention in the
KVQ Space.

It is easy to see that Hatt ⊂ HKVQ and Htrans ⊂ HKVQ

(depicted in Figure 1). Furthermore this part of the KVQ
Space has numerous important properties: it is has been
shown empirically to provide state of the art results in
a plethora of applications, ranging from AI for video
games (Berner et al., 2019), through image and audio syn-
thesis (Saharia et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023) to structural
biology (Jumper et al., 2021). It can be seen as a quite
simple, generic way of processing sets (Lee et al., 2019a),
sequences (Vaswani et al., 2017) and even graphs (Kim
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et al., 2022). Due to its incorporation of multiplicative in-
teraction it also enables efficient expression of important
building blocks of algorithms, such as conditional execu-
tion or similarity between pairs of points, both of which
require exponentially many parameters when using regular
networks (Jayakumar et al., 2020). Finally, they can express
heavily localised computations, which can lead to very non
smooth behaviour (in Lipschitz terms) (Kim et al., 2021).

With all these properties it is reasonable to ask whether
there are any parts of the KVQ Space that Attention does
not cover. Are there functions in this space that 1. Attention
can neither represent nor efficiently approximate and 2. at
the same time are relevant for real life applications?

To motivate both parts of this question let us look at two
counter examples that only satisfy one of the two require-
ments each.

Example 1: consider ferf(K,V,Q) := erf(QK′)V where
erf(z) = 2√

π

∫ z
0

exp−t
2

dt is applied pointwise.

Proposition 2.4. ferf ∈ HKVQ \ Hatt.

As such, ferf satisfies the first condition. However, the func-
tion itself is quite exotic and the need for such a computation
in a neural network is hard to justify given that it is very sim-
ilar to a sigmoid function (Vinyals et al., 2019), so it does
not satisfy the second. As a result, while it does expand the
space of functions representable by current Deep Learning
approaches it’s hard to justify its use case.

Example 2: Inversely, there are KVQ Models that are more
common and useful but that Attention is able to represent.
The computation of Neural Processes (Garnelo et al., 2018a)
is one such example.

Proposition 2.5. A Transformer can exactly represent NP
computation, but simple Attention module cannot.

As such, a Neural Process, while useful in its computations
can be represented by a Transformer, so it does not expand
the current Deep Learning toolbox.

A computation that an Attention-based model cannot rep-
resent and that is useful (having become one of the most
commonly used techniques in data science) is the solution to
a standard regularised least squares minimisation problem.

fls(K,V,Q) := Q[KK′ + αI]−1K′V.

Theorem 2.6. Neither an Attention-based model nor a
Transformer-based one can represent least squares fit.

Similarly to the Attention Space we can now define an In-
tention Space that includes the models that able to represent
least squares fit.

Definition 2.7 (Intention Space). We defineHint as a space

KQ V

matmul

matmul

αI

matmul

matmul

transp

inv

MLP

h w

Attention 
/

Intention

Layernorm

Layernorm

MLP

+
…

Q K V

matmul

matmul

σ

transp

Attention
h

Intention Transformer/Informer

MLP MLPMLP

MLP MLPMLP +

+

+

+

Figure 2: Diagrams of the models. From left to right: Atten-
tion head, Intention head and one of the layers of a Trans-
former/Informer. The latter depends on the module that is in
the gray box. transp indicates a matrix transpose operation
and inv inverse operation. A more extensive version can be
found in the Appendix in Section 1.

of all functions of form

Qθ1[(Kθ2)′(Kθ2) + αI]−1(Kθ2)′Vθ3

where θ are parameter matrices of appropriate sizes, and
α ≥ 0 is a covariance smoothing parameter.

Attention-based models, and especially Transformers, are
universal approximators. Consequently it is natural to ask
whether their inability to represent regularised least squares
exactly is indeed an issue. We argue, that one needs to at
least be able to efficiently approximate a function for it to be
a good surrogate solution. In order to test whether Attention
is able to at least efficiently approximate regularised least
squares we run the following experiment: we generate a
data set of points obtained with different linear regression
parameters. At every iteration we provide each model with
10 pairs of observations K, V generated using one set of
parameters and ask it to predict the parameters themselves.
We test this for increasingly larger data dimensions and
determine what the smallest latent size of each architecture
needs to be able to learn this data. In Figure 3 we can see
that MLP, NP and Attention require exponentially many
dimensions wrt. the input dimensionality, which confirms
that they are not efficient at approximating it.

It is natural to ask if there is some deeper connection be-
tween Attention and Intention modules. One such connec-
tion can be drawn from recent work of von Oswald et al.
(2022) which shows, that internally Attention modules can
be seen as a model of linear regression gradient updates.
Each layer of Attention becomes then a single gradient up-
date, and a stack of them can learn arbitrary dynamics. From
this perspective one can think of an Intention layer as Atten-
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Problem dimensionality

0

250

500

750

1000
Required latent dimension

MLP NP Attention Intention

Figure 3: Comparison of the latent size dimension re-
quired by each of the models to efficiently approximate
least squares regression computation in Rd space.

tion behaviour in the limit, directly computing the minimum
of the least squares problem, rather than doing so iteratively.

Furthermore, we can see that depending on the covariance
smoothing strength, Intention interpolates its behaviour
from minimum seeking to a simple Attention-like update.

Theorem 2.8. As the smoothing strength of the covariance
estimator goes to infinity, an Intention module converges to
a Linear Attention module up to a rescaling of queries.

Directly from this relation, we can also see that if we were
to define σIntention as

fσint(K,V,Q) = σ(Q[K′K + αI]−1K′)V

we would also get analogous theorem

Theorem 2.9. As the smoothing strength of the covariance
estimator goes to infinity, a σIntention module converges to
an Attention module up to a rescaling of queries.

We depict the relation between these models in KVQ Space
in Figure 1 and a diagram of the computations of Atten-
tion and Intention in Figure 2. In Figure 4 we show how
each of the models behave when carrying out a linear re-
gression task. We sample context points from a 2D skewed
Gaussian and attach target values through a random linear
mapping. We then use the computations of Attention, Linear
Attention, Intention and σIntention to predict values over a
square of the input space. We would like to point out that
the predictions are simple carried out by applying the com-
putations to the data directly, these are not trainable models.
We can see that both Intention and σIntention do perfectly
well in the interpolation scenario, while both forms of At-
tention fail to capture the linear relation closely. The effect
is arguably even stronger once we look at the extrapolation
results where our query vectors are much larger than the
keys (more details in Section 3 of the Appendix).

Finally, one could ask if the solution to least squares regres-
sion can’t be efficiently approximated by simply stacking
Transformer layers. While we cannot provide a very strict
limiting argument at the time, we analyse this idea as fol-
lows: the convergence rate of gradient descent is linear for
quadratics (Bertsimas, 2009), and its exact speed depends

Figure 4: Comparison between the computations of (from
left to right) Attention, Linear Attention, Intention and
σIntention when applied to the 2D linear regression problem.
First and third rows show the results of interpolation and
extrapolation respectively, based on context points present
in the upper left corner. Second and fourth rows show the
correlation between real value (x-axis) and predicted one (y-
axis). Titles include Pearson correlation coefficient between
prediction and ground truth.

on the conditioning number (the ratio between the largest
and the smallest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix). If
we assume the solution comes from a standard Gaussian,
this means that the initial optimality gap is d, and to re-
duce it by 0.1 we would need just one step (and thus one
layer of Transformer) if the conditioning number was 1.1
(which would correspond to a trivial problem where the co-
variance is almost the identity). If the conditioning number
reached 10 (Bertsimas, 2009) and the latent space was of
size d = 1000 we would need roughly 6× 4 = 24 stacked
Transformer layers to reduce the error to merely 0.1. Note
that this is all assuming perfect selection of learning rate
(exactly one over the Lipschitz constant) which in itself is a
nontrivial mapping to represent.

With all of the results above we argue that there is a benefit
to adding a least-squares solver neural network module to
our deep learning toolbox. In the next section we describe
the practical implementation of such a module, that is at
least as expressive asHint.

3. Implementing Intention and Informer
In this section we provide more details about a practical im-
plementation of the Intention module within a deep learning
framework. We will use e· to denote a learnable MLP-based
embedding.
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First, we define an Intention network module as:

Definition 3.1 (Intention module).

hint(K,V,Q) := EQw(K,V)

EQ := eQ(Q)

w(K,V) := ew[Σ(EK)−1E′KEV]

EK := eK(K)

EV := eV(V)

(1)

where Σ is a function providing some form of covariance
estimation. By default we use Σ(X) := X′X + αI where α
is either a hyperparameter or a learnable parameter.

It is easy to see that as long as each e can represent the iden-
tity mapping the hypotheses space of this module contains
fls.

Similarly to Attention, Intention can also be applied in
a Self-Intention mode, where we simply put w(X) :=
w(X,X,X).

And the same way Self-Attention gets wrapped into a Trans-
former we can do the same with Self-Intention that becomes
an Informer. This allows us to use Intention modules in a
stackable way, if our problem requires this form of compu-
tation. In Section 5.5 we show that indeed for some tasks
the depth of Informers improves performance. Similarly to
Transformer we also can utilise multiple heads by splitting
our embeddings space into subsets, performing computation
and then merging it.

In the above formulation Intention module can be seen as
performing linear regression in latent space if values are
continuous, or least squares support vector machines com-
putation if values are categorical (Suykens & Vandewalle,
1999).

3.1. Practical considerations

The computational complexity of the inference is cubic in
the number of rows of the Σ matrix. In the above implemen-
tation this corresponds to the latent space dimensionality. If
this becomes large we can use a dual formulation, where the
complexity becomes cubic in the number of context points
instead: Q(K′K)−1K′V = [QK′](KK′)−1V, or one can
use an additional mapping φ(X) := XK′(KK′)−1/2 ap-
plied to both EK,EQ. Both these approaches are equivalent,
with the first being easier to implement, and second allow-
ing us to also incorporate an arbitrary kernel function K and
obtain

φK(X) := K(X,K)K(K,K)−1/2. (2)

The latter can be further used to reduce computational com-
plexity by using Nystroem method of kernel approxima-
tion (Williams & Seeger, 2000; Czarnecki & Tabor, 2017).

While cubic complexity might seem large, it is important to
note that this is the exact same cost as that of Attention. We
often focus on Attention’s quadratic memory complexity,
but when it comes to compute its complexity is effectively
cubic in either hidden dimension or in the number of sam-
ples.

Theorem 3.2. The asymptotic computational complexity of
Intention is exactly the same as that of Attention and equals
to O(N2d).

Even when asymptotic complexity of two operations match,
there might be an arbitrary high constant hidden in the big-O
notation. To show that this is not the case we run a simple
experiment, where we time a simple Jax (Bradbury et al.,
2018) implementation of both methods computing a forward
pass for varied N and d and report the slowdown ratio of
Intention over Attention (see Figure 5). Note that Intention
is approximately only between 1. and 4. times slower than
Attention.

Figure 5: Slowdown factor of Intention over Attention. Dis-
tribution of the slowdown over 1809 independent repeti-
tions.

Another important element is numerical stability. Since we
are performing matrix inversion we need to ensure that the
output of Σ is indeed invertible. To do so, we can use the
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse instead of the regular inverse.
Additionally, similarly to attention, one can add scaling to
ensure the variance at initialisation is close to 1. We derive
this scaling in Section L of the Appendix.

Finally, if the desired output of the module is of fixed dimen-
sionality one can output not only predictions over queries,
but also the inferred mapping itself w(K,V). Note that this
is not true for Attention as the corresponding object is the
Attention map that is of size N ×N .

3.2. Variants

Instead of using least squares support vector machines one
could also consider using Linear Discriminant Analysis
(LDA) or Quadratic Discriminant Analysis (QDA). With
Informer, it is as simple as adjusting the Σ function and
potentially doing a simple remapping of values inside the w
function.

Proposition 3.3. Solutions of Ridge Regression, LS-SVM,
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LDA and QDA (as well as their weighted versions) for a
classification problem X ∈ RN×d,y ∈ {0, 1}N can all be
represented as w∗m := Σ−1

m X′ym, where ym is relabeling of
y and Σm is some square matrix summarising the data.

This means, that in practise our default Intention is equiva-
lent to an LS-SVM when applied to a classification context.
Given this formulation we can also easily construct ker-
nelised versions of each of these variants by Eq. 2.

Finally, we note that with an analogous computation we
can extend Intention to also support (in)equality constraints
over the solution, which can be end-to-end trainable. For
example, in order to incorporate an inequality constraint
C′w∗C,c ≥ c we could simply replace the unconstrained so-
lution w∗ with w∗C,c := w∗ −ZC̄(C̄′ZC̄)−1(C̄′w∗ − c̄),

where Z := (K′K)−1 and C̄, c̄ are the submatrix (and sub-
vector) of the violated constraints (Theil & Van de Panne,
1960). In particular if no constraints are violated then
w∗C,c := w∗.

4. Related work
So far we have shown how Intention is related to Attention
and Transformers. To the best of our knowledge this relation
itself has not been investigated in the deep learning literature
and is therefore one of the important contributions of our
paper. Additionally, Intention allows us to draw connections
between other existing methods of deep learning that we
will discuss in the following.

Optimisation modules Intention solves the optimisation
problem posed by least squares regression as part of its for-
ward pass. In a similar fashion OptNet (Amos & Kolter,
2017) uses a differentiable optimiser to solve convex optimi-
sation problems at inference time. The family of problems
that OptNet can solve is broader than Intention, at the cost
of longer compute time, stability issues associated with it-
erative optimisers and thus potentially lack of convergence.
Also closely related, input convex neural networks (Amos
et al., 2017) produce outputs that are convex wrt (part of)
their input and can be minimised easily. Unlike Intention
they lack the ability to output the minima themselves. An-
other model with an embedded differentiable iterative solver
is introduced by (Bertinetto et al., 2019). This model tackles
meta-learning tasks by solving SVMs, so it is similar to
OptNet but more specifically tailored to one specific optimi-
sation problem.

Closed form solutions to least squares The closed form
solution to linear regression has been used before as
well (Gilton et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2019b). In these in-
stances this computation is used as the solution to a very
specific problem and lacks the unified view and the connec-

tion to other relevant models (like Attention) that we provide.
In addition, because of this disconnect, previous approaches
did not expand their models motivated by Attention as we
do with σIntention.

Few-shot Learning As we will show in this paper, Inten-
tion modules are a good way of integrating conditional infor-
mation in few-shot learning tasks (also called meta learning
or in context learning). Few-shot learning research encom-
passes a very large set of areas (for a detailed overview of
few-shot learning methods in deep learning we refer the
reader to (Huisman et al., 2021)). For the purpose of this
paper we divide the space of models into three broad areas.
Interestingly, Intention provides a common ground to relate
them to each other:

1. Similarity-based methods like the aforementioned At-
tention models (Brown et al., 2020), matching net-
works (Vinyals et al., 2016) and others (Snell et al.,
2017) rely on pointwise computations. If we think of
these methods as computing some distance 〈qi,kj〉,
we can express Intention as a special case where the
distance is computed as the Mahalanobis dot product
〈qi,kj〉Σ where Σ = K′K.

2. Optimisation-based methods like MAML (Finn et al.,
2017) or Leo (Rusu et al., 2019). Given that its inner
loop solves an optimisation problem Intention can be
compared to this type of optimisation-based methods
as well. Instead of solving it iteratively, however, Inten-
tion computes its closed form and instead of optimising
the parameters of the model it optimises some latent
representation.

3. Latent model-based methods like Neural Pro-
cesses (Garnelo et al., 2018a) and others (Mishra et al.,
2018; Eslami et al., 2018). In this context Intention can
be seen as an algorithm with a more expressive way of
aggregating the conditioning information.

5. Empirical investigation
We now proceed to explore the strengths of Intention-based
models empirically. Because we want to focus on the actual
characteristic computation of each model for our experi-
ments we strip the models down to the bare minimum and
remove any bells and whistles that might improve perfor-
mance but obscure a fair and direct comparison between
them. As a result our goal is not to achieve SOTA but rather
compare the relative performance of different approaches.
Detailed descriptions of the tasks, experimental setups and
hyper parameters can be found in the Appendix.
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5.1. Few-shot Regression

As mentioned in Section 4, Intention can be used as a condi-
tioning module and is therefore useful for tasks that require
the integration of context information. In order to evaluate
this we apply Intention to a number of few-shot learning
tasks.

The first set of experiments follow the few-shot regression
setup described in (Finn et al., 2017), where the task is to
regress sine curves with different amplitudes and shifts from
a handful of observations (see Figure 6 for a visualisation
of the task). We compare performance against three com-
mon baselines for few-shot learning: gradient-based models
(MAML (Finn et al., 2017)), ammortised models (Neural
Processes (NPs) (Garnelo et al., 2018a;b)) and an Atten-
tion model. All the baselines share the same fundamental
architecture and hyperparameters have been tuned for best
performance for each of them.

-3

0

3
At init - 4 obs Trained - 4 obs

Neural Process MAML Attention Intention

At init - 32 obs Trained - 32 obs

Figure 6: Sine regression experiments. Black line: ground
truth, black circles: observations. The different columns
show different number of context points for the same task
for untrained (dashed) and trained models (solid).

We show some qualitative examples of the models’ perfor-
mances in Figure 6 and plot their average MSE for different
numbers of observations in Figure 7. In addition to report-
ing performance after training we are also plotting perfor-
mance at initialisation. The idea behind this is to show
that in addition to performing well once trained Intention
also provides a powerful inductive bias for regression. As
shown in Figure 6, Intention is able to interpolate between
observations and therefore achieve good performance even
when untrained. With enough context points its performance
matches those of trained baselines (Figure 7). Once trained
Intention is able to extrapolate between observations, as it
has learned the common patterns of the data set. In terms
of final performance Intention outperforms the remaining
baselines on any number of observations.

A more complex regression task introduced in (Garnelo
et al., 2018a) is to regress the colour of individual pixels
in an image, in particular of images from the MNIST data
set (Deng, 2012). As before, the inductive bias of Intention
results in untrained models matching the performance of
trained ones on high number of context points (Figure 7).
The good performance of Intention on regression tasks even
when untrained, while promising, need not come as a sur-
prise given that the model is solving linear regression as

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Number of observations

10.0

0.1

0.001

M
SE

Sine regression

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Number of observations

10.0

1.0

MNIST regression

Neural Process MAML Attention Intention

Figure 7: MSE over increasing number of observations on
the two few-shot regression. A dashed line indicates the
performance the model is being evaluated before training.

part of its computation. This is a property that models in the
past have taken advantage of as well (Pao et al., 1994).

Once trained, Intention and the baselines perform similarly.
For a visualisation of the predicted images see Figure 13 in
Section 4.2 of the Appendix.

2.0

0.1

Figure 8: Policy distillation examples: the top row shows 4
examples of the experimental setup and the predictions. The
reward function (a Gaussian around the target) is outlined in
grey and the observations are plotted as black circles with
size that is proportional to the associated reward according
to the reward function. The predictions of the different
models are indicated by stars. In order to better see the
difference in predictions the bottom row shows a zoomed in
view centered around the target.

5.2. Few-shot Classification

We now move to tasks beyond regression by evaluat-
ing Intention on the MiniImagenet 5-shot classification
task (Vinyals et al., 2016). For a fair comparison we imple-
ment Intention and all other baselines following the original
architecture described in (Finn et al., 2017). For the imple-
mentation of Intention we choose the LS-SVM framework.
As shown in Table 1, Intention outperforms all the baselines.

We further investigate how performance is affected when
Intention is reframed as either QDA or uses a Gaussian ker-
nel K(x,y) := exp(γ‖x − y‖2). The results for this are
shown in Table 2. Unlike before our choice of architecture
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Table 1: Classification accuracies for 5-shot MiniImagenet
with a Matching Networks (Vinyals et al., 2016) encoder.
Mean over 1000 evaluations.

MODEL ACCURACY

 ATTENTION 54.26 % ± 0.51%
 NP 60.10% ± 0.51%
 MAML (FINN ET AL., 2017) 63.15% ± 0.91%
 INTENTION 67.30 % ± 0.51%

Table 2: Classification accuracies for 5-shot MiniImagenet
with a ResNet encoder. Mean over 1000 evaluations.

MODEL ACCURACY

INTENTION - QDA 66.27 % ± 5.81%
 INTENTION 70.05 % ± 0.51%
 INTENTION - KERNEL 70.43 % ± 0.52%

is not constrained by other baselines so we use a more pow-
erful encoder, which results in higher overall performance.
We observe that framing Intention as QDA reduces accu-
racy compared to LS-SVM and that the kernelised version
matches the unkernelised version. What makes the ker-
nelised version interesting, however, is its ability to reach
better performance in a smaller latent size regime (see Fig-
ure 14). This shows an interesting way of increasing model
performance, that doesn’t just rely on increasing model size,
as is often the case for deep learning models.

5.3. Policy Distillation

In order to test the usefulness of Intention for reinforcement
learning (RL) we apply it to the navigation benchmark de-
scribed in (Finn et al., 2017). In its original version an agent
is placed into an environment with a new target location
for every meta iteration and observes a few trajectories be-
fore having to navigate to said target. This task can also be
rephrased as a supervised policy distillation task by fram-
ing it as a target prediction task given some observations
in the environment. This framing, while being equivalent,
decouples learning the navigation from learning the reward
function and thus reduces the high variance of RL. This
allows us to better compare models while also not have
to worry about the RL algorithm part, which is not what
Intention addresses in the first place.

We thus simulate the environment by first sampling a new
target, then sampling N locations and evaluating them ac-
cording to the reward function. The goal of the model is to
learn how to extract the target from these N observations.

As baselines we look at different types of aggregating infor-
mation in neural networks. From the most simple (MLP) to
more sophisticated modules (Neural Processes (NPs) and

MLP NP Attention Intention

1e1

1e-1

1e-3

1e-5

1e-7

Lo
ss

0.019 0.059 0.022
0.002

Figure 9: Quantitative policy distillation results.

Attention modules). Figure 8 shows some qualitative exam-
ples of the task and predictions of Intention and the base-
lines. We also quantify the performance over 1000 trials
in Figure 9 where Intention is the only model that shows
significant improvement on the task.

5.4. Learning generalised Kabsch algorithm

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 70000
Training iterations

10 1

100

M
SE

MLP
Neural Process
Attention
Intention

Figure 10: Quantitative results for the remapping point
clouds tasks. MSE for Intention and the three baselines over
training iterations with annotated mean loss values.

We evaluate Intention on a task of learning a generalised
Kabsch algorithm (Umeyama, 1991), where network is pre-
sented with 5 points as well as their randomly randomly
rotated, translated and rescaled versions. The task is to infer
this transformation and apply it to query points.

Figure 11: The remapping task evaluated on a rabbit point
cloud. The first panel shows the original point cloud, the
second the target obtained via the transformation shown on
the 5 observations that we provide the model with in the
third panel. The last plot shows the model’s prediction.

We compare the performance of Intention on this task to an
MLP, NPs and Attention. As shown in Figure 10 Intention
beats the baselines by a wide margin. Since the learned
mapping can be applied to any set of points, we task a
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trained Intention with transforming a point cloud of a rabbit,
after inferring it from 5 observed points (Figure 11).

5.5. Stacking Intention: Informers

In this final experiment we provide a proof of concept of
how to use Intention as a universal computational block.
We build a so-called Informer module by replacing the Self-
Attention of a Transformer with Self-Intention as described
in Section 3. We evaluate this model on an anomaly detec-
tion task. The model is presented with 10 images from the
CIFAR100 data set, 9 of which belong to the same class and
1 that is selected from a different one (outlier). The task is
to identify the outlier.

Table 3 shows our results comparing five models. Our
Transformer baseline corresponds to the model described
in (Vaswani et al., 2017). Lin-Transformer is a Trans-
former without the softmax computations in the Attention
modules, as described in Theorem 2.8 and analogously σ-
Informer is implemented as in Theorem 2.9. NP-Former is
a Transformer model with the Attention module replaced by
a Neural Process module. The results suggest a number of
things: firstly, all five models benefit from stacking multiple
layers and creating a deeper architecture. Secondly, for this
specific task it is beneficial to incorporate bounded compu-
tations by using softmaxes both in the case of Transformers
and Informers. Finally, we see a slight performance gain
when using Informer over Transformer architectures.

Table 3: Anomaly detection test accuracy on CIFAR100
using ResNet34 embeddings.

MODEL 1 LAYER 4 LAYERS

 NP-FORMER 93.9% 94.0%
 LIN-TRANSFORMER 94.4% 94.4%
 INFORMER 94.1% 95.1%
 TRANSFORMER 94.3% 95.3%
 σ-INFORMER 95.3% 95.5%

6. Discussion
In this paper we explored the KVQ Space and in particular
Intention. We proved that Intention can not only be seen as a
generalisation of Attention but is also closely related to and
serves as a unifying link for a number of other methods, such
as MAML and Neural Processes. Motivated by its links to
Attention we introduce a variation we call σIntention, that
can also be useful for some classical machine learning tasks
like few-shot learning and outlier detection.

It is worth emphasizing that Intention is not meant as a
replacement to Attention, but rather as an expansion of the
deep learning toolbox.

Finally, while this type of module is very well suited to

larger language tasks, given the initial exploratory nature of
this paper, applying it to such tasks is unfortunately out of
scope. However, given these initial results, the applicability
of Intention and Informers looks promising.
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Appendix

1. Additional model diagrams
In Figure 12 we show diagrams for Linear Attention, At-
tention, Intention and σIntention. The Intention module
varies from the more simplified one in Figure 2 in that it
also considers a learnable α which is a function of K and
V. This path is optional and can be replaced by a constant
α.

2. Scaling experiment
Data generation The data for this experiment is gener-
ated on the fly as follows:

W ∼ N (0, I)

x ∼ N (0, I)

y = xW

(3)

where W ∈ Rd×1, x ∈ R10×d and y ∈ R10. d is the
dimension of x which we increase as part of the experiment
from 2 to 10.

Models For each data dimension we start by setting the
latent size of all layers to s = 2. All four models have been
trained for 100000 iterations with a batch size of 64 using
the MSE loss between the targets P and predictions P̂. If the
trained model does not reach the maximum error we double
the size of the layer and train again snew = s2. We repeat
this until the model reaches the desired maximum error or
until s = 8196. To train the model we used Adam optimiser
and a learning rate of 3e−4. The rest of hyperparameters
are optimised for each individual model over the same set
of options and go as follows:

• Intention:

EK := eK(K,V,Q)

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

EQ := 0

w := hint(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(w)

(4)

where eK, eV and eP are two-layer MLPs with layer
sizes that change for the different input dimensions as

shown in Figure3 and ReLU non-linearities. hint is an
Intention module as described in the main paper. We
set EQ to 0 because we don’t need any queries in the
Intention computations as we are outputting w and not
P.

• Attention:

EK := eK(K,V,Q)

SK := max(0,EK) + τ ×min(0,EK)

EQ := eQ(K,V,Q)

SQ := max(0,EQ) + τ ×min(0,EQ)

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

SV := max(0,EV) + τ ×min(0,EV)

EH := hMHA(SK,SV,SQ)

SH := max(0,EH) + τ ×min(0,EH)

P̂ := eP(SH)

(5)

where eK, eV and eQ are one-layer MLPs with vary-
ing sizes layer sizes. hMHA is a Multihead Attention
module with 5 heads. eP is a one-layer decoding MLP.
τ is the negative slope of the leaky ReLU with a value
of 0.01.

• Neural Process:

EH := eH(K,V,Q)

P̂ := eP( 1
N

∑
i

EHi)
(6)

where eH is an two-layer MLP with varying layer sizes
and ReLU non-linearities. eP is a four-layer MLP with
varying layer sizes and ReLU non-linearities.

• MLP:

EP̂ := eP(K,V,Q) (7)

where eP is an four layer MLP with varying layer sizes
and ReLU non-linearities.

3. Comparing the computations of Attention,
Linear Attention, Intention and σIntention

Data generation To create the plot in Figure 4 we gener-
ate the following data:

12
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Figure 12: Diagrams of the main four models discussed in this paper and their computations. From left to right: Linear
Attention, Attention and our two models which we coined (Tschernakki, 2023) Intention and σIntenion our first moa dashed
edge line indicates an optional path, ‘inv’ stands for matrix inverse, ‘transp’ stands for matrix transpose.

w ∼ N
([

0
0

]
,

[
10, 0
0, 10

])

K ∼ N
([

0
0

]
,

[
0.7, 0.9
0.9, 1.0

])
Qin ∼ U(−1, 1)

Qex ∼ U(−25, 25)

V = K′w

Pin = Q′inw

Pex = Q′exw

Models We compute the predictions P̂ for all the queries
both in the interpolation experiment Qin and extrapolation
experiment Qex as follows:

• Attention: P̂ = σ(QK′)V

• Linear Attention: P̂ = QK′V

• σIntention: P̂ = σ(Q(K′K)−1K′)V

• Intention: P̂ = Q(K′K)−1K′V

where σ is the softmax operation.

4. Few-shot regression
4.1. Sine regression

Data generation We follow the experimental setup
of (Finn et al., 2017). The data for this experiment is gener-
ated on the fly as follows:

b ∼ U(0, π)

a ∼ U(0.1, 5)

y = a× sin(x− b)
(8)

∀x ∈ [−6, 6). We use M = 200 points as queries and
targets and N = 10 of those points as keys and values.
The input to our models is therefore: keys K ∈ R10×1,
values V ∈ R10×1, queries Q ∈ R200×1 and targets for the
predictions P ∈ R200×1.

Models All four models have been trained for 50000 iter-
ations with a batch size of 8 using the MSE loss between the
targets P and predictions P̂. The rest of hyperparameters
are optimised for each individual model over the same set
of options and go as follows:

• Intention:

EK := eK(K)

EQ := eK(Q)

EV := eK(V)

P̂ := hint(EK,EV,EQ)

(9)
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where eK is an encoding MLP with layer sizes [1000,
1000, 1000, 1000] and ReLU non-linearities. eK is
shared across keys, values and queries. hint is an Inten-
tion module as described in the main paper. To train
the model we used Adam optimiser and a learning rate
of 3e−4.

• Attention:

EK := eK(K)

EQ := eQ(Q)

EV := eV(V)

EH := hMHA(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(EH)

(10)

where both eK and eV are encoding MLPs with layer
sizes [128, 128, 128] and ReLU non-linearities. eK is
shared across keys and queries. hMHA is a Multihead
Attention module with 5 heads. eP is a decoding MLP
with layer sizes [128, 128, 1] and ReLU non-linearities.
To train the model we used Adam optimiser and a
learning rate of 1e−4.

• Neural Process:

EH := eH(K,V)

P̂ := eP( 1
N

∑
i

EHi
,Q) (11)

where eH is an encoding MLP with layer sizes [2000,
2000, 16] and ReLU non-linearities. eP is a decoding
MLP with layer sizes [2000, 2000, 2000 1] and ReLU
non-linearities. To train the model we used Adam
optimiser and a learning rate of 1e−4.

• MAML:

V̂ := eP(K)

P̂ := e′P(Q)
(12)

where eP is an encoding MLP with layer sizes [128,
128, 128, 128, 1] and ReLU non-linearities and e′P is
the same MLP after being updated using 3 iterations
of gradient descent on the loss MSE(V̂,V) with an
inner learning rate of 0.1. To train the model we used
Adam optimiser and an outer learning rate of 3e−3.

4.2. MNIST

Data At each iteration we sample one of the images from
the MNIST data set (Deng, 2012). We sample 264 pixels at
random and pass their position in the image as keys P, the
colour of each of them as values V and the positions of all
the pixels in the image as queries Q.

Models For the MNIST regression experiments we use the
same model architecture as for the sine curves experiments
but add positional encoding to the pixel positions.

Additional results In addition to the quantitative results
we can also plot the images regressed by the different base-
lines as shown in Figure 13.

Figure 13: Image completion as few-shot regression.

5. Few-shot Classification
Data set We use the MiniImagenet data set introduced
in (Vinyals et al., 2016). It consists of 100 classes (80 train,
10 validation and 10 test) from the ImageNet data set that
have been scaled down to 28 × 28. Each class has 600
images. For our experiments we randomly select 5 classes
and pick 5 images from each class as context and 15 as
targets.

Training We train Intention using an MSE loss and Neu-
ral Processes and Attention using a softmax-crossentropy
loss. We train to convergence using stochastic gradient de-
scent with momentum (with a value of 0.9) and additive
weight decay (decay rate of 5e−4). We apply an exponential
scheduling function to our learning rate (the hyperparame-
ters of this scheduling for each model is outlined below).

Models

• Intention:

EK := φK(eH(eenc(K)))

EQ := φK(eH(eenc(Q)))

EV := V

P̂ := EQΣ−1
m E′Kym

(13)

where eenc is the encoder, which is one of either a
ResNet12 architecture (He et al., 2016) or the encoder
used the Matching Nets (Vinyals et al., 2016). eH is
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a one-layer MLP with latent size 8192 for the non-
kernelised Intention and 32 for the kernelised version.
Both eenc and eH are shared by K and Q. φK(X) is a
kernel function and for our experiments we implement
both a linear as well as a Gaussian kernel. Σm and
ym correspond to some function that estimates the
covariance and to some function that processes the
targets respectively. More details on how these are
implemented for LS-SVM and for QDA can be found
in Section B of the Appendix.

The learning rate schedule parameters are: initial learn-
ing rate=0.1, decay rate 0.8, start of schedule at 10000
steps and for 10000 steps.

• Attention:

EK := eH(eenc(K))

EQ := eH(eenc(Q))

EV := eH(eV(V))

EH := hMHA(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := σ(eP(EH))

(14)

where eenc is the same encoder as used in (Vinyals
et al., 2016) and eH is a one-layer MLP with layer size
[512]. eV is an MLP with layer sizes [512, 512, 512]
and eP is an MLP with layer sizes [512, 512, 512, 5]
and ReLU non-linearities. hMHA is a Multihead Atten-
tion module with 5 heads. The learning rate schedule
parameters are: initial learning rate=0.05, decay rate
0.8, start of schedule at 10000 steps and for 10000
steps.

• Neural Process:

EK := eH(eenc(K))

EQ := eH(eenc(Q))

P̂ := eP

([
1
N0

∑
i

E0
Ki

; . . . ; 1
N4

∑
i

E4
Ki

]
,EQ

)
(15)

where eenc is the same encoder as used in (Vinyals
et al., 2016) and eH is a one-layer MLP with layer size
[2048]. eV is an MLP with layer sizes [512, 512, 512]
and eP is an MLP with layer sizes [1024, 5] and ReLU
non-linearities. The superscript k in Ek

K indicates that
we are selecting all of the elements of EK that belong
to class k and Nk is the number of examples of class
k. The learning rate schedule parameters are: initial
learning rate=0.1, decay rate 0.8, start of schedule at
10000 steps and for 10000 steps.

5.1. Kernel performance experiments

We compare the performance of regular Intention vs ker-
nelised Intention using a Gaussian kernel. To do so we

follow the same experimental protocol as above but vary
the latent size for both models to be one of: 16, 32, 64 or
128. We plot their performances in Figure 14, where we
can see that the kernelised version is able to achieve higher
accuracy even with smaller latent sizes.
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Figure 14: Accuracy as a function of model size for Inten-
tion vs its kernelised version.

6. Policy Distillation
Data At each iteration we sample a new target location:

tx, ty ∼ N (0, 1)

We are given 5 observations from this environment by ran-
domly sampling x and y coordinates and calculating the
squared distance to the target:

xi, yi ∼ N (0, 1/4)

oi := (xi, yi, di) := (xi, yi, ‖[xi, yi]− [tx, ty]‖2)

The inputs to the model are contained in one matrix:

O = {oi}5i=1 ∈ R5×2

Given O the task is to predict [tx, ty].

For all models we use K = V = Q := O.

Models

• Intention:

EK := [K,V,Q]

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

EQ := 0

w := hint(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(w)

(16)

where eV and eP are two-layer MLPs with layer sizes
[512, 512] and [128, 2] respectively and ReLU non-
linearities. hint is an Intention module as described
in the main paper. To train the model we use Adam
optimiser with a learning rate of 3e− 5.
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• Attention:

EK := [K,V,Q]

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

EQ := [K,V,Q]

w := hMHA(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(w)

(17)

where eV and eP are two-layer MLPs with layer sizes
[128, 128] and [2048, 2] respectively and ReLU non-
linearities. hint is an Multihead Attention module with
5 heads. To train the model we use Adam optimiser
with a learning rate of 3e− 5.

• Neural Process:

EH := eH([K,V,Q])

P̂ := eP( 1
N

∑
i

EHi)
(18)

where eH and eP are two MLPs with layer sizes [512,
512] and [512, 512, 128, 2] respectively and ReLU non-
linearities. To train the model we use Adam optimiser
with a learning rate of 3e− 4.

• MLP:
P̂ := eP([K,V,Q]) (19)

where eP is an MLP with layer sizes [512, 512, 512,
2] and ReLU non-linearity. To train the model we use
Adam optimiser with a learning rate of 3e− 4.

7. Learning generalised Kabsch algorithm
Task We are given a set of 2N + M points: N points
ki ∈ R2, N points vi ∈ R2 and M points qj ∈ R2. These
points can be mapped with the following function: fθ(ki) =
aθ ·Rθki + wθ + ε =: vi where wθ is a translation vector,
Rθ is a rotation matrix, aθ ∈ R is a re-scaling factor and ε
a 2-dimensional noise vector. The goal of the network is to
learn to extract E[f ](k) = aθ ·Rθk + wθ and apply it to
qi to produce zi = E[f ](qi). In the following description
K ∈ RN×2 contains all the points ki, V ∈ RN×2 contains
all the points vi and Q ∈ RN×2 contains all the points qi.

Models

• Intention:

EK := eK(K,V,Q)

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

EQ := eQ(K,V,Q)

w := hint(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(w)

(20)

where eK, eV and eQ are two-layer MLPs with layer
sizes [128, 128] and ReLU non-linearities. hint is an
Intention module as described in the main paper and eP
is another MLP with sizes [128, 128, 2] and ReLU non-
linearities. To train the model we use Adam optimiser
with a learning rate of 3e− 4.

• Attention:

EK := eK(K,V,Q)

EV := eV(K,V,Q)

EQ := eQ(K,V,Q)

w := hMHA(EK,EV,EQ)

P̂ := eP(w)

(21)

where eK, eV and eQ are two-layer MLPs with layer
sizes [256, 256] and ReLU non-linearities. hint is an
Multihead Attention module with 5 heads and eP is
another MLP with sizes [256, 256, 2] and ReLU non-
linearities. To train the model we use Adam optimiser
with a learning rate of 3e− 4.

• Neural Process:

EH := eH([K,V,Q])

P̂ := eP( 1
N

∑
i

EHi
) (22)

where eH is a two-layer MLP with layer sizes [256,
256] and ReLU non-linearities. eP is another MLP
with sizes [256, 256, 2] and ReLU non-linearities. To
train the model we use Adam optimiser with a learning
rate of 3e− 4.

• MLP:
P̂ := eP([K,V,Q]) (23)

where eP is an MLP with layer sizes [256, 256, 256,
10] and ReLU non-linearity. To train the model we use
Adam optimiser with a learning rate of 3e− 4.

8. Anomaly detection
For simplicity we use a ResNet34 pre-trained on ImageNet
as a frozen representation extractor. Consequently we end
up with images embedded as 512 dimensional vectors,
50,000 of which create we use to train our models and
10,000 left for testing. Splits are done over labels. Our
networks use 4 heads with latent size of 256 each leading
to hidden dimension of 1024. We also use input dropout of
20% to counter overfitting. We train for 100 epochs with
learning rate of 5e-5 and cosine warmup schedule over a
period of 100 iterations.

Let us now define a single -former block with a single head.
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• Informer block

EX := max(0, eX(X))

EK := eK(EK)

EV := eV(EV)

EQ := eQ(EX)

α := σsigmoid(θσ)

EZ := EQE′K[(1− α)EKE′K + αI]−1EV

• σInformer block

EX := max(0, eX(X))

EK := eK(EK)

EV := eV(EV)

EQ := eQ(EX)

α := σsigmoid(θσ)

EZ := σ(EQE′K[(1− α)EKE′K + αI]−1)EV

• Attention block

EX := max(0, eX(X))

EK := eK(EK)

EV := eV(EV)

EQ := eQ(EX)

EZ := σ(EQE′K)EV

• Linear Attention block

EX := max(0, eX(X))

EK := eK(EK)

EV := eV(EV)

EQ := eQ(EX)

EZ := EQE′KEV

• Neural Process Block

EQ := eQ(Q)

EK := eK(K)

EV := eV(V)

EC := eC( 1
N

∑
i

[EKi
; EVi

])

EDi := [EQi ; EC] ∀i
EZ := eZ(ED)

Output of each head is then concatenated and followed by
one more linear layer that embeds it in 1024 dimensional
vector. eC is an MLP with 1024 hidden units and 1024

output units. eX is a linear layer shared between heads
that maps into 1024 dimensional feature space. Remaining
embeddings defined above are independent per head, and
each one is also linear with 1024 outputs.

The above modules are used to define a layer of -former by
applying

O1 := LayerNorm(EZ + X)

O2 := LayerNorm(eO(O1) + O1)

where eO is a an MLP with a hidden size of 2048 and output
of 1024.

We stack either 1 or 4 of these layers (each with its own
learnable parameters) to form Transformer, Informer, Linear
Transformer, NP-former and σInformer.

We use softmax to produce probability estimates at the out-
put and a cross entropy loss to train the model.

9. Normalisation
One of the elements introduced in the Transformer pa-
per Vaswani et al. (2017) has been use of scaled attention

1√
d
QK′,

in order to preserve variance of 1 of the attention mask at
initialization. For the reminder of this section we assume
both queries and keys are random vectors coming from a
standard normal distribution. We also focus on the part of
the computation that ignores values, as in the transformer
paper. Given that we have proven Intention behaves like
attention in the limit it is natural to expect it having similar
properties.

First, let us investigate a simple case ofN = d = 1 meaning
we just have a single key and it is just a number. Conse-
quently intention computation becomes just

qk(kk)−1 = q · 1
k .

Both q and z := 1
k are independent random variables, with

q ∼ N (0, 1). On the other hand z follows reciprocal nor-
mal distribution. Despite relative simplicity this distribution
does not have a well defined expectation nor variance (John-
son et al., 1994).

While this result might seem very bad, we note that in
practise we never work with such small dimensions in deep
learning, and in practise these are unlikely to be much of
an issue and thus look at a more generic scaling behaviour
with N = 1 and d→∞.

qk′(kk′)−1 = q · k′

‖k‖2 .

Since norm of a random normal vector is approximately
√
d

we see that it will converge to 0 as the dimension grows,
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potentially collapsing representation in intention module
to a single point. However, this also suggests that in order
to recover a good scaling behaviour we can just counter
this effect by multiplying the whole computation by

√
d (as

opposed to attentions division by the same factor).

We compare variance of Z empirically by taking N =
16, 32, 64 points in growing number of dimensions and ap-
plying:

• Unscaled Intention

Z := QK′[KK′]−1

• Scaled Intention

Z :=
√
dQK′[KK′]−1

• Scaled Intention with a regulariser

Z := 0.5
√
dQK′[σsig(α)KK′ + (1− σsig(α))I]−1,

where α is initialised to 0 (trainable parameter).

We can see in Figure 15 that as expected unscaled intention
has an exploding variance for very small d and a vanish-
ing representation problem as d goes to infinity. Scaled
Intention smoothly converges in variance to 1, and having
a regulariser stabilises behaviour for small d too. We note,
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Figure 15: Comparison of variances of the Intention map
Z when both keys and queries come from d dimensional
random normal distribution with N points. From top: using
unscaled Intention, scaled Intention and scaled Intention
with a regulariser.

that this is an optional element, and mostly matter for In-
formers, rather than using an Intention module as a neural
network head. In our experiments we successfully trained
modules up to 4-6 layers even with unscaled Intention. One
can attribute it to existence of multiple other mechanisms in
Deep Learning that counter issues emerging here, such as
LayerNorm layers etc.

A. Proofs for Section 2 (Exploring the KVQ
Space)

Proposition 2.4. ferf ∈ HKVQ \ Hatt.

Proof. Let’s consider K = [[κ]], V = [[1]], Q = [[1]]
therefore ferf(K,V,Q) = ferf(κ). According to Liou-
ville’s theory of Differential Algebra theorem (Liouville,
1833) ferf(κ) cannot be represented with addition, multi-
plication, exponents, or logarithms. Both Attention and
Transformers on the other hand are composed exclusively of
these computations and therefore cannot represent ferf .

Proposition 2.5. A Transformer can exactly represent NP
computation, but simple Attention module cannot.

Proof. Neural process (NP) can be seen as a collection of
functions of form

fNP(K,V,Q) := eo

(
Q, 1

N

∑
i

ec([Ki; Vi])

)
,

where e· are MLP-based embeddings. Since Attention is a
linear operator with respect to V and NP is not, it clearly
cannot represent it.

With a Transformer, let us put K = 1 (a matrix of 1s) and
as a result Attention computes an average of values. Using
learnable embeddings for keys, values and queries we can
get

fatt(1, [K; V],Q) = 1
N

∑
i

ec([Ki; Vi]).

With a Transformer skip connection we get

eo

(
[K; V; Q] + 1

N

∑
i

ec([Ki; Vi])

)
.

The only difference is thus concatenation over addition.
However this can be simply represented by making sure that
eo has 2 times bigger first layer, and Q occupies first half,
while ec the latter, thus simulating concatenation.

Theorem 2.6. Neither an Attention-based model nor a
Transformer-based one can represent least squares fit.

Proof. Let us consider N = M = d = k = 1 and K =
[[κ]],V = [[1]],Q = [[1]]. We then have fls(K,V,Q) =
1
κ and consequently limκ→0 fls(K,V,Q) =∞ and in par-
ticular for κ = 0 computation is ill defined. However, both
Attention’s and Transformer’s computation is well defined
for any parameters values, with inputs like above.

Theorem 2.8. As the smoothing strength of the covariance
estimator goes to infinity, an Intention module converges to
a Linear Attention module up to a rescaling of queries.
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Proof.

lim
α→∞

fint(K,V, αQ) = lim
α→∞

αQ[K′K + αI]−1K′V

= lim
α→∞

Q[ 1
αK′K + I]−1K′V

= [QK′]V = flin-att(K,V,Q)
(24)

Theorem 2.9. As the smoothing strength of the covariance
estimator goes to infinity, a σIntention module converges to
an Attention module up to a rescaling of queries.

Proof.

lim
α→∞

fσint(K,V, αQ)

= lim
α→∞

σ(αQ[K′K + αI]−1K′)V

= σ(QK′)V = fatt(K,V,Q)

(25)

B. Proofs for Section 3 (Implementing
Intention and Informer)

Theorem 3.2. The asymptotic computational complexity of
Intention is exactly the same as that of Attention and equals
to O(N2d).

Proof. For simplicity we analyse Self-Attention and Inten-
tion and we ignore the multiplication with values that is
carried out in both as they share that computation and treat
it the same way. Lets assume we have embedded queries
into a Q ∈ RN×d matrix and keys into a K ∈ RN×d.

Complexity of Attention: fatt(Q,K) = (QK′) is
O(N2d) (as this is the complexity of multiplying these
two matrices).

Complexity of Intention:

• If d < N :

– fint(Q,K) = (Q(K′K)−1K′) = QZ−1K′

– Computing Z−1 is O(N2d): Z is of shape d× d
so its inversion is O(d3) which is O(N2d) be-
cause d < N .

– All remaining operations are O(N2d)

– The whole computation is thereforeO(N2d), just
like Attention.

• If d ≥ N :

– fint(Q,K) = (QK′(KK′)−1 = QK′Z−1

– Computing Z−1 isO(N2d): Z is of shapeN×N
so its inversion is O(N3) which is O(N2d) be-
cause d ≥ N .

– All remaining operations are O(N2d)

– The whole computation is thereforeO(N2d), just
like Attention.

There are also asymptotically slightly faster ways of com-
puting dot products, that decrease cubic time to roughly,
however they are not really used in practise (as their con-
stants are extremely bad), and even if they were, similar
tricks can be applied to inversion too.

Proposition 3.3. Solutions of Ridge Regression, LS-SVM,
LDA and QDA (as well as their weighted versions) for a
classification problem X ∈ RN×d,y ∈ {0, 1}N can all be
represented as w∗m := Σ−1

m X′ym, where ym is relabeling of
y and Σm is some square matrix summarising the data.

Proof. • Ridge Regression: For I being an identity ma-
trix we have

Σ := X′X + CI

ym := y

which matches the functional form of a Ridge Regres-
sion.

• Weighted Ridge Regression: Let us define Z as a diag-
onal matrix, where Zii :=

√
wi where wi is a desired

ith sample weight in Ridge regression. Then for

Σ := (ZX′)ZX + CI

ym := Zy

we obtain

Σ = [X′Z′ZX]
−1

X′Z′Zy = [X′WX]
−1

X′Wy

which matches the functional form of a Weighted
Ridge Regression.

Analogous argument works for a weighted version of
any of the following models thus we skip the proofs.

Note, that this mapping can be exactly represented
by Intention module in its default form, which means
that our model is capable of representing weighted
solutions without any modifications.

• LS-SVM: Let us assume that X has a column of 1s
representing the bias. Then for Id−1 being an identity
matrix with a 0 in the entry corresponding to the bias
dimension we have

Σ := X′X + CId−1

ym := 2y − 1

which matches the functional form of a LS-SVM.

This means, that in practise our default Intention is
equivalent to an (weighted) LS-SVM when applied to
a classification context.
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• LDA: Let us assume that Nk is number of samples in
class k, and X̄ is a feature-wise mean of points, then

Σ := cov(X) = (X− X̄)′(X− X̄)

ym := 1
N [N0y +N1(1− y)]

It is easy to see that

X′ym = X′
(

1
N [N0y +N1(1− y)]

)
= X̄1′ − X̄0′

(26)

and thus the full solution becomes

[(X− X̄)′(X− X̄)]−1(X̄1′ − X̄0′) = w∗LDA

which matches the functional form of a LDA.

• QDA: Using same notation as before, but also denoting
points belonging to class k as Xk, and their feature-
wise means X̄k we get

Σ :=
∑
k

cov(Xk) =
∑
k

(Xk − X̄k)′(Xk − X̄k)

ym := 1
N [N0y +N1(1− y)]

Similarly to LDA we get

[
∑
k

(Xk−X̄k)′(Xk−X̄k)]−1(X̄1′−X̄0′) = w∗QDA

which matches the functional form of a QDA.


