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Abstract

Transformers process tokens in parallel but are temporally shallow: at position t, each layer attends to
key–value pairs computed based on the previous layer, yielding a depth capped by the number of layers. Recurrent
models offer unbounded temporal depth but suffer from optimization instability and historically underutilize
modern accelerators. We introduce the Recurrent Transformer, a simple architectural change where each layer
attends to key–value pairs computed off its own activations, yielding layerwise recurrent memory while preserving
standard autoregressive decoding cost. We show that the architecture can emulate both (i) a conventional
Transformer and (ii) token-to-token recurrent updates under mild assumptions, while avoiding optimization
instability. Naively, prefill/training appears bandwidth-bound with effective arithmetic intensity near 1 because
keys and values are revealed sequentially; we give an exact tiling-based algorithm that preserves the mathematical
computation while reducing HBM traffic from Θ(N2) to Θ(N logN), increasing effective arithmetic intensity
to Θ(N/ logN) for sequence length N . On 150M and 300M parameter C4 pretraining, Recurrent Transformers
improve cross-entropy over a parameter-matched Transformer baseline and achieve the improvement with fewer
layers (fixed parameters), suggesting that recurrence can trade depth for width, thus reducing KV cache memory
footprint and inference latency. Code is available at https://github.com/geniucos/recurrent-transformer

1 Introduction
Transformers [Vaswani et al., 2017] are highly effective sequence models, but their computation across positions
is structurally shallow: within each layer, position t attends to key–value pairs computed from the previous layer
embeddings, allowing essentially at most one interaction per layer between any pair of positions. A growing body
of theory studies the fundamental limitations implied by bounded depth in attention models, including circuit-
complexity characterizations of what low-depth Transformers can and cannot represent [Merrill et al., 2022, Liu
et al., 2023]. These perspectives motivate architectures that achieve greater effective depth.

We introduce the Recurrent Transformer (RT), a simple modification of how key–value pairs are computed
that makes each layer temporally recurrent. In a standard Transformer, at layer ℓ, the key–value pair at position t
is computed from the layer-(ℓ− 1) representation at that position and can then be attended to by later positions
t′ > t. In the Recurrent Transformer, by contrast, the key–value pair at position t in layer ℓ is computed from
that position’s output at layer ℓ, rather than from its layer-(ℓ− 1) representation. Consequently, a later position
t < t′ at layer ℓ attends to a representation at t that already reflects layer ℓ attention and MLP computation.
Importantly, Recurrent Transformer performs this recurrence separately within each layer, so each layer maintains its
own key–value memory. This differs from the Feedback Transformer [Fan et al., 2020], which uses a shared memory
across layers, and this layerwise separation is a key reason why our architecture can be implemented efficiently.

We motivate Recurrent Transformer’s design through lenses of representation, optimization and computational
efficiency:

(i) Representational perspective. Recurrent Transformers retains per-token key–value memory just like a
Transformer, but increase the space of computations that can be expressed within a single layer by allowing
later positions to attend to representations that have already undergone attention and MLP processing. Under
mild assumptions, Recurrent Transformers can emulate standard Transformer behavior; conversely, by restricting
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Figure 1: One layer of the Recurrent Transformer mapping input embeddings x1 . . .x4 to output embeddings
z1 . . . zN . Notice how the persistent key–value pairs are a function of the layer’s output and are used for all
subsequent attention computations. The temporary key–value pairs are only used at the time they are computed
and then discarded. They are only used to avoid ill-defined attention since, for example, a2 cannot attend to (k2,v2)
as that indirectly depends on it. This is in contrast to a vanilla Transformer that uses these same key–value pairs for
all subsequent attention computation as well.

attention to the previous position, they can implement token-to-token recurrent computation. This positions
Recurrent Transformer between fully parallel attention and purely recurrent state-space computation, while avoiding
a capped-memory bottleneck.

(ii) Training Stability. Viewing the model as a directed computation graph over positions, classical RNNs
transmit information from position i to j only through the length-(j− i) chain of intermediate states. The potentially
large length of such paths gives rise to vanishing and exploding gradient phenomena [Bengio et al., 1994, Pascanu
et al., 2013], making it hard to ensure information flow between distant positions. Recurrent Transformer alleviates
this by introducing many additional multi-hop paths, corresponding to repeated attend+MLP applications across
positions within a layer, while still permitting direct one-hop attention interactions between any two positions. In
practice, we find that this architecture, together with appropriate normalization before key–value computation and
standard depth-wise residual scaling [Bordelon et al., 2023, Yang et al., 2023], trains stably. We expand on this view,
and on why exploding gradients are not expected to be an issue, in Section 4.

(iii) Training-time efficiency. A naive implementation of Recurrent Transformer training/prefill is sequential
in position and appears bandwidth-bound: keys and values are revealed one position at a time, and each query
must aggregate over a linearly-growing prefix, leading to a very low effective arithmetic intensity – Θ(1) – under
the Roofline model [Williams et al., 2009]. We give an exact tiling algorithm that preserves the mathematical
attention computation while reorganizing memory movement, reducing high-bandwidth memory (HBM) traffic
from Θ(N2) to Θ(N logN) and raising effective arithmetic intensity to Θ(N/ logN). Our key observation is that,
during training/prefill, the full sequence of queries is available in advance even though persistent key–value pairs
are revealed causally. This makes it possible to reorganize the computation into a tiled schedule, in the spirit of
Flash Inference [Oncescu et al., 2025], that reuses each revealed key–value tile across many future queries before it is
evicted from fast memory. The final algorithm interleaves attention blocks and MLP computation while employing
the same methodology as Rabe and Staats [2021], Dao et al. [2022] to accumulate attention contribution.

(iv) Depth to inference efficiency. Crucially, the additional effective temporal depth can translate into a better
depth–width tradeoff: at fixed parameter count, achieving the same quality with fewer layers reduces the amount of
stored key–value state and the corresponding decode-time memory traffic. Our experiments support this regime,
with shallower Recurrent Transformer models outperforming deeper Transformer baselines.
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Figure 2: C4 pretraining: loss curves for 300m parameter
model trained on C4 dataset.

Table 1: C4 pretraining loss for 300M parameter
model.

Model Layers Width Val CE ↓
Transformer 6 2048 2.917
Transformer 12 1408 2.896
Transformer 24 1024 2.892
Recurrent Transformer 12 1408 2.867
Recurrent Transformer 6 2048 2.86

Contributions.

• In Section 2, we propose the Recurrent Transformer (RT), a layerwise recurrent attention architecture
that computes each layer’s key–value pairs from that layer’s outputs rather than from the previous layer’s
representations.

• In Section 3, we provide representational arguments showing Recurrent Transformer can emulate standard
self-attention behavior and can implement token-to-token recurrent computation via attention concentration
under mild assumptions.

• In Section 4, we provide a path-based analysis of training stability in Recurrent Transformer, showing how
the architecture combines additional multi-hop computation with direct one-hop attention paths, and giving
theoretical evidence in a simplified setting that neither exploding gradients nor vanishing gradients are expected
under appropriate scaling.

• In Section 5, we provide an exact, IO-aware tiling algorithm for prefill/training that preserves the mathematical
attention computation while reducing memory traffic from Θ(N2) to Θ(N logN) and increasing effective
arithmetic intensity from Θ(1) to Θ(N/ logN).

• In Section 6, we outline various computational challenges and design choices required to make Recurrent
Transformer training more efficient and practical.

• In Section 7, we present empirical results on 300M-parameter C4 pretraining showing improved cross-entropy
over parameter-matched Transformer baselines and favorable depth–width tradeoffs at fixed parameter count
(as shown in Figure 2). In particular, Recurrent Transformer with 6 layers performs comparably to 12 layers
(fixed parameters), reducing KV cache size by approximately 30% and lowering decode-time memory traffic,
thereby improving inference efficiency. Additional results for the 150M-parameter model are provided in
Appendix E.3.

2 Architectural overview and notation
Architectural overview. Relative to a standard causal Transformer, the defining change in Recurrent Transformer
is where the key–value pairs exposed to future positions come from. In a standard Transformer, the key–value pair
at position i is computed from the layer input at that position. In Recurrent Transformer, by contrast, the persistent
key–value pair at position i is computed from that position’s layer output. Consequently, later positions attend to
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earlier positions whose representations have already undergone same-layer attention and MLP computation, making
each layer recurrent along the temporal axis.

This creates a circularity at the current position: because the layer output at position i also attends to the
current position, the persistent pair (ki,vi) cannot itself be used while computing that output. To resolve this,
Recurrent Transformer distinguishes between two kinds of key–value pairs. A temporary pair, computed from the
current layer input, is used only when evaluating attention at the current position. A persistent pair, computed
from the resulting layer output, is then stored and made available to all later positions.

Notation. We present the single-head formulation; multihead attention applies the same construction independently
per head and then uses the usual output projection. We assume a sequence length of N and use L for the number of
stacked layers. Let D be the embedding dimension and consider a single layer with inputs x1, . . . ,xN ∈ RD. Let
MLP : RD → RD denote the MLP block and let RMS : RD → RD denote Root Mean Square normalization [Zhang
and Sennrich, 2019]. While in practice we use learnable parameters, as far as presentation and analysis is concerned,
we take RMS(x) =

√
D · x/∥x∥2. We use (magenta) RMS to distinguish query/key normalization [Dehghani et al.,

2023].
The attention operator Attn : (RD × RD)∗ × RD → RD maps a sequence of key–value pairs (k1,v1), . . . , (kℓ,vℓ)

and a query q to

Attn
(
(k1,v1), . . . , (kℓ,vℓ), q

)
=

ℓ∑
i=1

vi ·
exp(⟨ki, q⟩)∑ℓ
j=1 exp(⟨kj , q⟩)

We use projection matrices Q,K, V ∈ RD×D to compute queries, keys and values based off an embedding.
Following standard Transformer parameterizations Bordelon et al. [2023], Yang et al. [2023], we use pre-LN Xiong
et al. [2020] and assume attention and MLP residual updates are initialized/parameterized with an appropriate
1/
√
L scale so chaining maps of the form x 7→ x+ 1√

L
{Attn,MLP}(RMS(x)) is well-behaved.

2.1 The Transformer layer
We first recall a standard causal decoder-only Transformer layer [Vaswani et al., 2017]. Given inputs x1, . . . ,xN ∈ RD,
position i forms its query, key, and value from the current layer input:

qi = RMS[QRMS(xi)],

ki = RMS[K RMS(xi)],

vi = V RMS(xi).

The attention output at position i is then computed by attending over the prefix of key–value pairs available up to
that position:

ai = Attn
(
(k1,v1), . . . , (ki,vi), qi

)
.

Finally, the layer output is obtained by adding the attention and MLP residual branches:

yi = xi +
1√
L

(
ai +MLP[RMS(xi +

1√
L
ai)]

)
.

The key structural point is that, in a standard Transformer, the key–value pair stored at position i is computed
from the layer input at the same position.

2.2 The Recurrent Transformer layer
Recurrent Transformer layers (illustrated in Figure 1) differ from standard Transformer layers only in how the
key–value pairs exposed to future positions are formed. At position i, Recurrent Transformer first forms the query
together with a temporary key–value pair from the current layer input:

qi = RMS[QRMS(xi)],

ktemp
i = RMS[K RMS(xi)],

vtemp
i = V RMS(xi).
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These definitions are identical to the Transformer’s query, key, and value projections at position i. The attention
output at position i is then computed using the persistent key–value pairs from earlier positions together with the
temporary pair at the current position:

ai = Attn
(
(k1,v1), . . . , (ki−1,vi−1), (k

temp
i ,vtemp

i ), qi
)
.

We next form the layer output representation

zi = xi +
1√
L

(
ai +MLP[RMS(xi +

1√
L
ai)]

)
,

which is both the representation passed to the next layer and the source from which the persistent key–value pair at
position i is computed. We define that persistent pair by projecting from this output:

ki = RMS[K RMS(zi)], (1)
vi = V RMS(zi). (2)

Thus, ktemp
i ,vtemp

i is used only to compute attention at position i; it is not exposed to future positions. The
persistent pair, by contrast, is defined only after zi has been formed and is then stored for use by all later positions.
Thus, unlike in a standard Transformer, future positions attend not to a pair computed from the layer input at
position i, but to one computed from the already-updated representation zi.

We reuse the same projection matrices K and V for both the temporary and persistent key–value pairs.
Consequently, Recurrent Transformer does not introduce additional key/value projection parameters relative to
a Transformer; this reuse also preserves a shared semantics between the temporary and persistent key–value
representations.

2.3 Closest Related Work
The closest representational relatives are Feedback Transformer variants. Feedback Transformer [Fan et al., 2020]
uses a cross-layer feedback memory shared across depth, essentially having just one list of key-value pairs computed
based on the whole model’s output rather than independently at each layer. Staircase Attention [Ju et al., 2021]
generalizes Feedback Transformers, studying recurrent processing and caching variants with weight sharing – still at
a model rather than layerwise level. This separation matters not only representationally but also computationally:
within an RT layer, all queries are available early, which is the enabling condition behind our efficient training
methodology (Section 5).

TransformerFAM [Hwang et al., 2024] is closer in that it also operates independently at each layer and allows
later positions to access more processed representations. However, it does so through a bounded memory that is
read from and written to via attention. By contrast, Recurrent Transformer retains per-token persistent key–value
memory rather than compressing past information into a fixed-size state. This difference is important both for
avoiding a bounded-memory bottleneck and for the representational results of Section 3.1.

3 Representational Perspective
In this section, we theoretically show that Recurrent Transformer can emulate both a Transformer and RNN under
mild assumptions. This shows that it subsumes both RNNs and Transformers, at least in the representation power.

3.1 Representing Transformers
Intuitively, Recurrent Transformers can recover the behavior of a standard Transformer of lower width by ensuring
that the persistent key–value pairs computed from zi track those that would have been computed from xi via K
and V projections. We concretize this statement below:

Theorem 1 (informal). Any width-d′ Transformer can be approximately simulated by a width-d = 3d′ Recurrent
Transformer: the simulated Transformer activations can be embedded into disjoint feature groups of the RT’s
embeddings. The RT layer can be parameterized so that (i) attention scores are preserved and (ii) the layer output
exactly tracks the Transformer layer output.

5



At a high level, the construction relies on representing smaller Transformer states inside a larger embedding of
RT by dedicating disjoint feature blocks to different roles. One block stores a protected copy of the layer input xi so
that when RT later computes persistent keys and values from the layer output zi, it can still recover exactly the
same key–value pairs the Transformer would have computed from xi. A separate block is used to hold the attention
contribution ai, so that when adding it to xi prior to applying the MLP, the contents of xi are protected from being
lost. In this way, later tokens see identical attention scores, while the layer output matches the Transformer’s layer
output in the designated block. The width overhead of a factor of 3, rather than 2, is a subtle technical requirement
for stacking multiple layers; a single layer can be replicated with an overhead of 2. The complete construction and
formal proof are provided in Appendix A.1.

3.2 Representing token-to-token recurrence
If, using positional embeddings or biases, attention concentrates locally to the previous position, Recurrent Trans-
formers implement an RNN-like update. Formally, if ai is dominated by the previous persistent value vi−1, i.e.
⟨qi,ki−1⟩ ≫ ⟨qi,ktemp

i ⟩ and ⟨qi,ki−1⟩ ≫ ⟨qi,kj⟩ for any j < i− 1, then we get that:

zi ≈ xi + vi−1 +MLP[RMS(xi + vi−1)] = V RMS(zi−1) + xi +MLP[RMS(xi + V RMS(zi−1))]

Under the additional simplifying assumption that V is the identity, this becomes a particular state recurrence with a
skip connection:

zi = RMS(zi−1) + xi +MLP[RMS(xi +RMS(zi−1))]

We do not claim to reproduce gated RNN/LSTMs, nor that training would yield to learning such structures. We
stress that representationally, Recurrent Transformer is rich enough to express explicit iterative computation within a
layer while also retaining full-prefix per-token memory (which was required to simulate Transformers in the previous
section).

Crucially, once an architecture can represent such iterative computation, a natural question is whether the classic
learnability issues of RNNs [Bengio et al., 1994, Pascanu et al., 2013] impede training. Section 4 explains why
Recurrent Transformers multi-hop dynamics can still train stably.

3.3 Why temporal depth matters
Transformers are shallow-through-time: deeper iterative computation along the sequence must be simulated primarily
by stacking layers. Theory on low-depth attention models and finite-automata tracking problems suggests that
bounded depth can have concrete consequences, with shallow Transformers being representationally insufficient to
simulate certain automata [Liu et al., 2023] and more generally bound to TC0 - a class of shallow circuits [Merrill
et al., 2022]. Recurrent Transformers expose additional temporal depth within each layer. This is complementary to
the depth obtained from stacking layers, thus pointing to the potential of achieving matching Transformers’ effective
depth while using fewer layers. We corroborate this hypothesis empirically in Section 7.

4 Training Stability of Recurrent Transformer
In this section, we explain how Recurrent Transformer manages to avoid degenerate dynamics such as gradient
vanishing or exploding through depth. We formalize our arguments by viewing the model as a directed computation
graph over positions: there is an edge i → j when the computation at position j directly depends on quantities
computed at position i. In a classical RNN, information (and gradients) from position i to j must traverse the
full chain i→ i+1→ · · · → j, and repeated composition along long chains leads to vanishing/exploding gradient
phenomena [Bengio et al., 1994, Pascanu et al., 2013]. This chain topology forces all influence from position i to j
through (j − i) successive state transitions. Stabilizing training typically requires these transitions to be close to
contractive, but then the influence of xi on xj shrinks rapidly with (j − i), making distant information difficult to
transmit. While in RNNs this issue can be alleviated through careful initialization schemes [Orvieto et al., 2023], our
method takes advantage of the fact that there are both direct hops, as well as additional multi-hop paths between
layers.

As in a standard Transformer, token j can directly attend to any earlier token i < j via the stored key–value
pair (ki,vi), creating a one-hop information path i→j. The key difference is that in Recurrent Transformer, the
stored pair (ki,vi) is computed from the layer output zi, and zi already includes the result of attending to earlier
stored pairs. Consequently, information can propagate not only directly from i to j, but also indirectly.

6



Concretely, a multi-hop path from token 1 to token 4 (Figure 1) can go through intermediate write–read steps:

x1 → z1 → (k1,v1)→ a2 → z2 → (k2,v2)→ a4 → z4

Here each step zt → (kt,vt) is a write to the layer’s persistent memory, and each step (kt,vt)→ at′ is a read by
attention at any later position t′ > t. Chaining these write–read operations yields multi-hop influence paths whose
length scales with the distance between positions, enabling within-layer iterative computation (as in Section 3.2)
while preserving the direct one-hop attention routes of a Transformer.

Dampening long paths without eliminating long-range access. Multi-hop paths are only useful if they do
not explode. In practice, two levers dominate. First, standard depth-wise scaling conventions for residual branches
keep per-layer updates in a stable range [Bordelon et al., 2023, Yang et al., 2023]. Second, normalization preceding
computation of persistent keys/values (the RMS(zi) inside Equations 1-2) controls magnitudes even though zi is a
sum of multiple components. Empirically, these choices place long multi-hop influences on the vanishing end: longer
chains have smaller effect. Unlike a pure RNN, this does not remove long-range access because direct attention edges
remain available even when long chains are damped.

In the theorem below, for a very simplified setup without normalization, we show that we do not get exploding
gradients at initialization. Normalization helps in stability, that is, it allows stable training of Recurrent Transformer
with higher learning rates. This is demonstrated empirically in Appendix E.2.

Theorem 4.1. Consider a simplified 1-layer uniform-attention only RT layer with inputs given by x1, ..., xn and
outputs denoted as z1, ..., zn, where

zk = xk +
α

k

V xk + V

k−1∑
j=1

zj


where α is a scalar denoting the scaling of the residual and V is the value matrix. Then, for k ≥ 2,

∂zk
∂x1

=
1

k!

k∑
r=1

[
k

r

]
αrV r

where
[
k
r

]
denotes the total number of permutations of k elements having exactly r cycles.

As the total number of permutations is k!, the theorem above shows that as long as the maximum eigenvalue of
αV is smaller than 1, we do not get an exploding gradient from zj to x1. Thus, for orthonormal initialization, for any
α < 1, we expect to be in this regime. Moreover, since the overall gradient is summed over paths of various lengths
(given by r in the above expression), we can see that we have non-vanishing gradient even when the maximum
eigenvalue of αV is smaller than 1. In particular, since

[
k
1

]
= (k− 1)!, the term in the above expression corresponding

to r = 1 is α
k · V , which is precisely the gradient a vanilla transformer would yield. Proof for this theorem can be

found in Appendix B.

5 Exact Tiling for Training and Prefill
What makes naive evaluation slow. During training/prefill, Recurrent Transformers are fundamentally
sequential in position; to compute the persistent pair (kt,vt) we must first compute zt, and zt depends on at, which
aggregates over all previous persistent key–value pairs: {(ki,vi)}i<t. Therefore, a naive implementation reveals
persistent keys/values one position at a time by having each new query aggregate over a growing prefix, yielding low
reuse and high memory traffic.

A short Roofline view: why we care about arithmetic intensity. The Roofline model [Williams et al.,
2009] bounds attainable throughput by either peak compute or peak memory bandwidth depending on arithmetic
intensity (FLOPs per byte moved). When attention repeatedly streams large prefixes of keys/values to produce
small incremental updates, effective arithmetic intensity (AI) can be close to constant, making the operation
bandwidth-bound even on large accelerators. This is the regime where reorganizing memory movement (even without
changing the math) can give large wins.

7



kv[1,1]

↓
a[2,2]

kv[1,2]

↓
a[3,4]

kv[3,3]

↓
a[4,4]

contribution of
kv[1,4] to a[5,8]

kv[5,5]

↓
a[6,6]

kv[5,6]

↓
a[7,8]

kv[7,7]

↓
a[8,8]

kvtemp
1
↓
a1

kvtemp
2
↓
a2

kvtemp
3
↓
a3

kvtemp
4
↓
a4

kvtemp
5
↓
a5

kvtemp
6
↓
a6

kvtemp
7
↓
a7

kvtemp
8
↓
a8

j

i =

i =

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

5

6

6

6

7

7

7

8

8

8

Figure 3: We use the tiling of Oncescu et al. [2025] to increase arithmetic intensity during the forward pass since
(kt,vt) only become available after the attention output at is computed - this in turn happens once position t has
attended to all previous KVs.

Enabling observation: within-layer queries are available early. Despite the sequential reveal of persistent
keys/values, all queries {qi}Ni=1 in a layer depend only on the layer input {xi} and can be computed early on in
parallel. This means that one could do some eager work of "aggregating" the contribution of any key–value pairs
available thus far, to any future queries, not just the immediately upcoming one. For example, after (k4,v4) are
computed, naively, we would wait until next step when we need to know a5; for that, we check the whole prefix of 4
key–value pairs, "inquiring" about just one query (q5). This "just one" is what gives the arithmetic intensity of ≈ 1.
Alternatively, one can already start accounting for how they contribute to a5 . . .a8 - inquiring about 4 queries at
once and thus raising the arithmetic intensity to ≈ 4 1.

A very similar regime is exploited in the Flash Inference framework [Oncescu et al., 2025] – while their framework
is meant for decoding, one forward pass of RT is essentially a sequence of decode steps. It applies to our case since
the computation of interest is:

• Contribution-based (ai can be accumulated over different groups of key–value pairs)

• the contribution is independent of future z’s (i.e., all queries are readily available)

The second condition also clarifies why the same approach cannot extend to cross-layer feedback architectures [Fan
et al., 2020, Ju et al., 2021]: when future queries indirectly depend on feedback that is only produced after running
later layers, queries are not all available early.

Exact tiling schedule. Our algorithm is an exact evaluation algorithm: it computes the same attention outputs
up to floating-point reordering effects. The schedule follows the tiling in Figure 3. It interleaves

1Since we also need to load the queries, for cntq queries to attend to cntkv key–value pairs we get an AI of Θ(2·cntq ·cntkv/(cntq+2cntkv))
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Figure 4: One-layer forward-pass latency as a function of sequence length at batch size 512 on a single H100 GPU
with 1024 width. The naive recurrent implementation shows approximately quadratic growth with context length,
whereas the tiled implementation scales much closer to linearly. This matches the intended effect of the tiled
schedule, which increases reuse of loaded key–value pairs across multiple future queries. We also include the vanilla
Transformer baseline for reference.

• computing zt (via MLP) as soon as at is available, to then reveal the new persistent key–value pair (kt,vt)
and

• updating attention accumulators for several future queries that are already known - by processing the newly
freed tile.

For example, as a6 becomes available, z6 and then (k6,v6) are computed and then one can process all the
the contribution of {(k5,v5), (k6,v6)} to {a7,a8} (by "asking" queries q7, q8). In order to aggregate attention
contribution, we maintain the same online softmax statistics as [Rabe and Staats, 2021, Dao et al., 2022] (running
attention score maxima and normalizing factor) so that contributions from multiple key/value tiles can be accumulated
stably. The full algorithm description is available in Appendix C.

Asymptotics. Counting HBM movement, the naive one-query-at-a-time implementation incurs Θ(N2) memory
traffic. The tiled schedule reduces traffic to Θ(N logN) by reusing streamed key/value tiles across many queries, while
attention FLOPs remain Θ(N2). Consequently, effective arithmetic intensity increases from Θ(1) to Θ(N/ logN).
The gains of this tiling approach can be seen in Figure 4 - while the latency of a naive eager implementation grows
approximately quadratically with context length, our method exhibits near-linear scaling.

6 A deep dive into the computational challenges
In this section, we outline the key computational design decisions required to make Recurrent Transformer training
practically efficient, enabling the execution of our language modeling experiments. In contrast to the tiling algorithm
discussed earlier, which focuses on algorithmic structure, the emphasis here is on implementation-level optimizations.
These changes do not alter asymptotic complexity, but instead yield meaningful constant-factor speedups that are
critical for reducing overall training time.

The setup. We run all experiments on H100 GPUs, with training carried out on a single device at a time.
Our implementation is in PyTorch [Paszke et al., 2017]. Beyond the algorithmic tiling strategy of Section 5, we
make several implementation choices aimed at improving hardware utilization and reducing overheads. While
we successfully use Torch compile to fuse a number of components, we do not rely on custom kernels in the
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Table 2: One layer of Recurrent Transformer forward pass latency (ms) for sequences of 512 tokens each. CPU
overhead dominates at lower batch sizes and we employ CUDA Graphs to mitigate this.

batch size without CUDA Graphs with CUDA Graphs

32 277.08 38.85
64 279.23 42.28
128 279.42 48.95
256 276.05 61.39
512 277.33 81.73
1024 275.49 134.09
2048 293.70 240.83

current implementation. We leave such kernel-level optimization to future work and focus here on the algorithmic
improvements introduced by the architecture and computation schedule.

Unless otherwise noted, all latency measurements assume hidden dimension 1024 and 16 attention heads, are
averaged over 5 runs after 3 warmup runs, and have standard deviation below 1 ms. Latencies are reported on a
per-layer basis: they measure the computation of a single layer’s map x 7→ z, including both attention and MLP
computation, but excluding embedding, unembedding, and loss computation, which are identical across Recurrent
Transformers and Transformers.

6.1 MLPs and batch size
While the tiling algorithm greatly improves the arithmetic intensity of the attention component of Recurrent
Transformers, the MLP computations must be interleaved with it and can become the dominant cost of a forward
pass. The reason is that, unlike in a standard Transformer, the MLP does not receive all B ×N tokens at once.
Instead, it processes only B tokens at a time over N iterations, one position at a time. As a result, the per-device
batch size B directly controls the arithmetic intensity of the MLP; in the regime B ≤ O(d), this intensity is
approximately linear in B.

In practice, for the model scales we consider, B = 512 provides a favorable trade-off between GPU utilization
and activation memory. This constraint is fundamental to recurrent-in-time architectures and is not specific to the
attention mechanism; similar issues arise in classical recurrent models such as LSTMs. In particular, sustaining such
a batch size on a single device is already challenging from the perspective of activation memory, even for models in
the 150M–300M parameter range. Under ordinary circumstances, one would employ gradient accumulation, but that
defeats the purpose here: increasing the total batch size via accumulation does not increase the effective batching
seen by the MLP, and therefore does not improve arithmetic intensity.

Activation Checkpointing We therefore rely on activation checkpointing. One useful property of our computation
is that once the inputs x to each layer are stored, the outputs z can be retained essentially “for free,” since they serve
as the inputs to the next layer. This leads to a substantially cheaper recomputation procedure. In particular, once
the persistent key–value pairs have been (parallelly) reconstructed from z, the remaining intermediate quantities
can be recovered in a fully parallel manner. In particular, the attention-related intermediates can be recomputed
without replaying the slow sequential process by which the zi were originally revealed one at a time. Consequently,
although we still incur the standard cost of checkpointing, the recomputation overhead is meaningfully smaller than
that of the original forward pass.

Critical batch size. Even if memory permitted arbitrarily large batches, there remains a statistical efficiency limit
to how many tokens can be processed per optimizer step before optimization quality begins to degrade [McCandlish
et al., 2018, Shallue et al., 2018]. In our setup, this critical batch size is around 256K tokens per optimizer iteration
for Transformer models in the 150M and 300M parameter range [Zhang et al., 2025]. Accordingly, throughout our
experiments we use sequences of length 512 and batch size 512, corresponding to 256K tokens per iteration. In
Appendix E.3, we further verify that the critical batch size of Recurrent Transformer is not below this value.
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6.2 Using CUDA Graphs
Both the attention and MLP portions of our architecture involve O(N) launches of moderately small kernels. Even
when the underlying kernels are themselves compute-bound, the amount of work per kernel can be small enough
that CPU-side dispatch overhead becomes a dominant bottleneck. Ordinarily, launch overhead is hidden because
future kernels can be enqueued while current ones are still executing. Here, however, the kernels are sufficiently
short-lived that this overlap is limited, and dispatch latency becomes visible on the critical path.

For this reason, we use CUDA Graphs, recording the full forward (and backward) pass computation and replaying
it with a single launch. This turns out to be crucial for performance. The resulting latency improvements are
reported in Table 2. One noteworthy feature of Table 2 is that, without CUDA Graphs, latency remains nearly
flat across a wide range of batch sizes, indicating that dispatch overhead rather than arithmetic work is the main
bottleneck. With CUDA Graphs enabled, latency scales much more meaningfully with batch size, reflecting the
underlying compute cost more faithfully.

6.3 Cache locality and memory access pattern
The tiling schedule also has a favorable memory-access pattern. As we iterate through positions, the portions of the
KV cache accessed at successive steps overlap heavily and are often quite small: on average involving only O(logN)
positions. To exploit this locality, we store the KV cache with the position dimension first, rather than the more
conventional batch- or head-major layout. This ensures that the slices accessed by each tiled update are contiguous
in memory, improving cache locality and reducing unnecessary memory movement.

6.4 The backward pass
To avoid repeated cat-operations, which would increase both memory traffic and peak memory usage, we preallocate
the persistent KV cache and write to it in place. Since PyTorch autograd is not compatible with in-place operations,
we implement a custom backward pass.

A naive implementation would simply mimic the reverse traversal that autograd would have carried out on the
corresponding computational graph. However, the structure of the computation allows a more parallel schedule.
In particular, within the reverse loop over positions, one only needs to accumulate the gradients with respect to
(ki,vi). The reason is that, before moving from position i to position i− 1 and propagating the effect of ai−1 onto
earlier key–value pairs, one must already have the final gradient with respect to zi−1, which itself depends in part on
(ki−1,vi−1). By contrast, gradients with respect to x, q, the temporary key–value pairs, and the model parameters
do not impose such immediate dependencies and can therefore be computed outside the loop in a batched manner
via larger kernels. This substantially improves parallelism in the backward pass.

7 Experiments
We evaluate Recurrent Transformer on synthetic tasks designed to stretch models’ representation ability, as well as
language modeling.

7.1 Synthetic diagnostics
We use the MAD suite [Poli et al., 2024] as a diagnostic for hybrid architectures. We also include the copy task [Jelassi
et al., 2024] that is provably impossible to solve via models of finite memory (this classification includes all forms of
RNNs, including SSMs Gu and Dao [2024]). These diagnostics are not intended as long-range benchmarks; they
isolate whether recurrence is being used in the intended way. Since we want to measure the effective depth of a layer,
we compare one Transformer layer to one layer of RT, otherwise preserving the same model configurations as in [Poli
et al., 2024]. The precise hyperparameter details are provided in Appendix D.2. The sequence-level accuracies
are displayed in Figure 5 and show RTs significantly outperform Transformers that do not achieve meaningful
performance on any of the tasks.

7.2 Language modeling on C4 (300M parameters)
We implement the Recurrent Transformer on top of the OLMo-2 OLMo et al. [2024] codebase and pretrain 300M
and 150M parameter models on C4 [Raffel et al., 2020], for 1× Chinchilla tokens (≈ 3b tokens). The precise
hyperparameters are provided in Appendix D.1. Figure 2 shows the cross-entropy loss for the 300M model during
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Figure 5: Sequence-level accuracy of the Recurrent Transformer and a regular Transformer on MAD synthetic tasks
and the copy task. RToutperforms Transformers in all tasks but compression. Neither model achieves non-trivial
performance on compression at sequence-level, but they do achieve meaningful token-level accuracy with RT still in
the lead, as shown in Appendix E.1.

training for Transformers and Recurrent Transformers at 12 layers (24 layers is the standard configuration used in
previous works such as Zhao et al. [2025] which performs comparably as shown in Table 1) and parameter-equivalent
6 layers (d scaled up by

√
2 from 1408 to 2048). Table 1 contains the final cross entropy values. As shown, RTs

outperform Transformers meaningfully by a delta cross-entropy of 0.03 at 12 layers and 0.057 at 6 layers. Notably,
the layerwise recurrence shifts the depth–width optimum at fixed parameter count.

We evaluate the model’s downstream performance on 6 multiple choice tasks used in OLMo [Groeneveld et al.,
2024]: PIQA [Bisk et al., 2020], Hellaswag [Zellers et al., 2019], ARC Easy [Clark et al., 2018], OpenBookQA
[Mihaylov et al., 2018], SciQ [Welbl et al., 2017] and Winogrande [Sakaguchi et al., 2020]. We provide the model’s
CE loss values on the ground truth answers in Table 3. We used this metric as it is known to be smoother at small
scales [Bhagia et al., 2025]. We also provide the downstream accuracies in Appendix Table 10, but most of them are
close to random noise (with Winogrande being close to 50%, while most others being 6-7% above random). The
results for the 150M model are provided in Appendix E.3.

7.3 Depth–width tradeoffs and decoding footprint
For autoregressive decoding, Recurrent Transformer exhibits essentially the same per-token attention behavior as a
Transformer with comparable depth and width: each new token attends to cached keys and values computed from
preceding tokens. If, however, Recurrent Transformer achieves comparable model quality using fewer layers—reduced
by a factor of α—while keeping the total parameter count fixed, the size of the key–value (KV) cache decreases by a
factor of

√
α. This follows from the corresponding increase in model width by only

√
α. A smaller KV cache directly

reduces memory traffic during decoding, which can lead to higher throughput in bandwidth-limited settings. More
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Table 3: Downstream performance for the 300M model.

Model Layers piqa CE hellaswag CE arc easy CE openbook qa CE sciq CE winogrande CE

Transformer 6 5.536 4.334 11.128 12.408 14.514 8.413
Transformer 12 5.508 4.156 10.894 12.36 14.15 7.809
Recurrent 12 5.276 4.052 10.336 11.557 13.384 7.628
Recurrent 6 5.356 4.122 10.388 11.65 13.206 7.914

broadly, trading off depth for width may be advantageous for decoding, since increased width can be more effectively
parallelized using techniques such as tensor parallelism. We leave a detailed evaluation of fully optimized decoding
latency to future work.

8 Related Work
We group the most relevant prior work by the core bottleneck it imposes and by whether it introduces recurrence/feedback-
like computation beyond standard feedforward self-attention.

Bounded-memory sequence models. Classical RNNs and modern state-space models maintain a fixed-size
state that is updated recurrently [Bengio et al., 1994, Pascanu et al., 2013, Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997,
Smith et al., 2022, Gu and Dao, 2024]. Linear-attention/retention variants also admit recurrent formulations with
bounded state [Katharopoulos et al., 2020, Sun et al., 2023, Peng et al., 2023]. While computationally attractive,
bounded-state families cannot in general preserve information that scales with sequence length; [Jelassi et al., 2024]
highlight this limitation by proving such models cannot perform the copy task. This limitation is in contrast to
RT(as shown in Section 3.1).

Segment recurrence and memory mechanisms. Transformer-XL and follow-ups process context in segments
and potentially summarize them via attention mechanisms [Dai et al., 2019, Rae et al., 1911]. RMTs take this a step
forward by summarizing the feedback information across segments [Bulatov et al., 2022]. These methods primarily
address efficient long-context handling rather than layerwise recurrent computation over token states. Furthermore,
they have the same limitation that classic RNNs have - namely bounded memory.

Recurrent/feedback Transformers. Feedback Transformers [Fan et al., 2020], Staircase Attention [Ju et al.,
2021], and TransformerFAM [Hwang et al., 2024] introduce recurrent/feedback-style computation in Transformer
blocks. As discussed in Section 2.3, Recurrent Transformer is layerwise recurrent with separate per-layer key–
value collections (rather than cross-layer shared feedback), and this structure is also what enables our efficient
training/prefill (Section 5).

9 Discussion and Conclusion
In this work, we introduce Recurrent Transformer, which integrates three key ideas: (i) a deeper-in-time representation
within each layer, (ii) a path-based perspective that enables longer multi-hop influences while retaining direct attention
access by operating closer to the vanishing-gradient regime, and (iii) an exact, I/O-aware evaluation algorithm that
makes training and prefill practical by reducing memory traffic without altering the underlying computation. Our
results clearly demonstrate the increased effective depth provided by introducing layerwise recurrence.

We view this work as a proof of concept that opens several directions for future research. As with any new
architecture, the introduction of layerwise recurrence may alter tuning behavior and scaling laws, potentially shifting
the optimal depth–width trade-off. In addition, the current design can be extended with blocking, in which recurrence
is executed over blocks of steps, yielding a controllable trade-off between recurrent depth and training speed. Finally,
while the proposed tiling algorithm is exact and delivers measurable gains, further improvements are likely achievable
through fully optimized kernels and extensions of existing parallelization techniques, which we leave to future work.

In conclusion, layerwise recurrence provides a simple and principled mechanism for exposing additional temporal
depth while retaining a memory that scales with sequence length and preserves the full representational capacity of
the Transformer. When combined with an exact tiling strategy that enables computation reuse and reduces HBM
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traffic, Recurrent Transformers make recurrent-in-layer training and prefill feasible in practice and shift depth–width
trade-offs at a fixed parameter count. This shift is also beneficial at decode time, where a reduced KV cache size
leads to improved efficiency.
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A Simulating Transformers with Recurrent Transformer

A.1 Transformer Generalization Theorem Statement
The approximate part of the Informal Theorem 1 refers to the statement applying exactly when no RMSs are used.
This is only a small technicality required to make the statement exact. We restate both architectures without RMSs
(including inside attention projections and the MLP) and give an exact representation construction in this setting.

Norm-free architectures. Transformer (width d′). Given inputs xT
1 , . . . ,x

T
N ∈ Rd′

and parameters QT ,KT , V T ∈
Rd′×d′

and MLPT : Rd′ → Rd′
, then the outputs yT

1 , . . . ,y
T
N ∈ Rd′

are computed by:

qT
i = QTxT

i kT
i = KTxT

i vT
i = V TxT

i

aT
i = Attn

(
(kT

1 ,v
T
1 ), . . . , (k

T
i ,v

T
i ), q

T
i

)
yT
i = xT

i + aT
i +MLPT [xT

i + aT
i ].

Recurrent Transformer (width d). Given inputs x1, . . . ,xN ∈ Rd and parameters Q,K, V ∈ Rd×d and MLP :
Rd → Rd, the y1, . . . ,yN ∈ Rd are defined via:

qi = Qxi ktemp
i = Kxi vtemp

i = V xi

ai = Attn
(
(k1,v1), . . . , (ki−1,vi−1), (k

temp
i ,vtemp

i ), qi
)

zi = xi + ai +MLP[xi + ai]

ki = Kzi vi = V zi.

Theorem A.1 (Transformer Generalization). Assuming neither architecture uses RMSs, any width-d′ Transformer
(of arbitrary depth) can be simulated by a width-d = 3d′ Recurrent Transformer of as many layers. There exists a
parameterization of RT such that Transformer’s activations are embedded into disjoint feature groups of the RT’s
ones across layers for any input sequence. This is achieved while ensuring that: (i) attention scores match those of
the Transformer at every position and every layer and (ii) the layer output exactly tracks the Transformer layer
output.

A.2 Proof
Three blocks and the per-layer invariant. Let d = 3d′ and decompose Rd into three d′-dimensional blocks

R3d′
= C ⊕ L ⊕ S.

We call them carry (C), live (L) and scratch (S). Carry is the only block that K and V read from (so both temporary
and persistent key/value pairs depend on it); live holds the next-layer activation and scratch holds attention outputs
so residual addition does not corrupt carry.

Fix one Transformer layer (parameters QT ,KT , V T ,MLPT ) and assume, for every position 1 ≤ i ≤ N that:

xi = (xT
i ; ∗ ; 0).

We will construct RT’s layer parameters (Q,K, V,MLP) so that the output satisfies:

zi = (xT
i ; yT

i ; 0).

Then a swap between the dimensional blocks C and L restores the same input form (namely, the output follows the
(yT

i ; ∗ ; 0) pattern following the swap) enabling stacking. Define block-sparse linear maps

Q(c ; l ; s) = (QT c ; 0 ; 0)

K(c ; l ; s) = (KT c ; 0 ; 0)

V (c ; l ; s) = (0 ; 0 ; V T c).

Because K and V read only from carry the fact that they are shared between temporary and persistent pairs is
automatically respected.

17



Attention matches (induction on position). We prove by induction on i that attention scores match and that
the attention output lands in scratch.

Induction hypothesis: for all j < i the persistent pairs match the embedded Transformer pairs

kj = (kT
j ; 0 ; 0) vj = (0 ; 0 ;vT

j ).

Using the input form xi = (xT
i ; ∗ ; 0) we have

qi = (qT
i ; 0 ; 0) ktemp

i = (kT
i ; 0 ; 0) vtemp

i = (0 ; 0 ;vT
i ).

Therefore the logits ⟨kj , qi⟩ match ⟨kT
j , q

T
i ⟩ for all j ≤ i and the attention output matches as well

ai = (0 ; 0 ;aT
i ).

It thus follows that xi + ai = (xT
i ; ∗ ; aT

i ). Define MLP[·] on such inputs so that:

MLP[(xT
i ; ∗ ; aT

i )] = (0 ; xT
i + aT

i +MLPT [xT
i + aT

i ]− ∗ ; −aT
i ).

Substituting into the Recurrent Transformer update shows why this choice is natural

zi = xi + ai +MLP[xi + ai]

zi = (xT
i ; ∗ ; 0) + (0 ; 0 ;aT

i ) + (0 ; xT
i + aT

i +MLPT [xT
i + aT

i ]− ∗ ; −aT
i )

zi = (xT
i ; xT

i + aT
i +MLPT [xT

i + aT
i ] ; 0)

zi = (xT
i ; yT

i ; 0).

In particular the persistent pairs for position i satisfy

ki = Kzi = (kT
i ; 0 ; 0) vi = V zi = (0 ; 0 ;vT

i ).

This closes the induction and proves equality of attention scores at every position within the layer.

Stacking layers. After one layer we have zi = (xT
i ; yT

i ; 0). To simulate the next Transformer layer, the next
Recurrent Transformer layer must see carry equal to yT

i while scratch remains 0. Swapping carry and live between
layers, we get:

(xT
i ; yT

i ; 0) 7→ (yT
i ; xT

i ; 0).

This restores the input form xi = (xT
i ; ∗ ; 0) for next layer since its input is current layer’s output yT

i . Since each
Recurrent Transformer layer has its own parameters the swap can be absorbed into the next layer’s (Q,K, V,MLP)
choice. Iterating over depth completes the simulation of an arbitrary-depth Transformer.

Remark (single layer vs stacking and why 3d′ is needed). A single layer can be simulated with 2d′ by
preserving carry and writing the output elsewhere. Stacking forces an additional scratch subspace: attention outputs
must be representable and cancelable without corrupting the carry block that K,V read while the live block stores
the next-layer activation. This is why the clean exact construction uses 3d′.
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B Training Stability of Recurrent Transformer
The proof for Theorem 4.1 is provided below.

Proof. Given the update, we can see
∂zk
∂x1

=
α

k
V

k−1∑
j=1

∂zj
∂x1

Moreover,
∂z1
∂x1

= I + αV

Let’s denote ∂zk
∂x1

by f(k). Define

S(k) :=

k∑
j=1

f(j).

Then for k ≥ 2, the recurrence gives
f(k) =

α

k
V S(k − 1).

Hence

S(k) = S(k − 1) + f(k)

= S(k − 1) +
α

k
V S(k − 1)

=
(
I +

α

k
V
)
S(k − 1).

Since
S(1) = f(1) = I + αV,

we obtain by iterating the above relation that

S(k) =

k∏
m=1

(
I +

α

m
V
)
.

Therefore, for k ≥ 2,

f(k) = S(k)− S(k − 1)

=
(
I +

α

k
V
)
S(k − 1)− S(k − 1)

=
α

k
V S(k − 1)

=
α

k
V

k−1∏
m=1

(
I +

α

m
V
)
.

Now set z = αV . Then

f(k) =
z

k

k−1∏
m=1

(
I +

z

m

)
=

z

k

k−1∏
m=1

z +mI

m

=
z

k
· 1

(k − 1)!

k−1∏
m=1

(z +mI)

=
1

k!

k−1∏
m=0

(z +mI).
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Substituting back z = αV gives

f(k) =
1

k!

k−1∏
m=0

(αV +mI).

Finally, we use the standard rising-factorial expansion

x(x+ 1) · · · (x+ k − 1) =

k∑
r=0

[
k

r

]
xr,

where
[
k
r

]
are the unsigned Stirling numbers of the first kind or the total number of permutations of k elements with

exactly r cycles. Replacing the scalar variable x by the matrix αV , we obtain

k−1∏
m=0

(αV +mI) =

k∑
r=0

[
k

r

]
αrV r.

Since
[
k
0

]
= 0 for k ≥ 1, this becomes

k−1∏
m=0

(αV +mI) =
k∑

r=1

[
k

r

]
αrV r.

Therefore,

f(k) =
1

k!

k∑
r=1

[
k

r

]
αrV r,

as claimed.
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Algorithm 1 Exact tiled forward pass for one Recurrent Transformer layer (training/prefill)

Require: Inputs x1:N for a single layer
Require: Projections Q,K, V and MLP block MLP
Require: Query tile size B (power of 2)
Ensure: Outputs z1:N and persistent pairs (k1:N ,v1:N )
1: Compute queries in parallel: qi ← RMS[QRMS(xi)] for i = 1, . . . , N
2: Initialize running stats for all queries:
3: mi ← −∞ li ← 0 oi ← 0 for i = 1, . . . , N
4: Initialize persistent buffers k1:N ,v1:N as empty
5: for t = 1 : N do
6: ktemp

t ← RMS[K RMS(xt)] vtemp
t ← V RMS(xt)

7: UpdateTile
(
qt:t , k

temp
t , vtemp

t

)
{temporary self contribution}

8: at ← ot/lt
9: zt ← xt + at +MLP[RMS(xt + at)]

10: kt ← RMS[K RMS(zt)] vt ← V RMS(zt) {persistent KV pair revealed}
11: P ← 2ν2(t) {largest power of 2 dividing t}
12: (u, v)← (t+ 1,min(t+ P,N)))
13: if u ≤ v then
14: UpdateTile

(
qu:v , kt−P+1:t , vt−P+1:t

)
{have the next query block attend to the newly-available KV

segment}
15: end if
16: end for

C More on computational efficiency
We start by providing the full forward-pass algorithm for evaluating one RT layer exactly (Algorithm 1). The
schedule follows Figure 3: persistent key–value pairs (kt,vt) are revealed sequentially (only after zt is computed),
but queries {qi}Ni=1 are available from the very beginning. We take advantage of this by immediately attenting to
newly-available key–value pairs across an entire range of future queries rather than only the next query, increasing
KV-access reuse while preserving the model’s exact computation.

Concretely, when token t finishes, the tile size is chosen as the largest power of 2, P that divides t. Algorithm 1
immediately incorporates the contribution of (kt−P+1:t,vt−P+1:t) into the attention accumulators of the next query
block qt+1:t+P . Over the full run, every query position accumulates contributions from every earlier key–value pair
exactly once, matching naive causal attention up to floating-point reordering effects.

Algorithm 2 UpdateTile(qu:v,ks:e,vs:e): online-softmax update for a query tile

Require: Query indices u :v with queries qu:v
Require: A key–value tile ks:e,vs:e (persistent) or a single temporary pair (ktemp

t ,vtemp
t )

Require: Running stats (mu:v, lu:v,ou:v)
Ensure: Updated (mu:v, lu:v,ou:v) corresponding to including this tile
1: Compute tile logits αi,j ← ⟨qi,kj⟩ for all i ∈ [u, v] and j ∈ [s, e]
2: Compute per-query tile maxima mtile

i ← maxj∈[s,e] αi,j for all i ∈ [u, v]

3: Compute new maxima mnew
i ← max(mi, m

tile
i ) for all i ∈ [u, v]

4: Rescale old accumulators:
5: oi ← oi · exp(mi −mnew

i ) li ← li · exp(mi −mnew
i ) for all i ∈ [u, v]

6: Accumulate this tile:
7: oi ← oi +

∑e
j=s vj exp(αi,j −mnew

i ) for all i ∈ [u, v]

8: li ← li +
∑e

j=s exp(αi,j −mnew
i ) for all i ∈ [u, v]

9: Finalize maxima: mi ← mnew
i for all i ∈ [u, v]

Regarding how to accumulate attention contributions from multiple ranges of key–value pairs, we use [Rabe
and Staats, 2021, Dao et al., 2022]’s approach; For each query position (or query tile), we maintain the standard
online-softmax running statistics:

• a running max logit m
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• a running normalizer l

• and a running numerator vector o

When a new contribution tile is processed, these statistics are updated by rescaling the existing accumulators and
adding the tile’s contribution computed relative to the updated maximum (keeping the logit maxima is only required
for numerical stability). After all prefix tiles have been incorporated for position t, the exact attention output is
recovered as at = ot/lt.

Algorithm 2 spells out the UpdateTile primitive used by the forward schedule. It takes a query range and a
range of key–value pairs and updates (m, l,o) for all queries in the tile in a vectorized manner.
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D Hyperparameter details

D.1 C4 pretraining experiments
For the C4 pretraining experiments in Figure 2, we used a 300m non-embedding parameter transformer. For the 12
layer experiments, the width of the model was 1408, with the MLP width being 5632 and number of heads being 22
(so as to keep per-head dim to be 64). For the 6 layer experiments, the width was adjusted to 2048, with the MLP
width being 8192 and number of heads being 32. The maximum sequence length was fixed to 512 and the models
were trained for 1x Chinchilla tokens (≈ 6b tokens), leading to 25k steps for the 512 batch size experiment. We
used the alibi positional embeddings [Press et al., 2022] with max alibi bias of 8.0. The throughput of Recurrent
Transformer at 12 layers was 42k tokens/sec as compared to 132k tokens/sec for vanilla transformer. The throughput
of Recurrent Transformer at 6 layers was 49k tokens/sec as compared to 153k tokens/sec for vanilla transformer.

We used the Adam optimizer for the experiments, with hyperparameter tuning given by: η ∈ {1e− 3, 3e− 3, 1e−
2}, β1 = 0.9, β2 ∈ {0.95, 0.99}, ϵ = 1e− 8, and the weight decay was set to 0.0. We used warmup and cosine schedule
for the experiments, with the warmup accounting for 40% of the training as found to be optimal for this scale in
previous works [Zhao et al., 2025].

D.2 Synthetic experiments
For the synthetic experiments in Figure 5, we used a single layer transformer, with model width 128, MLP width
512 and 16 heads as in Poli et al. [2024]. We used the alibi positional embeddings with max alibi bias set to 8.0. We
used the AdamW optimizer, with the hyperparameter tuning given by: η ∈ {1e − 4, 5e − 4, 1e − 3, 5e − 4}, β1 =
0.9, β2 = 0.98, ϵ = 1e− 8, λ ∈ {0.0, 0.1}, where λ represents the weight decay.

E More experiments and results

E.1 Synthetics Token Level
Figure 6 shows the token-level accuracies for the different synthetic tasks. Note how in the compression task where
neither transformers nor the RT have non-trivial performance at sequence level, the accuracy becomes non-trivial at
the token level and the gap between the two architectures is still prominent.

E.2 RMSNorm Ablation
In this section, we ablate the RMSnorm used in Recurrent Transformer, i.e, we replace Equation 1 and 2 with

ki = RMS(K zi)

vi = V zi

The best performance with this setup was obtained with η = 1e− 3, with higher learning rates destabilizing.
Note that, in comparison, with RMSNorm, even learning rates till 1e− 2 are stable, although, 3e− 3 turns out to be
the optimal. The results are shown in Figure 7. As can be seen, the performance obtained is significantly worse
without the layernorm.

E.3 C4 pretraining (150M scale)
For the 150M parameter model, for the 12 layer experiments, the width of the model was 1024, with the MLP width
being 4096 and 16 number of heads. For the 6 layer experiments, the width was adjusted to 1408, with the MLP
width being 5632 and 22 number of heads. The model was trained for 1x Chinchilla tokens (≈ 3b tokens). We
provide loss curves in Figure 8 and 9 at batch sizes 512 and 256 respectively - this is such that the critical batch size
of 256K of the 150M model is not exceeded [Zhang et al., 2025], while keeping the batch size large enough to have
MLPs be compute-bound. Figures 8 and 9 shows that we have benefits at various batch sizes. The corresponding
losses are displayed in Tables 4 and 7. We also report the downstream performance of these models in terms of cross
entropy loss of the ground truth answer in Tables 5 and 8 respectively. We also report the downstream accuracy in
Tables 6 and 9 respectively.
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Figure 6: Token level accuracies on synthetic diagnostics (MAD + copy).

E.4 Downstream accuracy of 300M parameter transformer
In Table 10, we provide the downstream accuracy for the 300m model.
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Figure 7: C4 pretraining: Ablating the use of RMSNorm in Recurrent Transformer for 150M parameter model at
512 batch size.

Table 4: C4 pretraining loss at 150M parameters at batch size 512.

Model Layers Width Val CE ↓
Transformer 6 1408 3.097
Transformer 12 1024 3.067
Recurrent Transformer 6 1408 3.049
Recurrent Transformer 12 1024 3.046

Table 5: Downstream performance for the 150M model at batch size 512.

Model Layers piqa CE hellaswag CE arc easy CE openbook qa CE sciq CE winogrande CE

Transformer 6 5.791 4.460 11.419 12.509 15.3 7.912
Transformer 12 5.911 4.371 11.87 13.471 14.948 8.365
Recurrent 12 5.606 4.274 11.124 12.067 14.43 7.645
Recurrent 6 5.689 4.327 11.242 12.252 14.529 8.314

Table 6: Downstream accuracy for the 150M model at batch size 512.

Model Layers piqa acc hellaswag acc arc easy acc openbook qa acc sciq acc winogrande acc

Transformer 6 60.55 28.34 32.11 35.6 34.29 49.49
Transformer 12 60.94 28.41 31.4 37.4 37.17 52.01
Recurrent 12 61.26 29.67 32.63 36.2 36.28 50.82
Recurrent 6 61.21 29.06 31.23 38.4 31.08 48.93
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Figure 8: C4 pretraining: loss curve for the 150M parameter model at batch size 512.

Table 7: C4 pretraining loss at 150M parameters, training at batch-size 256.

Model Layers Width Val CE ↓
Transformer 6 1440 3.091
Transformer 12 1024 3.059
Recurrent Transformer 6 1440 3.037
Recurrent Transformer 12 1024 3.036

Table 8: Downstream performance for the 150M model at batch size 256.

Model Layers piqa CE hellaswag CE arc easy CE openbook qa CE sciq CE winogrande CE

Transformer 6 5.851 4.43 11.792 13.42 15.061 8.359
Transformer 12 6.018 4.535 12.552 13.999 16.643 8.883
Recurrent 12 5.512 4.231 10.822 12.28 14.149 7.842
Recurrent 6 5.387 4.15 10.516 11.529 13.494 7.682

Table 9: Downstream accuracy for the 150M model at batch size 256.

Model Layers piqa acc hellaswag acc arc easy acc openbook qa acc sciq acc winogrande acc

Transformer 6 60.94 28.59 31.58 37.8 39.16 51.3
Transformer 12 60.5 28.57 32.63 37.6 36.5 52.88
Recurrent 12 61.92 29.18 31.75 36.6 35.29 49.8
Recurrent 6 62.19 29.28 32.81 37.8 39.71 50.51
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Figure 9: C4 pretraining: loss curve for the 150M parameter model at batch size 256.

Table 10: Downstream accuracy for the 300M model.

Model Layers piqa acc hellaswag acc arc easy acc openbook qa acc sciq acc winogrande acc

Transformer 6 63.49 31.67 33.51 37.8 34.4 50.36
Transformer 12 62.4 31.82 32.46 38.2 34.4 51.85
Recurrent 12 63.49 33.02 31.58 37 35.95 50.59
Recurrent 6 63.27 32.66 30.88 37.2 35.62 49.96
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