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Abstract

Transformers are deep architectures that define “in-context mappings” which enable predicting
new tokens based on a given set of tokens (such as a prompt in NLP applications or a set of
patches for vision transformers). This work studies in particular the ability of these architectures
to handle an arbitrarily large number of context tokens. To mathematically and uniformly address
the expressivity of these architectures, we consider the case that the mappings are conditioned
on a context represented by a probability distribution of tokens (discrete for a finite number of
tokens). The related notion of smoothness corresponds to continuity in terms of the Wasserstein
distance between these contexts. We demonstrate that deep transformers are universal and can
approximate continuous in-context mappings to arbitrary precision, uniformly over compact token
domains. A key aspect of our results, compared to existing findings, is that for a fixed precision,
a single transformer can operate on an arbitrary (even infinite) number of tokens. Additionally,
it operates with a fixed embedding dimension of tokens (this dimension does not increase with
precision) and a fixed number of heads (proportional to the dimension). The use of MLP layers
between multi-head attention layers is also explicitly controlled.

1 Introduction

Transformers have revolutionized the field of machine learning with their powerful attention mecha-
nisms, as introduced by Vaswani et al. [35]. The exceptional performance and expressivity of large-scale
transformers have been empirically well established for both NLP [4] and vision applications [10]. One
key property of these architectures is their ability to leverage contexts of arbitrary length, which en-
ables the parameterization of “in context” mappings with an arbitrarily large complexity. In this
paper, we present a rigorous formalism to model inputs and the associated context with an arbitrarily
large number of tokens, defining a notion of continuity that enables the analysis of their expressivity.

1.1 Previous work

Universality, from neural networks to neural operators. Multilayer Perceptrons (MLP) with
two layers are universal approximators, as shown decades ago in [8, 18], with a comprehensive review
in [29]. The significance of depth in enhancing expressivity is explored in [17, 39]. These results have
been extended to cover a variety of architectural constraints on the networks, for instance, using weight
sharing in Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN) [42] and skip connexions in ResNets [7, 34]. It is also
possible to design equivariant architectures, in particular for graph neural networks [23, 19, 38] and
neural networks operating on sets of points [30, 9]. The connection between transformers and graph
neural networks is exposed in [27]. We focus on this article from a related but different point of view,
viewing transformers as operating on probability distribution rather than sets of points. Related to
this setup are extensions of neural networks to infinite dimensional input functional spaces using the
concept of neural operator [20], which universality is studied in [14]. They can be generalized to cope
with data in metric spaces, addressing topological obstructions, in [22].

Mathematical modeling of transformers. It is now customary to describe transformers as per-
forming “in context” prediction, which means that it maps token to token, but that this map depends
on a set of previously seen tokens. The size of this context might be very long, possibly arbitrarily long,
which is the focus of this article. The ability of trained transformers to effectively perform in-context
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computation has been supported by both empirical studies [36] and theoretical results [2, 25, 32, 41]
on simplified architectures (typically linear attention) and specific data generation processes.

To make a rigorous analysis of arbitrarily long token lengths, and also describe a “mean field”
limit of an infinite number of tokens, it is convenient to view attention as operating over probability
distributions of tokens [37, 31]. The smoothness (Lipschitz continuity) of these attention layers is
analyzed in [5]. Deep transformers (with the residual connection) can be described by a coupled
system of particles evolving across the layers. The analysis of the clustering properties of such an
evolution is studied in [15, 16].

Universality of transformers. [40] provides, to the best of our knowledge, the most detailed
account of the universality of transformers. The authors rely on shallow transformers with only 2
heads but require that the transformers operate over an embedding dimension which grows with the
number of tokens. This result is refined in [28] which highlights the difficulty of attention mechanisms
to capture smooth functions. Our focus is different, since we consider deep transformers with a fixed
embedding dimension, but which are universal for an arbitrary number of tokens.

We note that there exist variations over the initial transformers architecture which enjoys univer-
sality results, for instance, the Sumformer [3] and stochastic deep netorks [9], which also requires an
embedding dimension that grows with the number of tokens. We also mention probabilistic transform-
ers [21] which can approximate embeddings of metric spaces. The work of [1] provides an abstract
universal interpolation result for equivariant architectures under genericity conditions, but it is not
known whether there exist generic attention maps.

While this is not directly related to our results, a line of works studies the expressivity of trans-
formers as operating on a discrete set of tokens as formal systems [6, 26, 33, 12]. Another line of work
studies the impact of positional encoding on the expressivity [24]

1.2 Our contributions

Our work provides a rigorous formalization of transformer expressivity and continuity as operating
over the space of probability distributions. The main mathematical result is the universality presented
in Theorem 1. Our approach effectively handles an arbitrary number of tokens and leverages deep
architectures without requiring arbitrary width. The embedding dimension and the number of heads
are proportional to the dimension of the input tokens and are independent of precision.

A limitation of our approach is that it does not consider masked attention, which would require
going beyond the current framework based on Wasserstein distances. Despite this, our formalism
provides a significant step forward in the theoretical modeling of transformers, offering new insights
into their underlying mechanics and potential applications.

1.3 Notation

For natural number N ∈ N, we denote by [N ] := {1, ..., N}. For vector x ∈ Rd, the Euclidean norm
of x is denoted by |x|. For two vectors x, y ∈ Rd, the Euclidean inner product of x and y is denoted
by 〈x, y〉 and the component-wise multiplication of x and y is denoted by x⊙ y. The vector 1d is the
vector of dimension d with all coordinates equal to 1, that is, 1d := (1, ..., 1) ∈ R

d.
In the following, we denote by µ ∈ P(Ω) a probability measure on some compact domain Ω ⊂ Rd

of tokens’ embeddings. We denote by C(Ω) the space of continuous functions from Ω to R. Our
construction makes use of the push-forward operator T♯. For T : Ω ⊂ Rd → Ω′ ⊂ Rd′

a measurable
map, a measure µ ∈ P(Ω) is mapped to T♯µ ∈ P(Ω′). It operates over discrete measures by simply
displacing the support

T♯

( 1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi

)

:=
1

n

n∑

i=1

δT (xi).

For a general measure, ν = T♯µ is defined by a change of variables in integration:

∀g ∈ C(Ω′),

∫

Ω′

g(y) dν(y) :=

∫

Ω

g(T (x)) dµ(x). (1)
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We emply the weak∗ topology on P(Ω), which is associated with the following notion of convergence
of sequences:

µk ⇀∗ µ ⇔
(

∀f ∈ C(Ω),

∫

f(x) dµk(x) →
∫

f(x) dµ(x)
)

.

Intuitively, this corresponds to a “soft” notion of convergence where the support of µk approaches that
of µ.

In the special case of discrete measures with a fixed number n of points, this corresponds, up to
relabeling of the points, to the usual convergence of points in finite dimensions:

( 1

n

n∑

i=1

δxk
i
⇀∗ 1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi

)

⇔
(

Xk = (xi,k)i ∈ R
d×n → X = (xi)i ∈ R

d×n
)

.

While we do not make use of this in this paper (since our claims are not quantitative), it is possible to
metrize this weak∗ topology using the Wasserstein Optimal Transport distance, which is defined, for
1 ≤ p < +∞, as

Wp(µ, ν)p := min
π∈P(Ω2)

{∫

‖x− y‖p dπ(x, y) : π1 = µ, π2 = ν

}

,

where πi = (Pi)♯π are the marginals of π with P1(x, y) = x and P2(x, y) = y. One has

µk ⇀∗ µ ⇔ Wp(µ, ν) → 0.

An avenue for future work is to obtain quantitative approximation results for in-context mappings that
are, for instance, Lipschitz continuous according to the Wasserstein distance.

2 Measure-theoretic in-context mappings

Transformers are defined by alternating multi-head attention layers (which compute interactions be-
tween tokens), MLP and normalization layers (which operate independently over each token). For
the sake of simplicity, we omit normalization in the following analysis. We first recall their definition
and then explain how they can be equivalently re-written using in-context mappings. This definition
provides new insights and can also be generalized to an “infinite” number of tokens encoded in a
probability measure.

2.1 Attention as in context mappings on token ensembles

Classical definition. A set of n tokens xi ∈ Rdin is denoted by X = (xi)
n
i=1 ∈ Rdin×n. An attention

head maps these n tokens to the same number n of tokens in Rdhead using

∀X ∈ R
din×n, Attθ(X) := V X SoftMax(X⊤Q⊤KX/

√
k) ∈ R

dhead×n,

where the parameters are the (Key, Query, Value) matrices θ := (Q,K, V ) ∈ Rk×din × Rk×din ×
Rdhead×din . Here, the SoftMax function operates in a row-wise manner:

∀Z ∈ R
n×n, SoftMax(Z) :=

(
eZi,j

∑

ℓ e
Zi,ℓ

)n

i,j=1

∈ R
n×n
+ .

Multiple heads with different parameters θ := (Wh, θh)Hh=1 are combined in a linear way in a multi-head
attention:

MAttθ(X) :=
H∑

h=1

Wh Attθh(X),

where Wh ∈ Rdout×dhead and θh := (Qh,Kh, V h).
In the following, we denote the various dimensions of a multi-head attention layer by: din(θ),

dout(θ), dhead(θ) for the input, output, and head dimensions, respectively, and k(θ) for the key/query
dimensions, and H(θ) for the number of heads.
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In-context mappings form. The mapping X 7→ MAttθ(X) can be re-written as the application of
an “in context” function Gθ(X, ·) to each token,

xi 7→ Gθ(X, xi) i.e. MAttθ(X) = (Gθ(X, xi))
n
i=1,

where the in-context mapping is

∀(X, x) ∈ R
din×n × R

din, Gθ(X, x) :=
H∑

h=1

Wh

n∑

j=1

exp
(

1√
k
〈Qhx, Khxj〉

)

∑n
ℓ=1 exp

(
1√
k
〈Qhx, Khxℓ〉

)V hxj . (2)

Here, the terminology “in context” refers to the fact that Gθ(X, ·) depends on the tokens X themselves,
and can thus be seen as a parametric map that is modified for each token depending on its interactions
with the other tokens. While this re-writing is equivalent to the original one, it highlights the fact that
transformers define spatial mappings. This also allows us to clearly state the associated mathematical
question at the core of this paper, which is the approximation of arbitrary in-context mappings by
(compositions of) such parametric maps. Another interest in this reformulation is that it enables the
definition of generalized attention operating over a possibly infinite number of tokens, as explained in
Section 2.2.

Composition of in-context mappings. A transformer (ignoring normalization layers at this mo-
ment) is a composition of L attention layers and Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLP):

MLPξL ◦MAttθL ◦ . . . ◦ MLPξ1 ◦MAttθ1 . (3)

Here, the MLPξ functions process each token independently from one another:

MLPξ(X) = (Fξ(xi))
n
i=1,

i.e., they are “context-free” mappings (in the above notation, Fξ(X, x) = Fξ(x)), while the attention
maps, Gθ(X, ·), depend on the context X .

On the level of in-context mappings, the composition of layers in (3) induces a new “in-context”
composition rule, which we denote by ⋄,

∀X = (xi)
n
i=1, ∀x : (G2 ⋄G1)(X, x) := G2(X1, G1(X, x)) where X1 = (G1(X, xi))i. (4)

This rule can be applied whether G1(X, ·) or G2(X, ·) depends on the context X or not (such as for
the Fξ mappings above, which are independent of the context). Using this rule, the transformer’s
definition (3) translates into a composition of in-context and context-free maps:

FξL ⋄GθL ⋄ . . . ⋄ Fξ1 ⋄Gθ1 . (5)

The core question this paper addresses is the uniform approximation of a continuous (in a suitable
topology) in-context map (X, x) 7→ G(X, x) by transformers’ in-context mappings of the form (3),
with clear control of the dimensions and the number of heads involved in the different layers. The
main originality of our approach is that we aim to do so for an arbitrary number n of tokens, as we
now explain.

2.2 Measure-theoretic in-context mappings

A key observation is that the definition in (2) makes sense irrespective of the number, n, of tokens.
To make this more explicit, and also handle the limit of an infinite number of tokens, we represent a
set X of tokens using a probability distribution µ ∈ P(Rdin) over Rd

in. A finite number of tokens is
encoded using a discrete empirical measure,

µ =
1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi
∈ P(Rdin). (6)

This encoding is not only for notional convenience, it also allows us to define clearly a correct notion
of smoothness for the in-context mappings. This smoothness corresponds to the displacement of the
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tokens and is quantified through the optimal transport distance as presented in Section 1.3. This
enables us to compare context with different sizes and, for instance, to compare a set of tokens with a
large (but finite) n to a continuous distribution.

Using probability distributions, the in-context mapping (2) is now defined as

∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Rdin) × R
din, Γθ(µ, x) :=

H∑

h=1

Wh

∫ exp
(

1√
k
〈Qhx, Khy〉

)

∫
exp

(
1√
k
〈Qhx, Khz〉

)

dµ(z)
V hy dµ(y). (7)

We can include a skip connection, that is, Γθ can be redefined as

∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Rdin) × R
din , Γθ(µ, x) := x +

H∑

h=1

Wh

∫ exp
(

1√
k
〈Qhx, Khy〉

)

∫
exp

(
1√
k
〈Qhx, Khz〉

)

dµ(z)
V hy dµ(y). (8)

In this case, we assume that din = dout.
The discrete case is contained in this more general definition in the sense that

∀X = (xi)
n
i=1, Gθ(X, x) = Γθ

( 1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi
, x
)

.

In the following, we will invoke, whenever convenient, the following slight abuse of notation,

Γθ(µ, x) = Γθ(µ)(x),

so that Γθ(µ) : Rdin → Rdout defines a map between Euclidean spaces. Using this general definition, the
attention map X 7→ MAttθ(X) can be rewritten as displacing the tokens’ positions, which corresponds
to applying a push-forward to the measure as defined in (1),

µ ∈ P(Rdin) 7−→ Γθ(µ)♯µ ∈ P(Rdout).

This formulation of transformers as a mapping between probability measures was introduced in [31]
and also used in [5] to prove a convergence result of deep transformers. We re-use it here but put
emphasis on the in-context mapping itself, which is the object of interest of this paper (rather than
on studying the mapping between measures).

Composition of in-context measure-theoretic mappings. The definition of composition in (4)
generalizes to the measure-theoretic setting as

(Γ2 ⋄ Γ1)(µ, x) := Γ2(µ1,Γ1(µ, x)), where µ1 := Γ1(µ)♯µ, (9)

i.e., (Γ2 ⋄Γ1)(µ) = Γ2(µ1)◦Γ1(µ). Transformers operating over an arbitrary (possibly infinite) number
of tokens are then obtained by replacing the original definition (5) by

FξL ⋄ ΓθL ⋄ . . . ⋄ Fξ1 ⋄ Γθ1 . (10)

Here, the Fξ are “context-free” MLP mappings, i.e., Fξ(µ, x) = Fξ(x) is independent of µ. It is
important to keep in mind that when restricted to finite discrete empirical measures of the form (6),
definitions (5) and (10) coincide. Our theory encompasses classical transformers as well as their “mean
field” limits operating over arbitrary measures.

2.3 Training transformers and applications

Transformers are trained in a supervised or unsupervised way to approximate some (unknown) in-
context map Λ⋆(µ, x) to perform in-context prediction by minimizing some loss function ℓ:

min
(θℓ,ξℓ)Lℓ=1

∑

p

ℓ(FξL ⋄ · · · ⋄ Γθ1(µp, xp), yp),
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where (µp, xp) are pairs of contexts and tokens, and yp are the labels to predict (typically another
token). In most situations of practical interest, xp belongs to the support of the measure µp.

In computer vision applications, in particular for generative image modeling (diffusion models)
using Vision Transformers, µp is a set of patches (with positional encoding added) extracted from
a noisy image, and Λ⋆(µp, xp) maps a noisy patch xp to approximate its denoised version yp. In
NLP applications, the leading paradigm is next-token prediction through self-supervised learning.
Tokens extracted from a sentence are of the form {(x(t), t)}nt=1, and the measure representation is

µp = 1
n

∑T
t=1 δ(x(t),t). Note that here, following previous work, we have appended the token index t in

the sentence (since for NLP, transformers are not permutation equivariant). In this case, for a token
xp = x(t) at some position t in the sentence, the token to predict is yp = x(t + 1). For these NLP
applications, the self-attention maps should be made causal to ensure that the problem is not trivial
and to enable use in a generative model through auto-regressive evaluation of the map. This is made
explicit in the definition,

Γθ(µ, (x, t)) :=

H∑

h=1

Wh

∫ exp
(

1√
k
〈Qhx,Khy〉

)

1t≤t′

∫
exp

(
1√
k
〈Qhx,Khz〉

)

1t≤s dµ(z, s)
V hy dµ(y, t′), (11)

where 1t≤t′ is a masking function that is 1 if t ≤ t′ and 0 otherwise. We leave the extension of our
results to such a causal in-context mapping for future work.

2.4 Main result and discussion

Our main result is the following uniform approximation theorem.

Theorem 1. Let Ω ⊂ R
d be a compact set and Λ⋆ : P(Ω) × Ω → R

d′

be continuous, where P(Ω) is
endowed with the weak∗ topology. Then for all ε > 0, there exist L and parameters (θℓ, ξℓ)

L
ℓ=1, such

that
∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Ω) × Ω, |FξL ⋄ ΓθL ⋄ . . . ⋄ Fξ1 ⋄ Γθ1(µ, x) − Λ⋆(µ, x)| ≤ ε,

with din(θℓ), dout(θℓ) ≤ d + 3d′, dhead(θℓ) = k(θℓ) = 1, H(θℓ) = d′.

The two main strengths of this result are (i) the approximating architecture performs the approx-
imation independently of n (it even works for an infinite number of tokens), and (ii) the number of
heads and the embedding dimension do not depend on ε.

A weakness is that we have no explicit control over the dependency of the number of MLP parame-
ters ξℓ on ε. Another limitation of our proof technique is that the number of heads grows proportionally
to the output dimension while each head only outputs a scalar dhead(θℓ) = 1. Obtaining a better bal-
ance between these two parameters is an interesting problem. As explained in the proof, these MLPs
approximate a real-valued squaring operator a ∈ R 7→ a2 ∈ R, so we expect this dependency to be
well-behaved in common situations, but our construction does not provide any a priori bound on how
the magnitude of the tokens grows through the layers. The main hypothesis of Theorem 1 is that the
underlying map, Λ⋆, is a smooth (at least continuous) map for the weak∗ topology over measures (see
Section 1.3 for some background). Since our results are not quantitative, this is not a strong restriction,
and it enables a unifying study of transformers for any number, n, of tokens. It is, however, not clear
how much this is a good model to conduct further quantitative studies, and we leave this exploration
for future work.

3 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 is divided into three steps. First, we approximate the map Λ⋆ by “cylin-
drical maps”, which are spanned by pointwise multiplication of self-attention maps, including also
affine transformations. This approximation leverages the Stone-Weierstrass theorem. Second, we ap-
proximate the multiplication obtained in the first step using MLPs. We note that these MLPs are
“context-free”, that is, independent of the measures. Finally, we show how the obtained approximation
can be represented using a deep transformer operating over a higher dimensional embedding space.
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3.1 Step 1: Approximation by cylindrical mapping

In this section, we approximate the map Λ⋆ by a class of functions that are pointwise products of
elementary attention and affine transforms. We coin these functions “cylindrical mappings” because
similar functions have been used in [13] to define Sobolev regularity over the Wasserstein space. In
contrast to deep transformer maps, which operate by composition, we consider here simple multipli-
cation. Section 3.3 details how to switch from these multiplications to compositions. To this end,
we apply the Stone-Weierstrass theorem to the h-th component map, (µ, x) 7→ Λ⋆(µ, x)h, for each
h ∈ [d′], where Λ⋆(µ, x)h ∈ R is h-th component of vector Λ⋆(µ, x) ∈ Rd′

. The key is to prove that
the subalgebra of cylindrical mapping, constructed by the span of compositions of self-attentions and
affine transforms separates points. This is proved by using the injectivity of the Radon transform (see
Appendix A).

For t ∈ [T ] and n ∈ [N ], we define

Γθ̃t,n
(µ, x) := x +

d′

∑

h=1

W̃h
t,n

∫ exp
(

〈Q̃h
t,nx, K̃

h
t,ny〉

)

∫
exp

(

〈Q̃h
t,nx, K̃

h
t,ny〉

)

dµ(y)
Ṽ h
t,ny dµ(y), x ∈ R

d′

, (12)

where din(θ̃t,n) = dout(θ̃t,n) = d′, dhead(θ̃t,n) = k(θ̃t,n) = 1 and

θ̃t,n := {W̃h
t,n, Ṽ

h
t,n, Q̃

h
t,n, K̃

h
t,n}h=1,...,d′ ⊂ R

d′×1 × R
1×d′ × R

1×d′ × R
1×d′

.

We define affine transforms, At,n : Rd → Rd′

, by

At,n(x) := At,nx + bt,n, (13)

where At,n ∈ R
d′×d, bt,n ∈ R

d′

. Then we have the composition,

Γθ̃t,n
⋄ At,n(µ, x) = Γθ̃t,n

((At,n)♯µ,At,n(x)) = At,nx + bt,n

+

d′

∑

h=1

W̃h
t,n

∫ exp
(

〈Q̃h
t,n(At,nx + bt,n), K̃h

t,n(At,ny + bt,n)〉
)

∫
exp

(

〈Q̃h
t,n(At,nx + bt,n), K̃h

t,n(At,ny + bt,n)〉
)

dµ(y)
Ṽ h
t,n(At,ny + bt,n) dµ(y).

In what follows, we write
Γ̃t,n(µ, x) := Γθ̃t,n

⋄ At,n(µ, x). (14)

Lemma 1. For any ε > 0, there exist T,N ∈ N, {θ̃t,n}t∈[T ],n∈[N ], {At,n, bt,n}t∈[T ],n∈[N ] such that

∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Ω) × Ω,

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

(
N∑

n=1

Γ̃T,n(µ, x) ⊙ · · · ⊙ Γ̃1,n(µ, x)

)

− Λ⋆(µ, x)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ ε.

Proof. We write
At,n = (a1t,n, ..., a

d′

t,n), bt,n = (b1t,n, ..., b
d′

t,n),

where aht,n ∈ R
d′

and bht,n ∈ R. We choose

W̃h
t,n = (0, ..., 0, 1

︸︷︷︸

h−th

, 0, ..., 0) = eh,

independently of t, n , where {eh}h∈[d′] is the standard basis in Rd′

, and

Ṽ h
t,n = (0, ..., 0, vht,n

︸︷︷︸

h−th

, 0..., 0), Q̃h
t,n = (0, ..., 0, cht,n

︸︷︷︸

h−th

, 0..., 0), K̃h
t,n = (0, ..., 0, 1

︸︷︷︸

h−th

, 0..., 0),

where vht,n ∈ R, cht,n ∈ R. Then, as

Q̃h
t,n(At,nx + bt,n) = cht,n(〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n),

K̃h
t,n(At,ny + bt,n) = 〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n, Ṽ h

t,n(At,ny + bt,n) = vht,n(〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n),
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we see that

Γ̃t,n(µ, x) = Γθ̃t,n
⋄ At,n(µ, x) =

d′

∑

h=1

eh

[

〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n

+

∫ exp
(

(〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n)cht,n(〈aht,n, y〉 + bht,n)
)

∫
exp

(

(〈aht,n, x〉 + bht,n)cht,n(〈aht,n, z〉 + bht,n)
)

dµ(z)
vht,n(〈aht,n, y〉 + bht,n) dµ(y)

]

.

Thus, we only need to show that the set,

A := span

{

P(Ω) × Ω ∋ (µ, x) 7→
N∑

n=1

m̃λT,n
(µ, x) · · · m̃λ1,n

(µ, x) ∈ R

}

,

is dense in C(P(Ω) × Ω;R); here, m̃λt,n
(µ, x) is defined by

m̃λt,n
(µ, x) := 〈at,n, x〉 + bt,n

+

∫ exp
(

(〈at,n, x〉 + bt,n)ct,n(〈at,n, y〉 + bt,n)
)

∫
exp

(

(〈at,n, x〉 + bt,n)ct,n(〈at,n, z〉 + bt,n)
)

dµ(z)
vt,n(〈at,n, y〉 + bt,n) dµ(y),

where
λt,n := {at,n, bt,n, ct,n, vt,n} ⊂ R

d × R× R× R.

If we can show that, by applying the denseness result to the h-th component map, (µ, x) 7→ Λ⋆(µ, x)h ∈
R for each h ∈ [d′], where Λ⋆(µ, x)h ∈ R is the h-th component of the vector Λ⋆(µ, x) ∈ R

d′

, then
we can approximate the h-th component map with an element in A. The concatenation of obtained
elements takes the form

∑N
n=1 Γ̃T,n(µ, x)⊙· · ·⊙ Γ̃1,n(µ, x), thereby proving Lemma 1. In what follows,

we verify the application of the Stone-Weierstrass theorem to the set A.

It is straightforward to establish the stability of the sum and scalar product. The set A contains
the constant function, namely, by choosing T = N = 1, c1,1 = v1,1 = 0, a1,1 = 0 and b1,1 = 1.

For the separation, we first assume that x 6= x′ (that is, assume that ∃i ∈ [d] such that xi 6= x′
i).

Specifically, by choosing T = N = 1, a1,1 = (0, ..., 0, 1
︸︷︷︸

i−th

, 0, ..., 0), c1,1 = v1,1 = 0 and b1,1 = 0, we see

that
m̃λ1,1

(µ, x) = 〈a1,1, x〉 = xi 6= x′
i = 〈a1,1, x′〉 = m̃λ1,1

(µ′, x′).

Next, we assume that x = x′. Again, we choose T = N = 1. It is enough to show that

∀λ1,1, m̃λ1,1
(µ, x) = m̃λ1,1

(µ′, x) implies that µ = µ′.

We note that the left-hand side implies that

∫
exp

(

(〈a1,1, x〉 + bt,n)c1,1〈a1,1, y〉
)

〈a1,1, y〉dµ(y)

∫
exp

(

〈a1,1, x〉 + b1,1)c1,1〈a1,1, z〉
)

dµ(z)

=

∫
exp

(

(〈a1,1, x〉 + b1,1)c1,1〈a1,1, y〉
)

〈a1,1, y〉dµ′(y)

∫
exp

(

(〈a1,1, x〉 + b1,1)c1,1〈a1,1, z〉
)

dµ′(z)
.

By choosing b1,1 ∈ R so that 〈a1,1, x〉 + b1,1 6= 0 (while x is frozen), letting a1,1 = a, and choosing
c1,1 = c/(〈a1,1, x〉 + b1,1) with a ∈ Rd and c ∈ R arbitrary, we obtain

L(µ)(a, c) = L(µ′)(a, c), ∀a ∈ R
d, c ∈ R,

where

L(µ)(a, c) :=

∫
exp(c〈a, y〉)〈a, y〉dµ(y)
∫

exp(c〈a, z〉) dµ(z)
.

Then, Lemma 5 in Appendix A implies that µ = µ′ and the proof is complete.
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3.2 Step 2: Approximation of the multiplication map by MLPs

In Section 3.1 (Step 1), we showed that the map (µ, x) 7→ Λ⋆(µ, x) can be approximated by a cylindrical
map

(µ, x) 7→
N∑

n=1

Γ̃T,n(µ, x) ⊙ · · · ⊙ Γ̃1,n(µ, x),

where Γ̃t,n was defined in (14). To obtain an approximator that can be represented by deep trans-
formers, we will further approximate the multiplication map in the above using MLPs. We note that
approximation of multiplication by MLP has been studied in detail, see for instance [11, Lemma 6.2].
We now prove the following result.

Lemma 2. Let Γ̃t,n : P(Rd′

) × Rd′ → Rd′

be defined in (14). For any ε > 0, there exists an MLP

Φ : R2d′ → R
d′

such that

∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Ω) × Ω,

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

N∑

n=1

Γ̃T,n(µ, x) ⊙ · · · ⊙ Γ̃1,n(µ, x)

−
N∑

n=1

Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ ε.

Proof. We note that

Γ̃T,n(µ)(x)⊙· · ·⊙Γ̃1,n(µ)(x) = Γ̃T,n(µ)(x)⊙
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ)(x) ⊙ · · · ⊙
(

Γ̃2,n(µ)(x) ⊙
(

Γ̃1,n(µ)(x) ⊙ 1d′

)))

.

Because the component-wise multiplication map (x, y) ∈ R2d′ 7→ x ⊙ y ∈ Rd′

is continuous, by the
universality of MLPs, for any ε > 0 and R > 0, there exists an MLP Φ : R2d′ → Rd′

such that

∀(x, y) ∈ B
R2d′ (0, R), |x⊙ y − Φ(x, y)| ≤ ε. (15)

Since Ω ⊂ Rd is compact then 0 ≤ CΩ := supx∈Ω ‖x‖2 is finite. Thus we estimate that

∣
∣
∣Γ̃t,n(µ, x)

∣
∣
∣ ≤ ‖At,n‖2CΩ + ‖bt,n‖2 +

d′

∑

h=1

(‖At,n‖2CΩ + ‖bt,n‖2) ‖W̃h
t,nṼ

h
t,n‖2

≤ max
t∈[T ],n∈[N ]



(‖At,n‖2CΩ + ‖bt,n‖2)(1 +

d′

∑

h=1

‖W̃h
t,nṼ

h
t,n‖2)



 =:CΓ̃ for all (µ, x) ∈ P(Ω) × Ω, (16)

where the constant, CΓ̃ > 0, depends on Ω, W̃h
t,n, Ṽ

h
t,n, At,n, bt,n, but is independent of t, n, µ and x.

Thus, using the universality in (15), choosing a large radius R > 0 depending on the constant CΓ̃ > 0,

we can show that there exists an MLP Φ : R2d′ → Rd′

such that

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
Γ̃T,n(µ, x) ⊙ · · · ⊙ Γ̃1,n(µ, x)

− Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ ε

N
,

which completes the proof.

Remark 1. (The challenge to derive quantitative estimates.) The key is to approximate and capture
the mentioned multiplicity by MLPs, for which quantitative estimates have been studied, e.g., [11,
Lemma 6.2], which is a variant of [39, Proposition 2]. However, the depth and width of MLPs depend
on the bound of input variables. Specifically, an existential Φ in the above depends on the bound CΓ̃ (see

(16)), which in turn depends on parameters in Γ̃t,n that are chosen to approximate Γ∗ within ε through
the application of the Stone-Weierstrass theorem (see Lemma 1). Thus, providing the quantitative
estimate for the MLP Φ is challenging.
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3.3 Step 3: Realization of cylindrical mappings by deep transformers

In (Step 1) and (Step 2), we have shown that the map (µ, x) 7→ Λ⋆(µ, x) can be approximated by the
map

N∑

n=1

Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))

,

where Γ̃t,n, defined by (14), is the composition of self-attention and an affine transform, and Φ is some
“context-free” MLP. To obtain the main result (Theorem 1), it is sufficient to show that this map can
be represented by a deep transformer in the form of (10). Here, Γθt,n : P(Rd+3d′

) × R
d+3d′ → R

d+3d′

is given by

Γθt,n(µt,n, (x, u, p, w)) = (x, u, p, w)

+

d′

∑

h=1

Wh
t,n

∫ exp
(

〈Qh
t,n(x, u, p, w), Kh

t,n(y′, v′, q′, z′)〉
)

∫
exp

(

〈Qh
t,n(x, u, p, w), Kh

t,n(y, v, q, z)〉
)

dµt,n(y, v, q, z)
V h
t,n(y′, v′, q′, z′) dµt,n(y′, v′, q′, z′)

for µt,n ∈ P(Rd+3d′

), x ∈ R
d, u, p, w ∈ R

d′

, where

θt,n = {Wh
t,n, V

h
t,n, Q

h
t,n,K

h
t,n}h=1,...,d′ ⊂ R

(d+3d′)×1 × R
1×(d+3d′) × R

1×(d+3d′) × R
1×(d+3d′);

thus, Γθt,n has the following size,

din(θt,n) = dout(θt,n) = d + 3d′, dhead(θt,n) = k(θt,n) = 1, H(θt,n) = d′.

We denote the MLPs by Fξt,n : Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

, with weight and bias parameters ξt,n.

The aim of this section is to prove, by construction, the following result.

Lemma 3. Let Γ̃t,n : P(Rd′

) × Rd′ → Rd′

be defined in (14). Let Φ : R2d′ → Rd′

be an MLP. There
exist ξ0, ξt,n, ξ∗, and θ0, θt,n, θ∗ such that

∀(µ, x) ∈ P(Ω) × Ω,

N∑

n=1

Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))

= Fξ∗ ⋄ Γθ∗ ⋄
(
⋄Nn=1 ⋄Tt=1 Fξt,n ⋄ Γθt,n

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x).

Proof. The proof is based on the following scheme:

x
Fξ0

⋄Γθ0−−−−−−→
[Step A]







x
A1,1(x)
ϕ1,1(x)
f1(x)







Fξ1,1
⋄Γθ1,1−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
A2,1(x)
ϕ2,1(x)
f1(x)







Fξ2,1
⋄Γθ2,1−−−−−−−→

[Step B]
· · ·

FξT−1,1
⋄ΓθT−1,1−−−−−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
AT,1(x)
ϕT,1(x)
f1(x)







FξT,1
⋄ΓθT,1−−−−−−−−→

[Step C]







x
A1,2(x)
ϕ1,2(x)
f2(x)







Fξ1,2
⋄Γθ1,2−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
A2,2(x)
ϕ2,2(x)
f2(x)







Fξ2,2
⋄Γθ2,2−−−−−−−→

[Step B]
· · ·

FξT−1,2
⋄ΓθT−1,2−−−−−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
AT,2(x)
ϕT,2(x)
f2(x)







FξT,2
⋄ΓθT,2−−−−−−−−→

[Step C]







x
A1,3(x)
ϕ1,3(x)
f3(x)







...

Fξ1,N
⋄Γθ1,N−−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
A2,N (x)
ϕ2,N (x)
fN (x)







Fξ2,N
⋄Γθ2,N−−−−−−−−→

[Step B]
· · ·

FξT−1,N
⋄ΓθT−1,N−−−−−−−−−−−−→

[Step B]







x
AT,N (x)
ϕT,N (x)
fN (x)







FξT,N
⋄ΓθT,N−−−−−−−−−→

[Step C]







x
A1,N+1(x)
ϕ1,N+1(x)
fN+1(x)







Fξ∗⋄Γθ∗−−−−−−→
[Step D]

fN+1(x) =
N∑

n=1

Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))

,
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where ϕt,n : Rd → Rd′

is given by

ϕt,n(x) :=

{

Φ
(

Γ̃t−1,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃t−2,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))

, t ≥ 2

1d′ , t = 1
,

and fn : Rd → Rd′

by

fn(x) :=

{ ∑n−1
i=1 ϕT,i(x), n ≥ 2

0 n = 1
.

Furthermore, the At,n : Rd → Rd′

are the affine transforms chosen in Lemma 1. Here, Γθ0 , Γθt,n , Γθ∗ ,
Fξ0 , Fξt,n and Fξ∗ will be specified below, in the following steps:

[Step A] Let Γθ0(µ) : Rd → R
d be

Γθ0(µ, x) = x,

and let Fξ0 : Rd → Rd+3d′

be the affine transform defined by

Fξ0 (x) := (x,A1,1x + b1,1,1d′ , 0) = (x,A1,1(x), ϕ1,1(x), f1(x)).

Then we see that
Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x) = (x,A1,1(x), ϕ1,1(x), f1(x)),

and
µ1,1 := (Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ))

♯
µ = (µ, (A1,1)♯µ, (ϕ1,1)♯µ, (f1)♯µ) .

We proceed with [Step B] in which we handle the case when n = t = 1.

[Step B] Let t = 1, ..., T − 1 and n = 1, ..., N . We already have that

(
⋄t−1
j=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n

)
⋄
(
⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x) = (x,At,n(x), ϕt,n(x), fn(x))

and

µt,n :=
((
⋄t−1
j=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n

)
⋄
(
⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ)

)

♯
µ

= (µ, (At,n)♯µ, (ϕt,n)♯µ, (fn)♯µ) .

When n = 1 or t = 1, the above reduces to ⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄Γθs,i = Id+3d′ or ⋄t−1

j=1Fξj,n ⋄Γθj,n = Id+3d′ .

Let Γθt,n(µt,n) : Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

be given by

Γθt,n(µt,n, (x, u, p, w))

=



x, u +
d′

∑

h=1

W̃h
t,n

∫ exp
(

〈Q̃h
t,nu, K̃

h
t,nv

′〉
)

∫
exp

(

〈Q̃h
t,nu, K̃

h
t,nv〉

)

dµt,n(y, v, q, z)
Ṽ h
t,nv

′ dµt,n(y′, v′, q′, z′), p, w





=
(

x,Γθ̃t,n
((At,n)♯µ, u), p, w

)

,

where
{W̃h

t,n, Ṽ
h
t,n, Q̃

h
t,n, K̃

h
t,n}h=1,...,d′ ⊂ R

d′×1 × R
1×d′ × R

1×d′ × R
1×d′

,

which were specified in Lemma 1. Here, we choose

Wh
t,n = (O, W̃h

t,n, O,O), V h
t,n = (O, Ṽ h

t,n, O,O), Qh
t,n = (O, Q̃h

t,n, O,O), Kh
t,n = (O, K̃h

t,n, O,O).

Let Fξt,n : Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

be an MLP defined by

Fξt,n(x, u, p, w) = (x,At+1,nx + bt+1,n,Φ(u, p), w) = (x,At+1,n(x),Φ(u, p), w).
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Then we have

(⋄tj=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n) ⋄ (⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i) ⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x)

= Fξt,n ⋄ Γθt,n ⋄ (⋄t−1
j=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n) ⋄ (⋄n−1

i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i) ⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x)

= Fξt,n ⋄ Γθt,n(µt,n, (x,At,n(x), ϕt,n(x), fn(x)))

= Fξt,n(x,Γθ̃t,n
((At,n)♯µ,At,n(x)), ϕt,n(x), fn(x))

= Fξt,n(x, Γ̃t,n(µ, x), ϕt,n(x), fn(x))

= (x,At+1,n(x), ϕt+1,n(x), fn(x)))

and

µt+1,n :=
((
⋄tj=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n

)
⋄
(
⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ)

)

♯
µ

= (µ, (At+1,n)♯µ, (ϕt+1,n)♯µ, (fn)♯µ) .

We repeat [Step B] until obtaining µT,n. Once µT,n is obtained, we proceed with [Step C].

[Step C] Let ΓθT,n
(µT,n) : Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

be given by

ΓθT,n
(µT,n, (x, u, p, w))

=



x, u +

d′

∑

h=1

W̃h
T,n

∫ exp
(

〈Q̃h
T,nu, K̃

h
T,nv

′〉
)

∫
exp

(

〈Q̃h
T,nu, K̃

h
T,nv〉

)

dµT,n(y, v, q, z)
Ṽ h
T,nv

′ dµT,n(y′, v′, q′, z′), p, w





=
(

x,Γθ̃T,n
((AT,n)♯µ, u), p, w

)

.

Let FξT,n
: Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

be an MLP defined by

FξT,n
(x, u, p, w) = (x,W1,n+1x + b1,n+1,1d′ , w + Φ(u, p)) = (x,A1,n+1(x), ϕ1,n+1(x), w + Φ(u, p)).

When n = N , we define by A1,N+1(x) := 0 and ϕ1,N+1 := 0 in the above. We find that

(⋄Tj=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n) ⋄ (⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i) ⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x)

= FξT,n
(x, Γ̃T,n(µ, x), ϕT,n(x), fn(x))

= (x,A1,n+1(x), ϕ1,n+1(x), fn+1(x)))

and

µT+1,n :=
((
⋄Tj=1Fξj,n ⋄ Γθj,n

)
⋄
(
⋄n−1
i=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,i ⋄ Γθs,i

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ)

)

♯
µ

= (µ, (A1,n+1)♯µ, (ϕ1,n+1)♯µ, (fn+1)♯µ) .

Denoting
µ1,n+1 := µT+1,n,

we return to [Step B], and repeat [Step B] and [Step C] until obtaining µT+1,N . Once µT+1,N is
obtained, we proceed with [Step D].

[Step D] Let Γθ∗(µT+1,N ) : Rd+3d′ → Rd+3d′

be given by

Γθ∗(µT+1,N , (x, u, p, w)) = (x, u, p, w)

and let Fξ∗ : Rd+3d′ → Rd′

be the affine transform defined by

Fξ∗(x, u, p, w) := w.

Then we conclude that

Fξ∗ ⋄ Γθ∗ ⋄
(
⋄Nn=1 ⋄Ts=1 Fξs,n ⋄ Γθs,n

)
⋄ Fξ0 ⋄ Γθ0(µ, x)

= Fξ∗ ⋄ Γθ∗ (µT+1,N , (x,A1,N+1(x), ϕ1,n+1(x), fN+1(x)))) = fN+1(x)

=
N∑

n=1

Φ
(

Γ̃T,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃T−1,n(µ, x), · · ·Φ
(

Γ̃2,n(µ, x),Φ
(

Γ̃1,n(µ, x),1d′

))))

.
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Discussion

A limitation of our method is that it is not quantitative. Using, for instance, the Wasserstein distance
between token distributions could be a way to impose smoothness on the map to obtain quantitative
bounds. Our proof relies on the approximation of the map along each dimension and the use of a com-
muting architecture (the transformer layers are multiplied together to obtain the output). This results
in a growth of the number of heads proportional to the dimension. Lowering this dependency would
require the development of new proof techniques beyond the use of the Stone-Weierstrass theorem.
Additionally, it does not handle masked attention, which means that the architectures considered are
not causal and are permutation invariant.
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[11] Dennis Elbrächter, Philipp Grohs, Arnulf Jentzen, and Christoph Schwab. Dnn expression rate
analysis of high-dimensional pdes: Application to option pricing. Constructive Approximation,
55(1):3–71, 2022.

[12] Nelson Elhage, Neel Nanda, Catherine Olsson, Tom Henighan, Nicholas Joseph, Ben Mann,
Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Anna Chen, Tom Conerly, et al. A mathematical framework for
transformer circuits. Transformer Circuits Thread, 1(1):12, 2021.

[13] Massimo Fornasier, Giacomo E Sodini, and Giuseppe Savaré. Density of subalgebras of lipschitz
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[19] Nicolas Keriven and Gabriel Peyré. Universal invariant and equivariant graph neural networks.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

[20] Nikola Kovachki, Zongyi Li, Burigede Liu, Kamyar Azizzadenesheli, Kaushik Bhattacharya, An-
drew Stuart, and Anima Anandkumar. Neural operator: Learning maps between function spaces
with applications to pdes. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(89):1–97, 2023.

[21] Anastasis Kratsios, Valentin Debarnot, and Ivan Dokmanić. Small transformers compute universal
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approximation theory for metric space-valued functions with a view towards deep learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2304.12231, 2023.
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A Radon transform and injectivity

Lemma 4. Let Ω ⊂ R be a compact set, and let µ, ν ∈ P(Ω). Then,

L1(µ)(c) = L1(ν)(c), ∀c ∈ R, ⇒ µ = ν.

where, for k ∈ N,

Lk(µ)(c) :=

∫
ecyyk dµ(y)
∫
ecy dµ(y)

Proof. One has
Lk(µ)′(c) = Lk+1(µ)(c) − Lk(µ)(c)L1(µ)(c).

So by recursion, we have that

L1(µ)(c) = L1(ν)(c), ∀c ∈ R, ⇒ Lk(µ)(c) = Lk(ν)(c), ∀c ∈ R, ∀k ≥ 1,

So evaluating this at c = 0, we obtain that

Lk(µ)(0) = Lk(ν)(0), ∀k ≥ 1 ⇔ ∀k,
∫

ykdµ(y) =

∫

ykdν(y)

which is equivalent to µ = ν.

Lemma 5. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a compact set, and let µ, ν ∈ P(Ω). Then,

L(µ)(a, c) = L(ν)(a, c), ∀a ∈ R
d, ∀c ∈ R, ⇒ µ = ν.

where

L(µ)(a, c) :=

∫
exp(c〈a, y〉)〈a, y〉dµ(y)
∫

exp(c〈a, y〉) dµ(y)
.

Proof. We define
∀e ∈ S

d, µe := (Pe)♯µ

where Sd is the d-dimensional sphere, and Pe(x) = 〈x, e〉 is the projection on e. We see that

L(µ)(e, c) =

∫
exp(c〈e, y〉)〈e, y〉dµ(y)
∫

exp(c〈e, y〉) dµ(y)
=

∫
ecss dµe(s)
∫
ecs dµe(s)

.

By Lemma 4, we can show that
∀e, (Pe)♯µ = (Pe)♯ν

which implies that by the injectivity of the Radon transform

µ = ν.
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