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Abstract

Transformers struggle when attending to long

contexts, since the amount of computation

grows with the context length, and therefore

they cannot model long-term memories effec-

tively. Several variations have been proposed

to alleviate this problem, but they all have a

finite memory capacity, being forced to drop

old information. In this paper, we propose

the ∞-former, which extends the vanilla trans-

former with an unbounded long-term memory.

By making use of a continuous-space atten-

tion mechanism to attend over the long-term

memory, the ∞-former’s attention complex-

ity becomes independent of the context length.

Thus, it is able to model arbitrarily long con-

texts and maintain “sticky memories” while

keeping a fixed computation budget. Experi-

ments on a synthetic sorting task demonstrate

the ability of the ∞-former to retain informa-

tion from long sequences. We also perform ex-

periments on language modeling, by training

a model from scratch and by fine-tuning a pre-

trained language model, which show benefits

of unbounded long-term memories.

1 Introduction

When reading or writing a document, it is important

to keep in memory the information previously read

or written. Humans have a remarkable ability to re-

member long-term context, keeping in memory the

relevant details (Carroll, 2007; Kuhbandner, 2020).

Recently, transformer-based language models have

achieved impressive results by increasing the con-

text size (Radford et al., 2018, 2019; Dai et al.,

2019; Rae et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020). How-

ever, as the computational burden of transformers

grows with the length of the context, these models

have computational limitations about how much

information can fit into memory. For example, a

regular transformer requires quadratic time to pro-

cess an input sequence and linear time to attend to

the context for generating every new word.

Several variations have been proposed to address

this problem (Tay et al., 2020b). Some propose us-

ing sparse attention mechanisms, either with data-

dependent patterns (Kitaev et al., 2020; Vyas et al.,

2020; Tay et al., 2020a; Roy et al., 2021) or data-

independent patterns (Child et al., 2019; Beltagy

et al., 2020; Zaheer et al., 2020), reducing the self-

attention complexity (Katharopoulos et al., 2020;

Choromanski et al., 2021; Peng et al., 2021; Jaegle

et al., 2021), and caching past representations in a

memory (Dai et al., 2019; Rae et al., 2019). These

models are able to reduce the attention complexity,

and scale up to longer contexts. However, as their

complexity still depends on the context length, they

cannot deal with unbounded context.

In this paper, we propose the ∞-former (infinite

former; Fig. 1): a transformer model extended with

an unbounded long-term memory (LTM), which al-

lows the model to attend to arbitrarily long contexts.

In order for the LTM to be unbounded, we use

a continuous-space attention framework (Martins

et al., 2020) which trades off the number of infor-

mation units that fit into memory (basis functions)

with the granularity of their representations. In this

framework, the input sequence is represented as a

continuous signal, expressed as a linear combina-

tion of radial basis functions (RBFs). This repre-

sentation comes with two significant advantages:

(i) the context can be represented using a number

of basis functions N smaller than the number of

tokens in the context, reducing attention complex-

ity; and (ii) N can be fixed, making it possible

to represent unbounded context in memory, as de-

scribed in §3.2 and Fig. 2, at the cost of losing

resolution, without increasing its attention com-

plexity, O(L2 + L×N), where L corresponds to

the transformer sequence length (details in §3.1.1).

To mitigate the problem of losing resolution for

old memories, we introduce the concept of “sticky

memories” (§3.3), by attributing larger spaces in

the LTM’s new signal to the relevant regions of the
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previous memory’s signal. This creates a notion

of permanence in the LTM, allowing the model

to better capture long contexts without losing the

relevant information, analogous to long-term po-

tentiation and plasticity in the brain (Mills et al.,

2014; Bamji, 2005).

To sum up, our contributions are the following:

• We propose the ∞-former, in which we ex-

tend the transformer model with a continuous

long-term memory (§3.1). As the attention

computational complexity is independent of

the context length, the ∞-former is able to

model long contexts.

• We propose a procedure that allows the model

to keep unbounded context in memory (§3.2).

• We introduce sticky memories, a procedure

that enforces the persistence of important in-

formation in the LTM (§3.3).

• We perform empirical comparisons in a syn-

thetic task (§4.1), which considers increas-

ingly long sequences, and in language model-

ing, by training a model from scratch (§4.2)

and by fine-tuning a pre-trained language

model (§4.3). These experiments show the

benefits of using an unbounded memory.

2 Background

2.1 Transformer

A transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) is composed

of several layers, which encompass a multi-head

self-attention layer (Bahdanau et al., 2015; Graves

et al., 2014; Weston et al., 2014) followed by a feed-

forward layer, along with residual connections (He

et al., 2016) and layer normalization (Ba et al.,

2016).

Let us denote the input sequence as

X = [x1, . . . , xL] ∈ R
L×e, where L is the

sequence length and e is the embedding size of the

attention layer. Queries Q, keys K, and values V
to be used in the self-attention computation are

obtained by linearly projecting the input, or the

output of the previous layer, X:

Q = XWQ, K = XWK , V = XW V , (1)

where WQ,WK ,W V ∈ R
e×e are learnable pro-

jection matrices. To perform multi-head self-

attention, Q, K, and V are split into heads

Qh,Kh, Vh ∈ R
L×d for h in {1, . . . , H} where H

is the number of heads and d = e/H. Then, the con-

text representation Zh ∈ R
L×d, that corresponds

to each attention head h, is obtained as:

Zh = softmax

(
QhK

⊤

h√
d

)

Vh, (2)

where d is the hidden size dimension of each Kh

and the softmax is performed row-wise. The head

context representations are concatenated to obtain

the final context representation Z ∈ R
L×e:

Z = [Z1, . . . , ZH ]WR, (3)

where WR ∈ R
e×e is another projection matrix

that aggregates all head’s representations.

2.2 Continuous Attention

Continuous attention mechanisms (Martins et al.,

2020) have been proposed to handle arbitrary con-

tinuous signals, where the attention probability

mass function over words is replaced by a probabil-

ity density over a signal. This allows time intervals

or compact segments to be selected.

To perform continuous attention, the first step

is to transform the discrete text sequence rep-

resented by X ∈ R
L×e into a continuous signal.

This is done by expressing it as a linear combina-

tion of basis functions. To do so, each xi, with

i ∈ {1, . . . , L}, is first associated with a position

ti ∈ [0, 1], e.g., by setting ti = i/L. Then, we ob-

tain a continuous-space representation X̄(t) ∈ R
e,

for any t ∈ [0, 1] as:

X̄(t) = B⊤ψ(t), (4)

where ψ(t) ∈ R
N are N 1D RBFs located in [0, 1].

The coefficient matrix B ∈ R
N×e in Eq. 4 is ob-

tained with a multivariate ridge regression criterion

(Brown et al., 1980) so that X̄(ti) ≈ xi for each

i ∈ [L], which leads to the closed form (see App. A

for details):

B⊤ = X⊤F⊤(FF⊤ + λI)−1 = X⊤G, (5)

where F = [ψ(t1), . . . , ψ(tL)] ∈ R
N×L packs the

basis vectors for the L locations. As G ∈ R
L×N

only depends of F , it can be computed offline.

Having converted the input sequence into a con-

tinuous signal X̄(t), the second step is to attend

over this signal. To do that, instead of having a

discrete probability distribution over the input se-

quence as in standard attention mechanisms (like

in Eq. 2), we have a probability density p, which
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Figure 1: ∞-former’s attention diagram with sequence

of text, Xt, of size L = 2 and short-term memory,

STM, of size LSTM = 2. Circles represent input em-

beddings or hidden states (depending on the layer) for

head h and query i. Both the self-attention and the at-

tention over the LTM are performed in parallel for each

head and query.

can be a Gaussian N (t;µ, σ2), where µ and σ2 are

computed by a neural component. Finally, having

p, we can compute the context vector c as:

c = Ep

[
X̄(t)

]
. (6)

Martins et al. (2020) introduced the continuous

attention framework for RNNs. In the following

section (§3.1), we will explain how it can be used

for transformer multi-head attention.

3 Infinite Memory Transformer

To allow the model to access long-range context,

we propose extending the vanilla transformer with

a continuous LTM, which stores the input embed-

dings and hidden states of the previous steps. We

also consider the possibility of having two mem-

ories: the LTM and a short-term memory (STM),

similar to transformer-XL’s memory (Dai et al.,

2019). A diagram of the model is shown in Fig. 1.

3.1 Long-term Memory

For simplicity, let us first assume that the long-

term memory contains an explicit input discrete se-

quence X that consists of the past text sequence’s

input embeddings or hidden states,1 depending on

the layer2 (we will later extend this idea to an un-

bounded memory in §3.2).

1We stop the gradient with respect to the word embeddings
or hidden states before storing them in the LTM.

2Each layer of the transformer has a different LTM.

First, we need to transform X into a continuous

approximation X̄(t). To do so, we compute X̄(t)
as:

X̄(t) = B⊤ψ(t), (7)

where ψ(t) ∈ R
N are basis functions and coef-

ficients B ∈ R
N×e are computed as in Eq. 5,

B⊤ = X⊤G. Then, we can compute the LTM

keys, K ∈ R
N×e, and values, V ∈ R

N×e, as:

K = BWK , V = BW V , (8)

where WK ,W V ∈ R
e×e are learnable projection

matrices.3 For each query qh,i for i ∈ {1, . . . , L},

we use a parameterized network, which takes as

input the attention scores, to compute µh,i ∈]0, 1[
and σ2h,i ∈ R>0:

µh,i=sigmoid

(

affine

(
Kh qh,i√

d

))

(9)

σ2h,i=softplus

(

affine

(
Kh qh,i√

d

))

. (10)

Then, using the continuous softmax transforma-

tion (Martins et al., 2020), we obtain the probability

density ph,i as N (t;µh,i, σ
2
h,i).

Finally, having the value function V̄h(t) given

as V̄h(t) = V ⊤

h ψ(t), we compute the head-specific

representation vectors as in Eq. 6:

zh,i = Eph,i [V̄h] = V ⊤

h Eph,i [ψ(t)] (11)

which form the rows of matrix ZLTM,h ∈ R
L×d

that goes through an affine transformation,

ZLTM = [ZLTM,1, . . . , ZLTM,H ]WO.

The long-term representation, ZLTM, is then

summed to the transformer context vector, ZT, to

obtain the final context representation Z ∈ R
L×e:

Z = ZT + ZLTM, (12)

which will be the input to the transformer’s feed-

forward layer.

3.1.1 Attention Complexity

As the ∞-former makes use of a continuous-

space attention framework (Martins et al., 2020)

to attend over the LTM signal, its key matrix

size KLTM,h ∈ R
N×d depends only on the num-

ber of basis functions N , but not on the length

of the context being attended to. Thus, the

∞-former’s attention complexity is also indepen-

dent of the context’s length. It corresponds to

3Parameter weights are not shared between layers.
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Figure 2: Diagram of the unbounded memory update procedure. This is performed in parallel for each embedding

dimension, and repeated throughout the input sequence. We propose two alternatives to select the positions used

for the function evaluation: linearly spaced or sticky memories.

O(L2 + L× LSTM + L×N) when also using a

short-term memory and O(L2 + L×N) when

only using the LTM, both ≪ O(L×LLTM), which

would be the complexity of a vanilla transformer

attending to the long-term memory. For this reason,

the ∞-former can attend to arbitrarily long contexts

without increasing the amount of computation.

3.2 Unbounded Memory

When representing the memory as a discrete se-

quence, to extend it, we need to store the new hid-

den states in memory. In a vanilla transformer, this

is not feasible for long contexts due to the high

memory requirements. However, the ∞-former

can attend to unbounded context without increasing

memory requirements by using continuous atten-

tion, as next described and shown in Fig. 2.

To be able to build an unbounded representation,

we first sample M locations in [0, 1] and evaluate

X̄(t) at those locations. These locations can simply

be linearly spaced, or sampled according to the

region importance, as described in §3.3.

Then, we concatenate the corresponding vectors

with the new vectors coming from the short-term

memory. For that, we first need to contract this

function by a factor of τ ∈ ]0, 1[ to make room for

the new vectors. We do this by defining:

Xcontracted(t) = X(t/τ) = B⊤ψ(t/τ). (13)

Then, we can evaluate X̄(t) at the M locations

0 ≤ t1, t2, . . . , tM ≤ τ as:

xm = B⊤ψ(tm/τ), for m ∈ [M ], (14)

and define a matrix Xpast = [x1, x2, . . . , xM ]⊤ ∈
R
M×e with these vectors as rows. After that, we

concatenate this matrix with the new vectors Xnew,

obtaining:

X =
[

Xpast
⊤, Xnew

⊤

]⊤

∈ R
(M+L)×e. (15)

Finally, we perform multivariate ridge regression

to compute the new coefficient matrix B ∈ R
N×e,

via B⊤ = X⊤G, as in Eq. 5. To do this, we need

to associate the vectors in Xpast with positions

in [0, τ ] and in Xnew with positions in ]τ, 1]. We

consider the vectors to be linearly spaced.

3.3 Sticky Memories

When extending the LTM, we evaluate its current

signal at M locations in [0, 1], as shown in Eq. 14.

These locations can be linearly spaced. However,

some regions of the signal can be more relevant

than others, and should consequently be given a

larger “memory space” in the next step LTM’s sig-

nal. To take this into account, we propose sampling

the M locations according to the signal’s relevance

at each region (see Fig. 7 in App. B). To do so,

we construct a histogram based on the attention

given to each interval of the signal on the previ-

ous step. For that, we first divide the signal into

D linearly spaced bins {d1, . . . , dD}. Then, we

compute the probability given to each bin, p(dj)
for j ∈ {1, . . . , D}, as:

p(dj) ∝
H∑

h=1

L∑

i=1

∫

dj

N (t;µh,i, σ
2
h,i) dt, (16)

where H is the number of attention heads and L
is the sequence length. Note that Eq. 16’s integral

can be evaluated efficiently using the erf function:
∫ b

a

N (t;µ, σ2) =
1

2

(

erf

(
b√
2

)

− erf

(
a√
2

))

.

(17)



Then, we sample the M locations at which the

LTM’s signal is evaluated at, according to p.

3.4 Implementation and Learning Details

Before applying multivariate ridge regression to

convert the LTM’s input discrete sequence X into

a continuous signal, we use a simple convolutional

layer (with stride = 1 and width = 3) as a gate, to

smooth the sequence:

X̃ = sigmoid (CNN(X))⊙X. (18)

To train the model we use the cross entropy loss.

Having a sequence of text X of length L as input,

a language model outputs a probability distribution

of the next word p(xt+1 | xt, . . . , xt−L). Given a

corpus of T tokens, we train the model to minimize

its negative log likelihood:

LNLL = −
T−1∑

t=0

log p(xt+1 | xt, . . . , xt−L). (19)

Additionally, in order to avoid having uniform

distributions over the LTM, we regularize the con-

tinuous attention given to the LTM, by minimizing

the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, DKL, be-

tween the attention probability density, N (µh, σh),
and a Gaussian prior, N (µ0, σ0). As different

heads should attend to different regions, we set

µ0 = µh, regularizing only the attention variance,

and get:

LKL=
T−1∑

t=0

H∑

h=1

DKL (N (µh, σh) || N (µh, σ0))

(20)

=
T−1∑

t=0

H∑

h=1

1

2

(
σ2h
σ20

− log

(
σh
σ0

)

− 1

)

. (21)

Thus, the final loss that is minimized corre-

sponds to:

L = LNLL + λKLLKL, (22)

where λKL is a hyperparameter that controls the

amount of KL regularization.

4 Experiments

To understand if the ∞-former is able to model

long contexts, we first performed experiments on a

synthetic task, which consists of sorting tokens by

their frequencies in a long sequence (§4.1). Then,

we performed experiments on language modeling,

by training a model from scratch (§4.2) and by

fine-tuning a pre-trained language model (§4.3).

Baselines. We consider the transformer-XL4

(Dai et al., 2019) and the compressive transformer5

(Rae et al., 2019) as baselines for our experiments.

The transformer-XL consists of a vanilla trans-

former (Vaswani et al., 2017) extended with a short-

term memory which is composed of the hidden

states of the previous steps. The compressive trans-

former is an extension of the transformer-XL: be-

sides the short-term memory, it also has a long-term

memory composed of the old vectors of the short-

term memory, compressed using a CNN.

Both the transformer-XL and the compressive

transformer require relative positional encodings.

In contrast, there is no need for positional encod-

ings in the memory in our approach because the

memory vectors represent basis coefficients in a

predefined continuous space.

4.1 Sorting

In this task, the input consists of a sequence of

tokens sampled according to a token probability

distribution (which is not known to the system).

The objective is to generate the tokens in the de-

creasing order of their frequencies in the sequence.

One example can be:

1 2 1 3 1 0 3 1 3 2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

1 occurs 4 times; 3 occurs 3 times, etc.

<SEP> 1 3 2 0

To understand if the long-term memory is being

effectively used and the transformer is not only

performing sorting by modeling the most recent

tokens, we design the token probability distribution

to change over time: namely, we set it as a mixture

of two distributions, p = αp0 + (1− α)p1, where

the mixture coefficient α ∈ [0, 1] is progressively

increased from 0 to 1 as the sequence is generated.

The vocabulary has 20 tokens and we experiment

with sequences of length 4,000, 8,000, and 16,000.

For all models we used a transformer with 3 layers

and 6 attention heads and considered sequences of

length 1,024 and a memory size 2,048. For the

compressive transformer, both memories have a

size of 1,024. For the ∞-former, we also consider

a short-term memory of size 1,024 and a LTM

with 1,024 basis functions. Further details and

hyperparameters are described in App. C.1.

Results. As can be seen in Fig. 3, the transformer-

XL achieves slightly higher accuracy than the com-

pressive transformer and ∞-former for a short

4We use the authors’ implementation available at https:
//github.com/kimiyoung/transformer-xl.

5We use our implementation of the model.
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Figure 3: Sorting task accuracy for sequences of length

4,000, 8,000, and 16,000.

sequence length (4,000). This is because the

transformer-XL is able to keep almost the entire se-

quence in memory. However, its accuracy degrades

rapidly when the sequence length is increased.

Both the compressive transformer and ∞-former

also lead to smaller accuracies when increasing the

sequence length. However, this decrease is not so

significant for the ∞-former, which indicates that

it is better at modeling long sequences.

4.2 Language Modeling

We also perform language modeling experiments

on the Wikitext-103 dataset (Merity et al., 2017)

which has a training set with 103 million tokens and

validation and test sets with 217,646 and 245,569

tokens, respectively. For that, we follow the stan-

dard architecture of the transformer-XL (Dai et al.,

2019), which consists of a transformer with 16 lay-

ers and 10 attention heads. For the transformer-XL,

we experiment with a memory of size 150. For

the compressive transformer, we consider that both

memories have a size of 150 and a compression

rate of 4. For the ∞-former we consider a short-

term memory of size 150, a continuous long-term

memory with 150 Gaussian RBFs, and a memory

threshold of 900 tokens. Further details and hyper-

parameters are described in App. C.2.

Results. As can be seen in Table 1, extending the

model with a long-term memory leads to a better

perplexity, for both the compressive transformer

and ∞-former. Moreover, the ∞-former slightly

outperforms the compressive transformer. We can

also see that using sticky memories leads to a some-

what lower perplexity, which shows that it helps

the model to focus on the relevant memories.

STM LTM Perplexity

Transformer-XL 150 —- 24.52
Compressive 150 150 24.41
∞-former 150 150 24.29
∞-former (Sticky memories) 150 150 24.22

Table 1: Perplexity on Wikitext-103.

Analysis. To better understand whether ∞-

former is paying more attention to the older mem-

ories in the LTM or to the most recent ones, we

plotted a histogram of the attention given to each

region of the long-term memory when predicting

the tokens on the validation set. As can be seen in

Fig. 4, in the first and middle layers, the ∞-former

tends to focus more on the older memories, while in

the last layer, the attention pattern is more uniform.

In Figs. 5 and 8 (in App. D), we present exam-

ples of words for which the ∞-former has lower

perplexity than the transformer-XL along with the

attention given by the ∞-former to the last layer’s

LTM. We can see that the word being predicted is

present several times in the long-term memory and

∞-former gives higher attention to those regions.

To know whether the sticky memories approach

attributes a larger space of the LTM’s signal to

relevant phrases or words, we plotted the memory

space given to each word6 present in the long-term

memory of the last layer when using and not using

sticky memories. We present examples in Figs. 6

and 9 (in App. D) along with the phrases / words

which receive the largest spaces when using sticky

memories. We can see in these examples that this

procedure does in fact attribute large spaces to old

memories, creating memories that stick over time.

We can also see that these memories appear to be

relevant as shown by the words / phrases in the

examples.

4.3 Pre-trained language models

To understand if the LTM could also be used to

extend a pre-trained language model, we fine-tune

GPT-2 small (Radford et al., 2019) on Wikitext-

103 (Merity et al., 2017) and a subset of PG-19

(Rae et al., 2019) containing the first 2,000 books

(≈ 200 million tokens) of the training set. To do

so, we consider sequences of size 512, a long-term

6The (Voronoi) memory space attributed to each word is
half the distance from the previous word plus half the distance
to the next word in the LTM’s signal, being the word’s location
computed based on the sampled positions from which we
evaluate the signal when receiving new memory vectors.
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Figure 4: Histograms of attention given to the LTM by ∞-former, for the first (on the left), middle (on the middle),

and last (on the right) layers. The dashed vertical lines represent the limits of the memory segments (τ ) for the

various memory updates.

the Pet Shop Boys' synthpop cover of the song (titled
"Where the Streets Have No Name (I Can't Take My Eyes
off You) "). Bono parodied this by occasionally adopting the
deadpan vocal style used in the Pet Shop Boys' cover.
Critics welcomed the song in the group's setlist: The
Independent said the song "induces instant euphoria, as U2
do what they're best at, slipping into epic rock mode,
playing music made for the arena". In two other local
newspaper reviews, critics praised the song's inclusion in a
sequence of greatest hits.
For the PopMart Tour of 1997–1998, U2 returned to the
electronic dance arrangement they occasionally played on
the Zoo TV Tour. The set's massive video screen displayed
a video that

Hot Press described as an "astonishing 2001-style trip into
the heart of a swirling, psychedelic tunnel that sucks the
audience in towards a horizontal monolith". Near the end of
the song, peace doves were shown on the screen and
bright beams of light flanking the set's golden arch were
projected upwards. Hot Press said the effect transformed
the stadium into a "UFO landing site". Shortly before the
third leg of the Elevation Tour, the September 11 attacks
occurred in New York City and Washington D.C.. During the
band's first show in New York City following the attacks, the
band performed "Where the Streets Have No Name", and
when the stage lights illuminated the audience, the band
saw tears streaming down the faces of many fans. The
experience was

one inspiration for the song "City of Blinding Lights". The
band paid tribute to the 9/11 victims during their
performance of the song at the Super Bowl XXXVI halftime
show on 3 February 2002. The performance featured the
names of the September 11 victims projected onto a large
white banner behind the band. U2's appearance was later
ranked number 1 on Sports Illustrated's list of "Top 10
Super Bowl Halftime Shows". For the Vertigo Tour, the
group originally considered dropping the song from their
setlists, but Mullen and Clayton successfully argued against
this. All 131 of the Vertigo Tour concerts featured a
performance of the song, which were accompanied by the
stage's LED video curtains displaying African flags. On the
tour's opening night, this reminded Bono that he had

GT: as the respective audio releases of the latter two concerts, Zoo TV Live and Hasta la Vista Baby! U2

Figure 5: Example of attention given by ∞-former to the last layer’s long-term memory, when predicting the

ground truth word “U2”. The words in the LTM which receive higher attention (> 0.05) are shaded.

Wikitext-103 PG19

GPT-2 16.85 33.44
∞-former 16.64 32.61
∞-former (Sticky memories) 16.61 32.48

Table 2: Perplexity of GPT-2 fine-tuned on Wikitext-

103 and PG19.

memory with 512 Gaussian RBFs, and a memory

threshold of 2,048 tokens. Further details and hy-

perparameters are described in App. C.3.

Results. The results reported in Table 2 show that

by simply adding the long-term memory to GPT-2

and fine-tuning, we can improve perplexity on both

Wikitext-103 and PG19. This shows the versatility

of the ∞-former: it can be trained from scratch or

used to improve a pre-trained model.

5 Related Work

Continuous attention. Martins et al. (2020) in-

troduced 1D and 2D continuous attention, using

Gaussians and truncated parabolas as densities.

They applied it to RNN-based document classi-

fication, machine translation, and visual question

answering. Several other works have also proposed

the use of (discretized) Gaussian attention for natu-

ral language processing tasks: Guo et al. (2019)

proposed a Gaussian prior to the self-attention

mechanism to bias the model to give higher atten-

tion to nearby words, and applied it to natural lan-

guage inference; You et al. (2020) proposed the use

of hard-coded Gaussian attention as input-agnostic

self-attention layer for machine translation; Dubois

et al. (2020) proposed using Gaussian attention as a

location attention mechanism to improve the model

generalization to longer sequences. However, these

approaches still consider discrete sequences and

compute the attention by evaluating the Gaussian

density at the token positions.

Efficient transformers. Several methods have

recently been proposed that reduce the trans-

former’s attention complexity, and can, conse-

quently, model longer contexts. Some of these

do so by performing sparse attention, either by se-

lecting pre-defined attention patterns (Child et al.,

2019; Beltagy et al., 2020; Zaheer et al., 2020), or



Phrases / words:
"transport gasoline"  |  "American Civil Rigths"  |  "along with Michael"  |  "community center"  |  "residents began to move" |  "Landmarks
Comission"  |  "Meridian Main"  |  "projects"  |  "the historic train station"  |  "Weidmann's Restaurant"  |  "Arts"  |  "Meridian Main Street" 
|  "in late 2007"  |  "effort"  |  "Alliance serves"  |  "Plans were underway"  |  "Building"  |  "Mayor Cheri"  |  "the Alliance"  |  "promote
further development"  |  "assist businesses"  |      "Street program"

Figure 6: Example of the memory space attributed to each word in the last layer’s long-term memory (after 5

updates) without / with the sticky memories procedure, along with the words / phrases which have the largest mem-

ory spaces when using sticky memories (top peaks with space> .005). Excerpt of the sequence being generated in

this example: “Given Meridian’s site as a railroad junction, its travelers have attracted the development of many

hotels.” The dashed vertical lines represent the limits of the memory segments for the various memory updates.

by learning these patterns from data (Kitaev et al.,

2020; Vyas et al., 2020; Tay et al., 2020a; Roy et al.,

2021). Other works focus on directly reducing the

attention complexity by applying the (reversed) ker-

nel trick (Katharopoulos et al., 2020; Choromanski

et al., 2021; Peng et al., 2021; Jaegle et al., 2021).

Closer to our approach are the transformer-XL and

compressive transformer models (Dai et al., 2019;

Rae et al., 2019), which extend the vanilla trans-

former with a bounded memory. We use these

models as baselines in our experiments (§4).

Memory-augmented language models. Sev-

eral models that augment language models have

been introduced. Graves et al. (2014) and Weston

et al. (2014) proposed extending recurrent neural

networks with an external memory, while Chan-

dar et al. (2016) and Rae et al. (2016) proposed

efficient procedures to read and write from these

memories, using hierarchies and sparsity. Grave

et al. (2016) and Merity et al. (2017) proposed the

use of cache-based memories which store pairs

of hidden states and output tokens from previous

steps. The probability distribution over the words

in the memory is then combined with the probabil-

ity distribution over the words in the vocabulary

given by the language model. More recently, Khan-

delwal et al. (2019) and Yogatama et al. (2021)

proposed using nearest neighbors to retrieve words

from a key-based memory constructed based on the

training data. Khandelwal et al. (2019) proposed

interpolating the retrieved words probability dis-

tributions with the probability over the words in

the vocabulary when generating a new word, while

Yogatama et al. (2021) proposed combining the re-

trieved information at the architecture level. These

models have the disadvantage of needing to per-

form a retrieval step when generating each token,

which can be computationally expensive. These

memories are orthogonal to ∞-former’s LTM and

in future work the two can be combined.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed the ∞-former: a trans-

former extended with an unbounded long-term

memory. By making use of a continuous-space at-

tention framework, its attention complexity is inde-

pendent of the length of the context being modeled,

which allows the model to attend to arbitrarily long

contexts while keeping a fixed computation budget.

By updating the memory taking into account past

usage, the model learns to keep “sticky memories”,

enforcing the persistence of relevant information in

memory. Experiments on a sorting synthetic task

show that ∞-former scales up to long sequences,

maintaining a high accuracy. Experiments on lan-

guage modeling, by training models from scratch

and by fine-tuning a pre-trained language model,

have shown improvements in perplexity.
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A Multivariate ridge regression

The coefficient matrix B ∈ R
N×e is obtained

with multivariate ridge regression criterion so that

X̄(ti) ≈ xi for each i ∈ [L], which leads to the

closed form:

B⊤ = argmin
B⊤

||B⊤F −X⊤||2F + λ||B||2F
(23)

= X⊤F⊤(FF⊤ + λI)−1 = X⊤G,

where F = [ψ(t1), . . . , ψ(tL)] packs the basis vec-

tors for L locations and || · ||F is the Frobenius

norm. As G ∈ R
L×N only depends of F , it can be

computed offline.

B Sticky memories

We present in Fig. 7 a scheme of the sticky memo-

ries procedure. First we sample M locations from

the previous step LTM attention histogram (Eq.

16). Then, we evaluate the LTM’s signal at the

sampled locations (Eq. 14). Finally, we consider

that the sampled vectors, Xpast, are linearly spaced

in [0, τ ]. This way, the model is able to attribute

larger spaces of its memory to the relevant words.

C Experimental details

C.1 Sorting

For the compressive transformer, we consider com-

pression rates of size 2 for sequences of length

4,000, from 2 to 6 for sequences of length 8,000,

and from 2 to 12 for sequences of length 16,000.

We also experiment training the compressive trans-

former with and without the attention reconstruc-

tion auxiliary loss. For the ∞-former we con-

sider 1,024 Gaussian RBFs N (t; µ̃, σ̃2) with µ̃ lin-

early spaced in [0, 1] and σ̃ ∈ {.01, .05}. We set

τ = 0.75 and for the KL regularization we used

λKL = 1× 10−5 and σ0 = 0.05.

For this task, for each sequence length, we cre-

ated a training set with 8,000 sequences and valida-

tion and test sets with 800 sequences. We trained

all models with batches of size 8 for 20 epochs on 1

Nvidia GeForce RTX 2080 Ti or 1 Nvidia GeForce

GTX 1080 Ti GPU with ≈ 11 Gb of memory, using

the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2015). For

the sequences of length 4,000 and 8,000 we used a

learning rate of 2.5× 10−4 while for sequences of

length 16,000 we used a learning rate of 2× 10−4.

The learning rate was decayed to 0 until the end of

training with a cosine schedule.

C.2 Language Modeling

For the language modeling experiments on the

English dataset Wikitext-1037, we use a trans-

former with 16 layers, 10 heads, embeddings of

size 410, and a feed-forward hidden size of 2100.

For the compressive transformer, we follow Rae

et al. (2019) and use a compression rate of 4 and

the attention reconstruction auxiliary loss. For

the ∞-former we consider 150 Gaussian RBFs

N (t; µ̃, σ̃2) with µ̃ linearly spaced in [0, 1] and

σ̃ ∈ {.01, .05}. We set τ = 0.5 and for the KL reg-

ularization we used λKL = 1×10−5 and σ0 = 0.1.

We trained all models with batches of size 40 for

250,000 steps on 1 Nvidia Titan RTX or 1 Nvidia

Quadro RTX 6000 with ≈ 24 GPU Gb of memory

using the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2015)

with a learning rate of 2.5 × 10−4. The learning

rate was decayed to 0 until the end of training with

a cosine schedule.

C.3 Pre-trained Language Models

In these experiments, we fine-tune the GPT-2 small,

which is composed of 12 layers with 12 atten-

tion heads, on the Wikitext-103 and on a subset

of the English dataset PG198 containing the first

2,000 books. We consider sequences of length

512 and a long-term memory with 512 Gaussian

RBFs N (t; µ̃, σ̃2) with µ̃ linearly spaced in [0, 1]
and σ̃ ∈ {.005, .01} and for the KL regularization

we use λKL = 1 × 10−6 and σ0 = 0.05. We set

τ = 0.5.

We fine-tuned GPT-2 small with a batch size of

1 on 1 Nvidia GeForce RTX 2080 Ti or 1 Nvidia

GeForce GTX 1080 Ti GPU with ≈ 11 Gb of mem-

ory, using the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba,

2015) for 1 epoch with a learning rate of 5× 10−5

for the GPT-2 parameters and a learning rate of

2.5× 10−4 for the LTM parameters.

D Examples

We present in Fig 8 an additional example of the

attention given to the last layer’s LTM when pre-

dicting a word. In Fig. 9 we present an example

of the memory space attributed to each word when

using / not using sticky memories, along with the

words or phrases which have the largest spaces in

the memory.

7Dataset available at https://blog.einstein.ai/the-wikitext-
long-term-dependency-language-modeling-dataset/.

8Dataset available at https://github.com/deepmind/pg19.
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Figure 7: Sticky memories procedure diagram. The dashed vertical lines correspond to the position of the words

in the LTM signal.

and fixed defences, Australia may be made practically
invulnerable". According to Air Force historian Alan
Stephens this paper "in effect, defined the anti-lodgment
concept which has been a persistent feature of RAAF
strategic thinking". 
Headlam, completed a flying instructors course in July 1936
and joined the staff of No. 1 FTS. He was promoted to flight
lieutenant on 1 March 1937. Commencing in July 1938, he
was one of six students to take part in the RAAF's first Long
Specialist Navigation Course, run by Flight Lieutenants Bill
Garing and Alister Murdoch at Point Cook. The course
involved several epic training flights that attracted
considerable media attention, including a twelve-day,
10,800-kilometre (6,700 mi) round-Australia trip by

three Avro Ansons, one of which was piloted by Headlam,
in November. The following month, Headlam led the three
Ansons on a six-day journey back and forth over Central
Australia. He subsequently passed the navigation course
with a special distinction. On 27 January 1939 he was
posted to RAAF Station Laverton, Victoria, as a flight
commander. He served initially with No. 2 Squadron, before
transferring to No. 1 Squadron on 29 August. Both units
operated Ansons.
World War II
Following the outbreak of World War II, No. 1 Squadron
was engaged in convoy escort and maritime
reconnaissance duties off south-eastern Australia.
Headlam continued to serve with the squadron as a flight
commander until 15 January 1940, when he was assigned
to Headquarters Laverton

as the station navigation officer. On 27 March he was
posted to the staff of RAAF Headquarters, Melbourne. He
was promoted to squadron leader on 1 June 1940. Two
weeks later he married Katherine Bridge at St Paul's
Anglican Church in Frankston; the couple would have a son
and a daughter. Headlam was given command of No. 2
Squadron at Laverton on 15 April 1941, and raised to wing
commander on 1 July. Equipped with Lockheed Hudsons,
the squadron mainly conducted maritime patrols in
southern waters until 5 December, when four of its aircraft
were ordered to Darwin,  Northern Territory, in response to
fears of Japanese aggression in the Pacific. On 7
December, this detachment established itself at Penfui,
near Koepang in Dutch Timor, while No. 2 Squadron's eight
remaining Hudsons

GT: for the first time on 26 January 1942, and attacked regularly thereafter, damaging some aircraft. The intact Hudsons were withdrawn to Darwin but Headlam

Figure 8: Example of attention given by ∞-former to the last layer’s long-term memory, when predicting the

ground truth word “Headlam”. The words in the long-term memory which receive higher attention (bigger than

0.05) are shaded.



Phrases / words:
"July 1936"  |  "Headlam continued to serve"  | "27 March"  |  "in Frankston"  |  "daugther"  |  "four of its aircraft"  |  "in response to fears of
Japanese"  |  "stationed at Darwin"  |  "attacked the Japanese"  |  "forced it aground"  |  "dispersed at Penfui"  |  "three Japanese
floatplanes"  |  "attacked regularly"  |  "withdrawn to Darwin"  |  "his staff remained at Penfui"  |  "ordered to evacuate"  |  "assistance from
Sparrow Force"  |  "Four of No. 2 Squadron's Hudsons were destroyed"  |  "relocated to Daly Waters" 

Figure 9: Example of the memory space attributed to each word in the last layer’s long-term memory (after 5

updates) without / with the sticky memories procedure, along with the words / phrases which have the largest

memory spaces when using sticky memories (top peaks with space> .005) Excerpt of the sequence being generated

in this example: “Headlam became Officer Commanding North-Western Area in January 1946. Posted to Britain

at the end of the year, he attended the Royal Air Force Staff College, Andover, and served with RAAF Overseas

Headquarters, London.” The dashed vertical lines represent the limits of the memory segments for the various

memory updates.


