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ABSTRACT

Linear Vision Transformers (ViTs) are designed to replace the attention in Softmax
ViTs with the linear-complexity attention operator for more efficient token routing,
but they require from-scratch pre-training and typically underperform the original
Softmax version. How to initialize linear ViTs both efficiently and effectively still
remains unclear. In this work, we explicitly ask: given that most foundation ViTs
are built on the mainstream Softmax attention, can linear ViTs benefit from their
pre-trained weights? Recent works on Attention Transfer show that attention is
the effective transferable component between Softmax ViTs, suggesting attention
alone suffices for such reuse. However, we find the opposite for Softmax-to-linear
transfer. The attention weights are operator-specific: copying them barely helps,
and is sometimes even worse than random initialization. Instead, the attention’s
token routing behavior can be recovered through distillation with a proper loss
design, letting linear ViTs reduce the gap and even match Softmax ones. In contrast,
the MLP weights, which carry the learned representation, are operator-agnostic:
they can be transferred by simple direct copying, which already carries most of the
benefit of the pre-trained weights. Thus, copying MLPs can serve as an effective
foundation for Softmax-to-linear transfer: paired with the distilled attention, linear
ViTs eventually close the remaining gap and even surpass Softmax ones. These
findings hold consistently across various linear ViT variants, different model sizes,
and diverse datasets. We hope this study deepens the understanding of reusing
pre-trained weights across attention operators: copy what stays the same and distill
what differs, to recover the benefit across the Softmax-to-linear boundary.

1 INTRODUCTION

Vision Transformers (ViTs) (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021) have become the dominant backbone for visual
representation learning in the modern era, delivering strong performance across a wide range of vision
tasks. Their Softmax attention mechanism, however, incurs a quadratic O(N2) cost in the number
of tokens, making token routing a computational bottleneck with high-resolution or long-context
tasks. To reduce this cost, linear ViTs are designed to replace the attention in Softmax ViTs with the
linear-complexity attention operator for more efficient token routing, but they require from-scratch
pre-training and typically underperform the original Softmax version. How to initialize linear ViTs
efficiently and effectively is therefore a question of practical significance, yet still remains unclear.

Therefore, in this work, we explicitly ask: given that most foundation ViTs are built on the mainstream
Softmax attention, can linear ViTs benefit from their pre-trained weights for initialization? Analytical
initializations (Trockman & Kolter, 2023; Zheng et al., 2025) have shown the potential to improve
BCorresponding author.
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Figure 1: What survives the Softmax-to-linear boundary? We ask whether linear ViTs can benefit
from pre-trained Softmax weights for initialization. We find that the attention weights are operator-
specific that copying them barely helps. Their token routing behavior can instead be recovered by
distilling the attention outputs, while the operator-agnostic MLP weights, which carry the learned
representation, can be simply transferred by direct copying. Paired together, linear ViTs can match
and even surpass the Softmax ones, consistently across diverse settings.

from-scratch pre-training, but they still remain well below vanilla Softmax ViTs. More directly, recent
works on Attention Transfer (Li et al., 2024; Qin et al., 2026b) have demonstrated that, between
Softmax ViTs, transferring only the attention, by copying or distilling its attention maps, can already
recover the original model’s performance, suggesting Softmax attention alone suffices for such reuse.

However, we find the opposite for Softmax-to-linear transfer. We test the most direct reuse strategy
for initialization: copying the pre-trained Softmax attention projection weights into a linear ViT,
while leaving all other components randomly initialized. As shown in Fig. 2, such simple copy-only
transfer from Softmax to linear ViTs barely helps, and is sometimes even worse than pure random
initialization. Such failure is consistent across the linear ViT variants we study, revealing that the
pre-trained attention weights are operator-specific: copied on their own, their benefit does not survive
the change of the attention operator.

Does this failure mean the Softmax attention is entirely useless for linear ViTs? Crucially, no. While
its weights do not transfer by copying, we identify that the token routing behavior of Softmax attention
can be recovered through distillation with a proper loss design: unlike the map matching in Li et al.
(2024), the loss should match the attention outputs rather than the operator-specific attention maps.
This output-matching distillation lets linear ViTs largely reduce the gap to Softmax ones and even
match them. The practical message is therefore not to copy the attention, but to distill it instead.

Furthermore, if the attention should be distilled rather than copied, what remains worth copying? To
answer this, we decompose the transfer at the component level, selectively initializing the attention
and the MLP blocks of linear ViTs from the pre-trained Softmax weights. We uncover that the
MLP blocks are operator-agnostic: simply copying them already carries most of the benefit of the
pre-trained weights. What transfers effectively across the Softmax-to-linear boundary by copying is
the representation in the MLP blocks, consistent with the findings in Geva et al. (2021). Moreover,
we find that copying MLPs can serve as an effective foundation for Softmax-to-linear transfer: when
paired with distilled attention, linear ViTs eventually close the remaining gap and can even surpass
Softmax ones; whereas copied or randomly initialized attention still leaves them below Softmax level.

We systematically validate these findings across various linear ViT variants, different model sizes, and
diverse datasets. Across these settings, a simple principle emerges (see Fig. 1): copy what stays the
same and distill what differs, to recover the benefit across the Softmax-to-linear boundary. We hope
this principle can deepen the understanding of reusing pre-trained weights across attention operators.

In summary, our primary contributions are as follows:

1. Systematic Study of Softmax-to-Linear Transfer. We present the first systematic
component-level study of initializing linear ViTs from pre-trained Softmax weights across
linear attention operators, and reveal the attention weights are operator-specific: copying
them barely helps and can fall below random initialization.
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2. Distillation as the Fix. We show that a properly designed distillation loss, matching attention
outputs rather than attention maps, recovers the token routing behavior and lets linear ViTs
close most of the gap or even match the corresponding Softmax ones.

3. A Simple, General Recipe. We find that copying the operator-agnostic MLP weights carries
most of the transfer benefit, and combining them with distilled attention can let linear ViTs
surpass Softmax, yielding the principle: copy what stays the same and distill what differs.

2 RELATED WORK

Efficient Linear ViTs. Linear ViTs replace the attention in Softmax ViTs with the linear-complexity
attention operator for more efficient token routing, stemming from the kernelized linear attention
introduced in Katharopoulos et al. (2020). Recent vision designs further diversify this family: In-
Line (Han et al., 2024) restores injectivity through subtraction normalization, MHLA (Zhang et al.,
2026) restores expressivity through token-level multi-head computation over spatial blocks, and
TTT (Han et al., 2026b) replaces explicit attention with learned test-time states. This direction also
extends broadly across modalities: focused linear attention and circulant attention for vision (Han
et al., 2023; 2026a), gated linear attention and delta-rule parallelization for language modeling (Yang
et al., 2024a;b), and state-space models (SSMs) as an alternative linear-complexity route (Gu & Dao,
2024; Liu et al., 2024). Recent analysis further shows that a broad class of TTT architectures can be
reduced to an implicit linear-attention operator (Liu et al., 2026), supporting a unified view of these
models. However, these designs typically rely on dedicated pre-training from scratch, and whether
they can instead be initialized from pre-trained Softmax ViTs has not been systematically studied.

Initialization for ViTs. Beyond default random initialization, analytical methods initialize weights
from structural priors: Mimetic (Trockman & Kolter, 2023) shapes the query-key product toward
identity-like attention, with extensions to MLPs (Trockman & Kolter, 2026) and SSMs (Trockman
et al., 2024), while structured initialization (Zheng et al., 2025) imposes convolution-like attention
patterns. Another line of work aims to initialize smaller models directly from the weights of larger
pre-trained ones (Xu et al., 2024). These methods, however, either construct weights without any
pre-trained source or reuse weights within the same attention operator; we instead study reusing
pre-trained weights across the attention-operator boundary.

Attention Transfer for ViTs. Within the broader framework of knowledge distillation (Hinton
et al., 2015), the idea of Attention Transfer has been extended to ViTs (Wang et al., 2022). Recently, Li
et al. (2024) showed that attention patterns alone can suffice to recover the benefit of pre-trained
weights between Softmax ViTs, and Qin et al. (2026b) further identified the validity boundary of
such transfer under teacher-student architectural mismatch, still within the Softmax family. However,
whether such attention-only transfer remains effective across the attention-operator boundary has
not been studied. Our study answers this question by splitting such transfer at the component level:
attention weights are operator-specific, whereas MLP weights are operator-agnostic.

Linearizing Transformers. A parallel line of work studies how to convert pre-trained Transformers
into linearized ones. In language modeling, Hedgehog (Zhang et al., 2024) learns kernels to mimic
the original attention maps, whereas LoLCATs (Zhang et al., 2025) and RADLADS (Goldstein et al.,
2025) instead match the attention outputs when scaling such conversion to large pre-trained models.
Related efforts have also appeared in vision: ViT-AdaLA (Li et al., 2026a) adapts pre-trained Softmax
weights to linear ViTs, Wei & Chellappa (2025); Wang et al. (2025b) distill pre-trained ViTs into
SSMs, T5 (Li et al., 2026b) converts a pre-trained ViT into the TTT architecture, DiD (Qin et al.,
2026a) extends label-free conversion to object detection by aligning detector-facing interfaces, and
similar conversions have also been applied to linear diffusion transformers for more efficient image
generation (Liu et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025a). These methods show that Softmax-to-linear transfer
is feasible, but each relies on dedicated adaptation before downstream use. Our study instead offers a
simple, operator-general recipe: copy the operator-agnostic MLPs and distill the attention outputs.
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3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 FROM SOFTMAX TO LINEAR ATTENTION

Softmax Attention. Given the queries Q, keys K, and values V at block ℓ, a Softmax ViT (Doso-
vitskiy et al., 2021) routes tokens through the attention function1:

f
(ℓ)
softmax = softmax

(
Q(ℓ)K(ℓ)⊤

)
V (ℓ), (1)

which computes an attention map at a quadratic O(N2) cost in the number of tokens N .

Linear Attention. Linear ViTs replace this Softmax operator with a linear-complexity alternative,
in its standard form via a kernel function ϕ(·) that reorders the computation as:

f
(ℓ)
linear =

ϕ
(
Q(ℓ)

) (
ϕ
(
K(ℓ)

)⊤
V (ℓ)

)
ϕ
(
Q(ℓ)

) (
ϕ
(
K(ℓ)

)⊤
1N

) . (2)

The computational cost is therefore reduced to O(N) by the multiplication reordering.

3.2 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Model Zoo. We study five representative linear ViT variants: ELU and ReLU (Katharopoulos et al.,
2020), which instantiate ϕ as ELU(·)+1 and ReLU(·), respectively; InLine (Han et al., 2024), which
uses an identity kernel with subtraction-based normalization; MHLA (Zhang et al., 2026), which
restores the expressivity of linear attention through token-level multi-head computation with auxiliary
convolutions; and TTT (Han et al., 2026b), which replaces the attention computation entirely with a
compact linear-complexity inner model constructed from KV pairs. The first three variants are drop-in
linear operators whose weight shapes exactly match the Softmax attention, while MHLA and TTT
introduce additional components. Full descriptions of different linear ViTs and the corresponding
attention operators are given in Sec. B.1.

Transfer Protocol. To conduct a systematic analysis of the Softmax-to-linear attention transfer, we
instantiate the five linear ViT variants across Tiny, Small, and Base sizes, all with the DeiT (Touvron
et al., 2021) pre-trained weights of the corresponding model size as the transfer source. Unless
specifically mentioned, all linear ViTs are with their default implementations and hyper-parameters.
For linear ViTs with additional components beyond the Softmax ones, the unmatched parameters are
initialized following their default settings. More details are in Sec. B.2.

Evaluation Protocol. We evaluate Tiny and Small linear ViTs on six transfer datasets: CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, 2009), STL-10 (Coates et al., 2011), Food (Bossard et al., 2014),
Flowers (Nilsback & Zisserman, 2008), and Pets (Parkhi et al., 2012). We additionally evaluate
all three sizes on ImageNet-1K (Deng et al., 2009) for large-scale validation. We conduct all the
experiments with the default settings following the recipe of Xu et al. (2024), training for 300 epochs
or 600 epochs depending on the dataset scale. All reported results are averaged over 3 random seeds
to ensure statistical significance. More implementation details are provided in Sec. B.3.

Reference Baselines. For reference purposes, we set two baselines across all three model sizes for
comparison. Random baseline defines the from-scratch reference of the Softmax-to-linear transfer:
one transfer is considered effective only if it improves over training from scratch. Softmax baseline
defines the recovery target: the performance of the pre-trained Softmax ViT of the same model size
on the same task, which the transfer aims to recover.

4 SOFTMAX ATTENTION WEIGHTS ARE OPERATOR-SPECIFIC

We begin by asking whether the token routing behavior encoded in pre-trained Softmax attention
weights can be simply transferred as weights by copying across the Softmax-to-linear boundary.

1We omit the scaling factor 1/
√
dk for simplicity.
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Figure 2: Attention-only Softmax-to-linear transfer barely helps. We begin by evaluating the
attention-only initializations across five linear ViTs (columns) and seven datasets (rows). We report
the Top-1 Accuracy (%); marker size denotes the model size (Tiny/Small/Base), and lines denote the
same initialization across sizes. Across all operators, datasets, and sizes, Copy never stands out as the
strongest attention-only initialization and remains at or near the Random-initialization tier.

4.1 ATTENTION-ONLY TRANSFER

We first evaluate the strategy motivated by Attention Transfer between Softmax ViTs (Li et al., 2024;
Qin et al., 2026b): transferring only the attention. Beyond the reference baselines defined in Sec. 3.2,
we further include additional weight-initialization settings as follows. Copy baseline loads the pre-
trained Softmax attention projection weights, including queries Q, keys K, values V , into every block
of the linear ViT, while leaving all other components randomly initialized. Mimetic (Trockman &
Kolter, 2023) and Impulse (Zheng et al., 2025) are two analytical initializations that construct attention
weights from structural priors without using any pre-trained source, serving as stronger baselines
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Table 1: Pre-trained weights robustness. We re-
peat the attention-only transfer on ViT-Base with
different pre-trained Softmax weights, under the
same ImageNet-1K evaluation. Gray row shows
the shared Random baseline, and colored deltas
indicate gains/drops relative to it. The failure re-
mains consistent across all pre-trained sources:
none provides a reliable advantage over random
initialization.

ELU ReLU MHLA TTT

Random 79.6 76.5 81.8 82.2
DeiT 79.8 +0.2 75.6 -0.9 81.7 -0.1 81.0 -1.2
DINO 80.2 +0.6 75.2 -1.3 81.6 -0.2 80.6 -1.6
MoCov3 79.9 +0.3 75.7 -0.8 81.7 -0.1 81.1 -1.1
iBOT 80.3 +0.7 75.3 -1.2 81.8 +0.0 80.7 -1.5
MAE 80.4 +0.8 76.0 -0.5 82.0 +0.2 81.4 -0.8

Table 2: Out-of-distribution robustness. We
evaluate the transferred ViT-Base models on four
distribution-shift benchmarks. Colored deltas in-
dicate gains/drops relative to the Random base-
line, and Softmax denotes the Softmax target ref-
erence. Copying the Softmax attention gains no
additional robustness and stays equally far from
the Softmax reference, consistent with the in-
distribution evaluation.

ELU TTT Softmax
Random Copy Random Copy

IN-A 18.1 19.1 +1.0 24.1 23.7 -0.4 29.2
IN-R 38.9 39.6 +0.7 42.3 42.2 -0.1 45.8
IN-S 27.2 27.8 +0.6 30.0 29.9 -0.1 33.4
IN-V2 66.8 67.2 +0.4 69.3 69.1 -0.2 72.4

than Random.2 We compare all these baselines under the same training recipe. The assumption is
that if the pre-trained Softmax attention alone suffices to preserve model performance across the
Softmax-to-linear boundary, Copy should provide a clear advantage over all three alternatives.

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

Fig. 2 reports the comparison across all five linear ViTs, seven datasets, and different model sizes. The
results reveal a clear failure of the expected advantage of Copy. Across all the experiments, simply
copying the Softmax weights into the linear operator, which has been shown effective in Li et al.
(2024); Qin et al. (2026b) between Softmax ViTs, never stands out as the strongest initialization.

This observed failure appears mainly in the following three ways: First, adopting Softmax weights
loses to pre-training-free initialization: across datasets, Mimetic, built without ever using any pre-
trained source, systematically outperforms Copy, which loads the pre-trained Softmax attention
weights. Second, copying barely helps: even against Random, Copy yields no consistent gain, in
sharp contrast to the recovery attention-only transfer achieves between Softmax ViTs. Third, copying
can sometimes hurt: as shown, Copy degrades performance by large margins compared to Random;
this drop is consistent for TTT and also appears for other linear ViTs on datasets such as Pets and
Flowers. Taken together, these results show that direct attention-only copying provides no reliable
initialization advantage across the Softmax-to-linear boundary, the opposite of the transfer behavior
observed between Softmax ViTs. Further interpretations of this failure are given in Sec. D.

4.3 ROBUSTNESS OF THE FAILURE

One natural counter-hypothesis is that this observed failure might be an artifact of the evaluated
setting: with larger model capacity, with Softmax weights from a different pre-training algorithm,
or beyond the in-distribution evaluation setting, copying might still be able to deliver its expected
advantage. To rule this out, we rigorously test the robustness of this failure along the three axes below.

Model Size Robustness. We first compare the attention-only initializations across the evaluated
sizes on all transfer datasets. As shown in Fig. 2, the qualitative failure pattern holds consistently at all
the tested sizes: within each plot, the attention-only Copy remains at or near the Random-initialization
tier. In contrast, the analytical initializations hold their advantage as the model size grows, further
confirming that the failure is robust to model size and is not an artifact of limited model capacity.

Pre-trained Weights Robustness. We then test whether the failure is merely a deficiency of the
supervised DeiT weights. Table 1 reports the attention-only transfer with the Softmax weights from
other well-known pre-training algorithms, including DINO (Caron et al., 2021), MoCov3 (Chen et al.,
2021), iBOT (Zhou et al., 2022), and MAE (He et al., 2022), under the same ImageNet-1K evaluation.

2Mimetic and Impulse assume the standard QK⊤ attention parameterization and are therefore incompatible
with TTT (Han et al., 2026b).
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Figure 3: Distillation rescues attention-only copying. For each linear operator with ViT-Small,
we report the accuracy gain over Copy: blue bars show the gain from distilling the attention on top
of Copy, and red bars are the additional gain from further copying the MLP weights (FullCopy),
leading the full setting to correspond to FullCopy w/ Distill. The dashed line marks the corresponding
Softmax recovery target. Distillation effectively recovers most of the gap across linear operators on
most datasets; further combining the copied MLPs can even reach the Softmax target.

The same trend appears for all weights: copying can shift the performance only marginally, but can
never turn into a reliable advantage over Random. This confirms that the failure is robust to the choice
of pre-trained weights, while changing this Softmax source cannot reverse it.

Out-of-Distribution Robustness. The observed failure also persists under the out-of-distribution
evaluation. Table 2 further tests the transferred models on four ImageNet-1K distribution-shift
benchmarks (Hendrycks et al., 2021b;a; Wang et al., 2019; Recht et al., 2019), where Copy merely
preserves its marginal in-distribution difference from Random and gains no additional robustness,
while both initializations remain equally far from the Softmax reference. This further confirms that
the failure is robust to substantial distribution shift.

Overall, the comprehensive evaluations above show that attention-only Softmax-to-linear copy
consistently stays at or near the random-initialization tier. Thus, the pre-trained Softmax attention
weights are operator-specific: copied on their own, their benefit does not survive the change of the
attention operator. This raises the questions: does this failure mean that the Softmax attention is
entirely useless for linear ViTs, and if its weights should not be copied, what remains worth copying?

5 DISTILL THE ROUTING, COPY THE REPRESENTATION

Having established the failure of attention-only copying, we now ask what exactly the pre-trained
Softmax weights can offer to linear ViTs. We answer the two questions raised in Sec. 4 in turn:
the attention’s token routing behavior can be effectively transferred through distillation rather than
copying, while the representation carried in the MLP blocks can be transferred through direct copying;
together, the two findings form a simple recipe for Softmax-to-linear transfer. Unless specifically
mentioned, all results below are reported with ViT-Small on the transfer datasets.

5.1 TOKEN ROUTING CAN BE RECOVERED THROUGH DISTILLATION

Given the failure of direct copying, we hypothesize that the token routing behavior encoded in the
Softmax attention can be transferred as behavior instead of as weights. To test this, we distill from a
frozen pre-trained Softmax teacher during downstream training: an additional distillation loss aligns
the attention behavior between the student and the teacher at every block, with λ as the weight of
this loss in the overall training objective. For transfer between Softmax ViTs, this distillation loss is
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Figure 4: MLP weights survive Softmax-to-linear transfer. We selectively initialize the ReLU-
based linear ViT-Small by copying from the pre-trained Softmax weights at the component level,
yielding four weight-initialization settings: Random, Copy, MLPCopy, and FullCopy. For each, we
report its plain accuracy and the accuracy with the distilled attention (w/ Distill). Red bars denote
the accuracy of each initialization alone, and blue bars show the additional gain from the distilled
attention. The dashed line marks the corresponding Softmax recovery target. Copying MLPs can
already effectively carry most of the benefit of the pre-trained weights, while distilling the attention
can lift every one of them and bring MLPCopy and FullCopy to match the Softmax level.

computed between the attention maps as in Li et al. (2024); Qin et al. (2026b). However, for Softmax-
to-linear transfer, given the differences among linear operators and the resulting operator-specific
attention maps, with some operators never materializing a map at all, we deliberately place the loss
between the attention outputs. This output-matching choice parallels the practice in language-model
linearization (Zhang et al., 2025), in contrast to map-based mimicry (Zhang et al., 2024).

Fig. 3 shows that this distillation effectively rescues the attention-only copying across linear operators
on various datasets.3 Compared to Copy, attention distillation closes most of the gap to the Softmax
recovery target for every linear operator, and can even reach this target for MHLA and TTT on some
datasets. One exception is the fine-grained Flowers, where attention distillation alone leaves a larger
gap, and for MHLA it even falls below Copy: with the small number of training samples, the task
signal appears too weak to relearn the representation that attention-only supervision cannot supply.

Together with the failure of copying established in Sec. 4, these results confirm that the token routing
does transfer across the Softmax-to-linear boundary: as behavior through distillation, not as weights
through copying. The practical message for the attention is thus not to copy it, but to distill it instead.
This directly motivates the second question: if the attention should be distilled rather than copied,
what of the pre-trained weights remains worth copying?

5.2 MLP WEIGHTS ARE OPERATOR-AGNOSTIC

To answer this, we decompose the transfer at the component level by selectively initializing the
attention and the MLP blocks of linear ViTs. We additionally define two more weight-initialization
settings: MLPCopy, which directly copies the MLP blocks from the pre-trained Softmax weights,
while leaving all attention-related components randomly initialized; and FullCopy, which copies
all pre-trained Softmax weights. Fig. 4 shows a direct comparison of the four weight-initialization
settings with the ReLU-based linear ViTs. As shown, Random and Copy achieve comparable accuracy

3All reported distillation results in Fig. 3 use the output-matching loss with a fixed calibrated λ = 50, shared
across all linear operators and datasets. A detailed analysis of the loss design is given in Sec. 5.4.
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Figure 5: Loss ablation on matching attention outputs vs. attention maps. For Copy-initialized
ViT-Small students, we compare MSE matching on attention outputs and attention maps with varying
λ separately across datasets of different scales. Both matching targets show consistent accuracy trends
under the λ-sweep. For ReLU and ELU, whose maps are proper distributions, the calibrated peaks
are comparable. In contrast, for InLine, whose map is signed, map matching falls behind, suggesting
that attention output matching is a more general and proper design.

across datasets. Compared to both, MLPCopy rises far above on all datasets; while FullCopy yields
further consistent gains over MLPCopy by additionally copying the attention.4

Therefore, the MLP blocks are operator-agnostic: simply copying them already carries most of
the benefit of the pre-trained weights, consistent with the view of MLPs as key-value memories
that store learned knowledge (Geva et al., 2021). Compared with the attention findings above for
Softmax-to-linear transfer, this indicates that the learned representation carried in MLP weights can be
effectively transferred generally across various transfer settings, whereas the copied attention weights
bring no reliable benefit on their own once the operator changes, similar to the architectural-mismatch
findings in Qin et al. (2026b). We conclude that what transfers effectively across the Softmax-to-linear
boundary, by direct copying, is primarily the representation in the MLP blocks.

5.3 THE RECIPE

Having identified what is worth copying and what is worth distilling, we next ask whether the two
transfer methods can be paired to reach the Softmax recovery target more effectively. We answer by
revisiting the distillation results in Fig. 3 and the copying results in Fig. 4, in both cases replacing the
randomly initialized components with their effectively transferred counterparts.

Specifically, although distilled attention brings significant gains in Fig. 3, recovery to the Softmax
target is still not consistent across datasets and linear operators. Combining the copied MLPs can
provide consistent further gains wherever the target is not yet reached, largely closing the remaining
gap across operators and datasets. In addition, although all four weight-initialization settings shown
in Fig. 4 yield accuracy below the Softmax target, distilling the attention lifts every one of them,
bringing MLPCopy and FullCopy to match the Softmax level. Interestingly, MLPCopy w/ Distill lands
close to FullCopy w/ Distill, showing that once the token routing behavior is distilled, the copied
attention weights become nearly redundant, with no consistent advantage compared to copying-only
settings. Moreover, distillation also reverses the standing of the copied attention itself: while Copy
alone stays near the Random-initialization tier, Copy w/ Distill consistently exceeds Random w/
Distill; we attribute this to the copied attention weights offering a useful warm start for recovering
the routing behavior, although this advantage is subsumed once the MLP weights are copied.

Together, copying the operator-agnostic MLPs with the distilled attention can close the remaining
gap and eventually match the Softmax recovery target, in some cases even surpassing it. Therefore,
we suggest one simple principle for reusing the pre-trained weights across the Softmax-to-linear
boundary: copy what stays the same and distill what differs. We provide further discussion on why
copying the MLPs and distilling the attention outputs are complementary in Sec. D.

4We focus only on the effect of loading the attention and MLP weights, as the ablation in Sec. C.4 shows that
copying the remaining components yields no significant gain.
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5.4 DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

Ablation on Distillation Loss Design. We further examine the loss-placement choice in Sec. 5.1
by sweeping the distillation loss weight λ separately for output matching and map matching, each
around the λ with the peak accuracy, across datasets of different scales. As shown in Fig. 5, for
ReLU and ELU, whose attention maps are proper distributions, map matching and output matching
yield comparable peak recovery, confirming that the recovery is robust to the specific loss form.
However, for InLine, whose map is a signed quasi-distribution due to its subtraction normalization,
map matching falls consistently behind the output matching. Therefore, a more general design for
Softmax-to-linear attention distillation should match the routing behavior at the operator-agnostic
attention output rather than the operator-specific attention maps.

Ablation on Distillation Loss Weight λ. Beyond the loss choice, the sweep in Fig. 5 also shows
that the output-matching peak is stable in λ: accuracy varies within a broad plateau around the peak,
which roughly aligns across operators and datasets; we thus adopt λ = 50 as the default distillation
loss weight in our experiments.

Ablation on More Linear ViTs, Sizes, and Tasks. While all results in Sec. 5 are with ReLU-based
ViT-Small on classification, we verify the generalizability of these findings with comprehensive
evaluations on various linear ViTs, more model sizes, and dense prediction tasks under the same
experimental protocols. As shown in Secs. C.1 to C.3, patterns consistent with those in Fig. 4 can also
be observed, confirming the robustness of the transfer recipe across model types, sizes, and tasks.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we study whether linear ViTs can be initialized by reusing the pre-trained Softmax
weights, and find that the most direct strategy fails: the attention weights are operator-specific, and
copying them can even fall below random initialization. Instead, the attention’s token routing behavior
can be recovered through distillation with a proper loss design that matches the attention outputs. The
MLP weights, in contrast, are operator-agnostic: simply copying them already carries most of the
benefit of the pre-trained weights. Paired together, the two close the remaining gap to the Softmax
target and can even surpass it. This yields a simple but general recipe: copy what stays the same and
distill what differs. We hope these findings sharpen the understanding of reusing pre-trained weights
across attention operators and encourage further study of efficient transfer beyond the Softmax setting.

AI USE STATEMENT

We certify the use of AI to aid in the writing, polishing, and figure plotting of this manuscript, and the
use of AI to aid code implementations of involved experiments in this work. All AI-assisted content
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rather as a recipe for how it should be conducted: copy what stays the same and distill what differs.
Finally, this paper relies on existing public pre-trained Softmax weights, some of which are trained
on large-scale curated or web-scale datasets and may inherit dataset biases. The proposed recipe for
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A SCOPE AND RELATION TO SIMILAR METHODS

We provide further discussion on the scope of this study and clarify its relation to existing methods
for Softmax-to-linear transfer below.

Relation to linearization methods. Generally, our work is a controlled empirical study of ini-
tialization of linear ViTs: we explore the reuse of pre-trained Softmax weights by factorizing them
at the component level, test whether each component can be transferred as weights or as behavior,
and validate our findings under fixed training recipes on various downstream tasks across five linear
attention operators. We do not claim to propose a new linearization method, and we do not claim to
improve upon the methods below on their own benchmarks:

• LoLCATs (Zhang et al., 2025) linearizes large language models by training linear attention
to match Softmax attention outputs under an MSE loss, followed by low-rank adaptation.
The attention-output-matching objective used in Sec. 5.1 follows this established practice.
Our contribution is not the loss itself, but the finding that this behavioral target is well-
defined for ViTs and effective across all five linear operators, including those that never
materialize an attention map.

• ViT-AdaLA (Li et al., 2026a) adapts pre-trained Softmax ViTs to vanilla linear attention
through a dedicated pipeline of block-level attention alignment, final-layer feature alignment,
and supervised fine-tuning, establishing a vision-specific use of attention alignment for one
operator. Our findings instead offer a simple and operator-general recipe that requires no
dedicated adaptation stage.

• LiT (Wang et al., 2025a) converts pre-trained diffusion transformers into linear ones, where
its practical guideline is to load all parameters except those of the linear attention and
combine the selective inheritance with hybrid distillation on the predicted noise and variance.
Our finding that MLP weights are operator-agnostic while attention weights are operator-
specific is consistent with this guideline, and extends the observation from one diffusion
setting to a component-level comparison across five linear operators, with the distillation
signal placed on attention outputs rather than task predictions.

• T5 (Li et al., 2026b) converts pre-trained ViTs into the TTT architecture by inheriting
projection, MLP, and normalization weights while randomly initializing the TTT inner
operator, which corresponds to the FullCopy setting in our work. With detailed attention-only
and MLP-only ablations, our decomposition analysis instead identifies which component
carries the benefit, and shows that the attention is better transferred by distillation than by
copying. Our TTT student is the standard ViT3 block of Han et al. (2026b) without T5’s
architectural modifications, which concerns the standard form of this architecture family.

• DiD (Qin et al., 2026a) converts the Softmax-attention backbone of a trained detector into a
linear-attention one without labels, keeping the downstream detector fixed and distilling the
detector-facing interface tensors so that the converted backbone reproduces the features the
detector expects. It addresses a different setting from ours: a post-hoc, label-free Softmax-
to-linear conversion under a frozen detector, whereas we study how to initialize a linear ViT
that is subsequently trained with supervision, and our dense-prediction results in Sec. C.3
fine-tune the whole detector with a linear backbone transferred from Softmax pre-trained
weights. Our findings are complementary: DiD shows that behavior-level alignment suffices
to swap the attention operator with a fixed detector, while our decomposition identifies
which and how pre-trained components should be copied or distilled at the initialization
stage, when downstream heads are trainable.

Relation to Attention Transfer. Attention Transfer (Li et al., 2024; Qin et al., 2026b) in vision
studies whether transferring only the attention from a pre-trained Softmax ViT to a Softmax student
with the same architecture can recover the original model’s performance. These studies show that
Attention Copy, which keeps the teacher’s attention fixed throughout student training by injecting the
teacher’s attention maps in every forward pass, is one effective way for such transfer. Our Copy setting
is inspired by this, but provides a different operation: the copied pre-trained attention projection
weights serve only as an initialization, and every parameter, including the copied ones, is trained
jointly on downstream tasks. This difference is deliberate due to the different focus on research
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questions: Attention Transfer asks whether the attention alone suffices to transfer a Softmax ViT,
while we ask whether the Softmax attention weights can initialize a linear attention operator. The
failure of Copy in Sec. 4 is therefore a finding on weight-level initialization across the operator
boundary, rather than a contradiction of Attention Transfer within the Softmax family.

B ADDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

We provide further implementation details to support reproducibility of our experimental setup below.

B.1 DETAILS OF MODEL ZOO

In the Softmax-to-linear transfer experiments, all Softmax models follow the default implementation
of the DeiT architecture (Touvron et al., 2021) across the Tiny, Small, and Base sizes. Linear models
differ from the Softmax ones only in the attention operator inside each transformer block, while all
other components remain unchanged. We study five representative linear ViT variants in this work,
with detailed descriptions below:

• ELU and ReLU (Katharopoulos et al., 2020) instantiate Equation (2) with ϕ(x) =
ELU(x) + 1 and ϕ(x) = ReLU(x), respectively. They are computed in the reordered
linear-complexity form, with the projection weight shapes identical to those in Softmax.

• InLine (Han et al., 2024) uses the identity kernel with subtraction normalization to restore
injectivity. With d the per-head dimension, s = d−1/2, and k̄ the mean key, the map is
Aij =

s
N q⊤i kj +

1
N

(
1− s q⊤i k̄

)
, whose rows sum to one while individual entries may be

negative. It is computed with linear complexity as s
N q⊤i (K

⊤V ) + (1− s q⊤i k̄) v̄, where v̄
is the mean value. We use the attention-only form without the local residual branch of the
original block in their official implementation, which aggregates the 3× 3 neighborhood
of values with input-dependent weights, thus the projection weight shapes are identical to
those in Softmax attention.

• MHLA (Zhang et al., 2026) partitions the token sequence into non-overlapping spatial
blocks, treated as token-level heads, and applies linear attention within each block. Following
the official implementation, we use the ReLU kernel ϕ(x) = ReLU(x), with four 7 × 7
blocks on the 14× 14 token grid. The per-block key-value summaries and normalizers are
then mixed across blocks by a learned 1× 1 convolution mixing matrix, and, following the
official implementation, a 5× 5 depthwise convolution on the values provides a positional
term that is added to the output before the output projection. All projection weights have the
same shapes as in Softmax attention, with the mixing matrix and the depthwise convolution
as additional components.

• TTT follows the ViT3 block (Han et al., 2026b), which replaces the attention in ViTs with
two inner models fitted on the fly for each image: a SwiGLU inner module with per-head
weights W1,W2 ∈ Rd×d and a 3 × 3 depthwise-convolution inner module W3 as one
additional head. Each inner model is updated by one closed-form gradient step on the
key-value pairs of the current image and then applied to the queries. The two branch outputs
are concatenated and mapped back to the model dimension C by a (C + d) → C output
projection. The QKV projection therefore has the 3C rows of standard queries, keys, and
values for the SwiGLU branch plus 3d rows for the convolutional branch; the inner weights,
the extra rows, and the wider output projection are additional components.

B.2 DETAILS OF TRANSFER PROTOCOL

Unless specifically mentioned, all reported results use the transfer source of the official ImageNet-1K
DeiT pre-trained weights (Touvron et al., 2021) with the same size as the student. Downstream heads
for different tasks are randomly initialized. We summarize the main weight-initialization settings
used in our evaluations below, and also provide more details in Table A:

• Copy loads the pre-trained Softmax attention projection weights, including queries Q, keys
K, values V , into every block of the linear ViT, while leaving all other components randomly
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Table A: Implementation details of transfer protocol. We list the weight-initialization details
of each component in the Softmax-to-linear transfer experiments. Note that we follow the default
implementations in MHLA and TTT to use sinusoidal positional embeddings and average pooling with
no class token. All other settings keep the class token and learned positional embeddings. Mimetic
and Impulse assume the standard QK⊤ attention parameterization and are therefore incompatible
with TTT.

Setting Copied components Class token Pos. embedding

Random – random random
Mimetic – random random
Impulse – random random

Copy Attention random random
MLPCopy MLPs random random
FullCopy all Softmax weights copied copied

Random w/ Distill – random random
Copy w/ Distill Attention random random
MLPCopy w/ Distill MLPs random random
FullCopy w/ Distill all Softmax weights copied copied

Softmax all Softmax weights copied copied

Table B: Details of datasets and training schedules.

Dataset Classes Train Test / Val Epochs Warm-up

ImageNet-1K (Deng et al., 2009) 1,000 1,281,167 50,000 300 50
CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) 10 50,000 10,000 300 50
CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, 2009) 100 50,000 10,000 300 50
STL-10 (Coates et al., 2011) 10 5,000 8,000 300 50
Food (Bossard et al., 2014) 101 75,750 25,250 300 50
Flowers (Nilsback & Zisserman, 2008) 102 1,020 6,149 600 100
Pets (Parkhi et al., 2012) 37 3,680 3,669 600 100

initialized. For TTT, whose output projection has a different shape, only the rows of the
standard QKV are loaded.

• MLPCopy directly copies the MLP blocks from the pre-trained Softmax weights, while
leaving all other components randomly initialized.

• FullCopy5 copies all pre-trained Softmax weights. Unmatched components which are not in
the default Softmax implementation, the two convolutions of MHLA and the inner weights,
extra projection rows, and wider output projection of TTT, adopt the default initializations
in their corresponding settings.

After initialization, every parameter of each setting is trained jointly on downstream tasks, and none
of the student’s weights are frozen.

B.3 DETAILS OF EVALUATION PROTOCOL

Table B summarizes all the datasets used in our Softmax-to-linear transfer experiments. We use
the standard train/test splits and report the Top-1 Accuracy of each dataset. All reported results are
averaged over 3 random seeds to ensure statistical significance, with the corresponding analysis
provided in Sec. C.5. Table C summarizes the training recipes used in our experiments, adapted
from Xu et al. (2024), with training schedules of 300 or 600 epochs depending on the dataset scale.
All experiments are conducted on NVIDIA A100 GPUs.

5Compared with Copy or MLPCopy, FullCopy additionally loads the weights of the remaining components
in ViTs, mainly the patch embedding, positional embedding, and class token. We find that weight copying for
these components does not yield significant performance gains, as shown in a small component-level ablation
in Sec. C.4. We therefore focus on the effect of initializing the attention and MLP weights.
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Table C: Training recipes for transfer datasets and ImageNet-1K.

Config Transfer datasets ImageNet-1K

Optimizer AdamW AdamW
Base Learning Rate 2e-3 2e-3
Weight Decay 0.05 0.05
Optimizer Momentum β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999 β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999
Layer-wise LR Decay – –
Batch Size 512 4096
LR Schedule cosine (min. 1e-6) cosine (min. 1e-6)
Gradient Clipping 3.0 3.0
Augmentation RRC, flip, color jitter 0.4 RRC, flip, color jitter 0.4
Label Smoothing 0.1 0.1
Drop Path 0 0 (Tiny, Small); 0.1 (Base)
Input / Eval. Crop 2242 / center crop 0.9 2242 / center crop 0.9
Distillation Loss attention-output MSE attention-output MSE
Distillation Loss Weight λ 50 50
Random Seeds 3 3

B.4 DETAILS OF ATTENTION DISTILLATION

The w/ Distill settings follow the Attention Distillation used in Li et al. (2024); Qin et al. (2026b),
with a frozen pre-trained Softmax teacher and a per-block distillation loss, but place the loss on the
attention outputs instead of the attention maps, as discussed in Sec. 5.1. The training aims to match
the student’s attention outputs to the teacher’s through an auxiliary MSE objective at every block
during the downstream fine-tuning, leading to the final training objective as L = Ltask + λLdistill.
Specifically, for MHLA and TTT, which have no class token, only the patch tokens are matched when
computing the loss. As discussed in Sec. 5.4, we use λ = 50 as the default distillation loss weight
across all operators, datasets, and initialization settings.

For the loss ablation in Fig. 5, the map-matching loss is computed with the recorded inputs of the
attention module in each block. The teacher map is the Softmax map, while the student map is
the row-normalized kernel map for ReLU and ELU, and the signed subtraction-normalized map
for InLine. The implementations of MHLA and TTT never materialize an attention map, thus
are excluded from this ablation. Inspired by Qin et al. (2026b), since the two losses differ in
magnitude, each is swept over its own range: λ ∈ {10, 30, 50, 100, 300} for output matching and
λ ∈ {3× 103, 104, 3× 104, 105, 3× 105} for map matching, on the three reported datasets.

C ADDITIONAL RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

We provide additional experimental results and analysis to further support the generalizability and
robustness of our findings below.

C.1 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON MORE LINEAR OPERATORS

Fig. 4 reports the comparison of the four weight-initialization settings with the ReLU-based linear
ViTs. We provide comprehensive results for all five linear operators in Fig. A under the same protocol.
As shown, the patterns revealed in Sec. 5 hold consistently for every operator: Copy remains near
Random, while MLPCopy alone lifts every operator far above Random on every dataset and FullCopy
yields further consistent gains. Adding the distilled attention additionally lifts the accuracy in nearly
every setting: Copy w/ Distill exceeds Random w/ Distill for almost every operator and dataset,
confirming the warm-start effect of the copied attention weights across operators, as discussed
in Sec. 5.3. MLPCopy w/ Distill lands close to FullCopy w/ Distill on every operator and dataset, with
the final recipe eventually matching or even surpassing the Softmax recovery target on most datasets.

C.2 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON MORE MODEL SIZES

To show the generalizability of our findings across model sizes, we repeat the comparison in Fig. A
for all five linear operators at Tiny size under the same protocol in Fig. B. We further extend the
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Figure A: Extended comparison results across linear operators at Small size. Each linear ViT is
initialized under four weight-initialization settings: Random, Copy, MLPCopy, and FullCopy; each
w/ and w/o attention distillation. Results are reported with the Top-1 Accuracy (%) for all five linear
ViTs (columns) on the six transfer datasets (rows) at Small size. In each panel, the red bar is the
accuracy of the copy setting alone, the blue block is the additional gain from attention distillation,
and the dashed line is the fine-tuned Softmax target.

evaluation to Base size on ImageNet-1K and dense prediction tasks in Sec. C.3. As shown, the
patterns revealed in Sec. 5 hold consistently for every operator at the smaller size as well, with smaller
margins: FullCopy improves over MLPCopy on every dataset, distillation lifts nearly every setting,
and MLPCopy w/ Distill lands close to FullCopy w/ Distill, which matches the Softmax target.

C.3 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON IMAGENET AND DENSE PREDICTION

As mentioned, we extend the component-level comparison of four weight-initialization settings to
ImageNet-1K at Base size and further test the resulting transferred weights as backbones for dense
prediction tasks including object detection, instance segmentation, and semantic segmentation. We
report results with ReLU and TTT, by training Base models on ImageNet-1K from each of the
four weight-initialization settings, w/ and w/o attention distillation from the frozen DeiT-B teacher,
resulting in eight transferred linear model weights per operator. Each linear model is then fine-tuned
with Mask R-CNN (He et al., 2017) on COCO (Lin et al., 2014) under the 1× schedule, or with
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Figure B: Extended comparison results across linear operators at Tiny size. Each linear ViT is
initialized under four weight-initialization settings: Random, Copy, MLPCopy, and FullCopy; each
w/ and w/o attention distillation. Results are reported with the Top-1 Accuracy (%) for all five linear
ViTs (columns) on the six transfer datasets (rows) at Tiny size. In each panel, the red bar is the
accuracy of the copy setting alone, the blue block is the additional gain from attention distillation,
and the dashed line is the fine-tuned Softmax target.

UperNet (Xiao et al., 2018) on ADE20K (Zhou et al., 2017) for 160k iterations, following the
plain-ViT baseline implementations in Chen et al. (2023).

Tables D and E report the results for ReLU and TTT, respectively. As shown, evaluations on ImageNet-
1K and on the dense tasks align consistently with the findings on the six classification datasets in
our discussion: Copy brings no reliable advantage over Random, while MLPCopy carries most of
the benefit of the pre-trained weights and FullCopy further adds a small additional gain, confirming
that the attention weights are operator-specific and the MLP weights are operator-agnostic beyond
classification. Attention distillation lifts every initialization effectively, with MLPCopy w/ Distill
generally landing close to FullCopy w/ Distill, which closes most of the gap to the Softmax target
and matches or even exceeds it.

C.4 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON COPYING THE REMAINING COMPONENTS

Compared with Copy and MLPCopy, FullCopy additionally copies the weights of the remaining
components beyond the attention and MLP blocks in ViTs. These mainly include the patch embedding,
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Table D: ImageNet-1K and dense prediction results with ReLU at Base size. All settings adopt
transferred weights from DeiT and are then fine-tuned with Mask R-CNN (1×) on COCO and
UperNet (160k iters) on ADE20K. We report the Top-1 Accuracy (%) on ImageNet-1K, box and
mask AP on COCO, and mIoU with single and multi-scale (+MS) on ADE20K, respectively. w/
Distill with ✓ indicates applying attention distillation during the Softmax-to-linear transfer, and
colored deltas indicate gains relative to the same setting w/o distillation. Softmax row refers to the
Softmax reference and the plain-ViT baselines of Chen et al. (2023).

w/ IN-1K COCO ADE20K

Distill Acc APb APb
50 APb

75 APm APm
50 APm

75 mIoU +MS

Softmax 81.8 42.9 65.7 46.8 39.4 62.6 42.0 46.1 47.1
Random 76.5 34.0 56.5 37.6 32.1 55.5 34.4 34.9 35.7

✓ 79.4 +2.9 36.2 +2.2 59.0 +2.5 40.3 +2.7 35.8 +3.7 59.2 +3.7 37.9 +3.5 40.7 +5.8 41.8 +6.1

Copy 75.6 33.3 55.9 37.1 31.6 55.0 33.7 35.2 35.8
✓ 79.9 +4.3 36.9 +3.6 59.3 +3.4 40.7 +3.6 36.0 +4.4 59.6 +4.6 38.2 +4.5 41.5 +6.3 42.1 +6.3

MLPCopy 80.2 41.4 63.9 44.9 36.5 60.1 38.7 43.5 44.4
✓ 81.4 +1.2 42.2 +0.8 64.6 +0.7 45.9 +1.0 38.2 +1.7 62.0 +1.9 40.7 +2.0 45.2 +1.7 45.9 +1.5

FullCopy 80.8 41.5 64.1 45.2 36.7 60.4 39.2 43.9 44.6
✓ 82.0 +1.2 42.4 +0.9 64.9 +0.8 45.9 +0.7 39.0 +2.3 62.4 +2.0 41.3 +2.1 45.3 +1.4 46.4 +1.8

Table E: ImageNet-1K and dense prediction results with TTT at Base size. All settings adopt
transferred weights from DeiT and are then fine-tuned with Mask R-CNN (1×) on COCO and
UperNet (160k iters) on ADE20K. We report the Top-1 Accuracy (%) on ImageNet-1K, box and
mask AP on COCO, and mIoU with single and multi-scale (+MS) on ADE20K, respectively. w/
Distill with ✓ indicates applying attention distillation during the Softmax-to-linear transfer, and
colored deltas indicate gains relative to the same setting w/o distillation. Softmax row refers to the
Softmax reference and the plain-ViT baselines of Chen et al. (2023).

w/ IN-1K COCO ADE20K

Distill Acc APb APb
50 APb

75 APm APm
50 APm

75 mIoU +MS

Softmax 81.8 42.9 65.7 46.8 39.4 62.6 42.0 46.1 47.1
Random 82.2 36.4 58.9 40.3 34.3 57.7 36.2 35.1 35.7

✓ 82.3 +0.1 40.5 +4.1 63.0 +4.1 44.2 +3.9 37.4 +3.1 60.9 +3.2 39.5 +3.3 44.5 +9.4 45.5 +9.8

Copy 81.0 35.4 58.1 39.2 33.5 57.0 35.9 35.1 36.2
✓ 82.2 +1.2 41.0 +5.6 63.6 +5.5 44.7 +5.5 38.1 +4.6 61.9 +4.9 40.3 +4.4 45.2 +10.1 46.2 +10.0

MLPCopy 82.9 42.9 65.2 46.5 38.0 61.5 40.1 44.3 45.3
✓ 83.0 +0.1 43.2 +0.3 65.7 +0.5 46.8 +0.3 39.1 +1.1 62.9 +1.4 41.5 +1.4 46.7 +2.4 47.5 +2.2

FullCopy 83.1 43.1 65.9 47.0 38.7 62.3 41.0 45.2 46.0
✓ 83.2 +0.1 43.3 +0.2 66.1 +0.2 47.6 +0.6 39.4 +0.7 63.1 +0.8 41.5 +0.5 47.1 +1.9 47.9 +1.9

Table F: Statistical significance analysis on ImageNet-1K results. We report the standard deviation
of the Top-1 Accuracy (%) on ImageNet-1K results over 3 random seeds.

ReLU TTT

Random Copy MLPCopy FullCopy Random Copy MLPCopy FullCopy

Acc. (w/o Distill) 76.5 75.6 80.2 80.8 82.2 81.0 82.9 83.1
± std 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Acc. (w/ Distill) 79.4 79.9 81.4 82.0 82.3 82.2 83.0 83.2
± std 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1

positional embedding, and class token. One natural hypothesis is that the performance gain of
FullCopy also stems significantly from loading these components. We therefore conduct a component-
level ablation in Table G to isolate the contribution of loading these three components. Specifically,
we gradually remove the weight loading of these components from FullCopy: first the class token
(Variant 1), then the positional embedding (Variant 2), and finally the patch embedding (Variant
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Table G: Ablation on copying the remaining components. Starting from FullCopy, we gradually
remove the weight loading of the class token, positional embedding, and patch embedding, while all
attention and MLP weights remain copied. We report the Top-1 Accuracy (%) on ImageNet-1K with
ReLU at Base size, with colored deltas relative to the Random baseline.

Weight Copying Accuracy
Attn. MLP Patch emb. Pos. emb. Cls. token w/o Distill w/ Distill

FullCopy ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 80.8 +4.3 82.0 +2.6
Variant 1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 80.7 +4.2 81.8 +2.4
Variant 2 ✓ ✓ ✓ 80.6 +4.1 81.9 +2.5
Variant 3 ✓ ✓ 80.7 +4.2 81.9 +2.5
MLPCopy ✓ 80.2 +3.7 81.4 +2.0
Copy ✓ 75.6 -0.9 79.9 +0.5
Random 76.5 79.4

3), while keeping all attention and MLP weights copied. The removed components are randomly
initialized. As shown, removing the weight copying for these components does not yield significant
accuracy drops, compared with the substantial benefits from loading the attention and MLP weights.
Thus, we focus only on the effect of initializing the attention and MLP weights in our discussion.

C.5 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

We further provide the statistical significance analysis of the ImageNet-1K results reported in Tables D
and E. We report the standard deviation of the Top-1 Accuracy under both w/ and w/o distillation
across 3 random seeds in Table F.

D ADDITIONAL INTERPRETATION OF SOFTMAX-TO-LINEAR TRANSFER

We provide a functional interpretation of our component-level findings in Secs. 4 and 5: why the
Softmax attention weights are operator-specific, why the MLP weights are operator-agnostic, and
why copying the latter and distilling the former are complementary. In the discussion below, we omit
the block index ℓ, the scaling factor 1/

√
dk, and the residual connection in MLPs in the formulation

for simplicity.

D.1 PRESERVATION UNDER WEIGHT COPYING

Pre-trained Softmax attention weights are optimized jointly with the Softmax computation operator
during the pre-training stage. For such fixed projection weights Q, K, and V , replacing the Softmax
operator in Equation (1) with a linear-complexity alternative via a kernel operator as in Equation (2)
changes the output: flinear ̸= fsoftmax in general, as widely discussed in previous studies on linear
attention (Katharopoulos et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2024; Han et al., 2024), because the Softmax map
softmax(QK⊤) and the normalized kernel map

Aϕ = diag
(
ϕ(Q)ϕ(K)⊤1N

)−1
ϕ(Q)ϕ(K)⊤, (A)

are computed with different formulations although using the same Q and K. Simply copying the
projection weights therefore does not preserve the pre-trained attention function, which is the
functional meaning of the Softmax attention weights being operator-specific. In addition, when
the remaining components are randomly initialized, as in Copy, the inputs to the copied attention
projections also differ from those seen during pre-training, leading to a further mismatch in the input
features on top of the replaced operator.

MLPs have the opposite property: the architecture remains unchanged across the Softmax-to-linear
transfer, and the token-wise computation is fully determined by the parameters. Copying the MLP
weights therefore preserves this computation exactly for any input, which is the functional meaning
of the MLP weights being operator-agnostic. What copying does not guarantee is that the student
MLP receives the same input as the teacher MLP, but this input is affected by the output from the
attention module in the same transformer block.
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D.2 WHY COPYING MLPS AND DISTILLING ATTENTION ARE COMPLEMENTARY

Let zs and zt denote the inputs to the corresponding MLPs of the linear student and the Softmax
teacher, and let Ms and Mt denote the two corresponding MLP computations, respectively. Their
output difference then can be decomposed as:

Ms(zs)−Mt(zt) = Ms(zs)−Mt(zs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
computation mismatch

+Mt(zs)−Mt(zt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
input mismatch

. (B)

At initialization, MLPCopy removes the first term with the identical Ms and Mt. The second term
remains, which is driven mainly by the attention operator replaced from Softmax to linear. Attention
distillation targets this term directly: by matching the outputs of the corresponding attention modules,
it supervises this input mismatch and thus closes the gap through the auxiliary training objective. The
two transfers thus address the two terms of Equation (B): copying preserves the computation that
stays the same, and distillation recovers the computation that the attention operator changes.

E LIMITATIONS

Our study is empirical and its scope is bounded in the following three ways. First, all main Softmax-
to-linear transfer experiments use ImageNet-1K DeiT pre-trained weights as the source, while other
Softmax weights are only evaluated in the robustness check of Sec. 4.3. Thus, the effectiveness of
the final recipe is validated for one teacher family, although we expect it to hold across different
pre-trained weights. Second, the proposed recipe for Softmax-to-linear transfer is not a training-free
adaptation: it provides an initialization strategy for better downstream performance, running with one
auxiliary training objective along the fine-tuning. Third, the interpretation in Sec. D is based on and
consistent with the empirical observation, rather than a formal derivation. A complete formal theory
of Softmax-to-linear Transfer or Attention Transfer remains an important direction for future work.
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