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ABSTRACT

Hybrid architectures combining Full Attention (FA) and Linear Attention (LA)
are increasingly prominent, yet their allocation remains largely heuristic. We
seek an evidence-grounded basis in the head-level functional organization learned
by modern RoPE-based Transformers. Behavioral retrieval and local-streaming
probes reveal useful tendencies but do not yield a complete taxonomy. We there-
fore propose two faithful intervention-based metrics: RoPE Frequency Impor-
tance Score (RFIS), which measures how each frequency contribution affects a
head’s complete attention distribution, and RoPE Positional Dependence (RPD),
which isolates the effect of rotary positional modulation. Applied to Qwen3-
series models and Llama3.1, RFIS suggests and RPD verifies a complete two-
type taxonomy comprising retrieval and positional heads in RoPE Transformers,
separated by a salient mid-low-frequency band. Controlled Transformers show
that this functionally separating band follows the training-length positional scale;
we term this mechanism-level boundary the Global Positional Band (GPBand).
Its global positional dependence suggests a potential cause of zero-shot length-
extrapolation failure and, together with the layer-specific head distribution, yields
two design principles: (i) positional modeling should operate only locally, while
global access should be implemented through position-independent retrieval; and
(ii) retrieval and positional functions should be assigned at head granularity with
layer-specific allocation. We instantiate these principles in the Head-wise Hy-
brid Architecture (HwH), using NoPE FA for global retrieval and LA for local
positional modeling. With an overall FA-to-LA ratio less than 1:3, HwH retains
strong language modeling and commonsense reasoning while improving retrieval
and substantially strengthening zero-shot long-context extrapolation over Trans-
former, LA, and a 1:3 layer-wise hybrid baseline. Ablations validate both princi-
ples and the component roles, highlighting principled hybrid architecture design
as a promising route toward future foundation models.

1 INTRODUCTION

Full Attention (FA) provides exact token-to-token access but incurs quadratic sequence complex-
ity (Vaswani et al., [2017) and a KV cache that grows with context during autoregressive decod-
ing (Shazeer 2019). Fixed-state LA offers recurrent efficiency (Katharopoulos et al.,2020) but can
struggle with exact long-range retrieval (Arora et al., 2024a}; [Jelassi et al.| [2024). Their combina-
tion is attractive, but neither mechanism determines how a hybrid should be organized. Existing
systems rely on fixed allocations or empirically selected architectural choices (Lieber et al., [2024;
Wang et al., [2025; [Team et al., [2025; [Dong et al., [2024; [Zuo et al., 2025). This leaves the central
design question unresolved: which roles should be assigned to FA or LA, at what granularity, and
with what allocation strategy?

The functional differentiation learned by modern RoPE-based Transformers offers a natural design
reference (Figure[I)). Prior work identifies retrieval heads that support long-range access (Wu et al.l
2024; Zhang et al) 2025b); subsequent methods exploit this specialization for post-training KV-
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(a) Original retrieval tendency (b) Layer-wise ranked retrieval tendency (e) Real-world retrieval - 1.4B scale
Qwen3-4B - 36 layers x 32 query heads (QRScore) Head identities sorted within each layer (QRScore) Each task axis is normalized to its best model; labels show maxima
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Figure 1: Overview: from Transformer functional differentiation to principled hybrid design.
(a) Retrieval tendency of Qwen3-4B measured by QRscore. (b) Layer-specific retrieval distribu-
tion after within-layer head sorting. (¢) RFIS/RPD reveal GPBand-separated retrieval and positional
functions. (d) HwH instantiates two principles: (i) positional modeling should operate only lo-
cally, while global access should be implemented through position-independent retrieval; and (ii)
retrieval and positional functions should be assigned at head granularity with layer-specific allo-
cation. (e) Comparison on real-world retrieval benchmarks. (f) Zero-shot length extrapolation on
NIAH-Single-2. (g) NoPE FA serves global retrieval; LA serves local positional modeling.

cache optimization or checkpoint conversion (Xiao et al., 2024} [Tan et al., 2026). However, these
methods begin with pretrained Transformers and do not independently characterize the complemen-
tary function; they therefore cannot by themselves ground architecture design from scratch.

To establish a complete mechanism-level taxonomy, we begin with behavioral probes of head-level
functional differentiation. We use QRscore (Zhang et al., [2025b) to measure retrieval tendency and
introduce LDscore to measure local-streaming tendency. The two probes do not yield a complete
taxonomy, so behavioral evidence alone cannot classify all heads mechanistically. We consequently
turn to the underlying RoPE-frequency dependence and propose two faithful intervention-based
metrics. RoPE Frequency Importance Score (RFIS) measures how removing one frequency con-
tribution changes a head’s complete attention distribution, whereas RoPE Positional Dependence
(RPD) isolates whether that effect arises from rotary positional modulation. RFIS motivates, and
RPD directly verifies, a complete two-type taxonomy comprising retrieval and positional heads in
RoPE Transformers: the former emphasize frequencies below a salient mid-low-frequency band,
whereas the latter emphasize the band and the frequencies above it. Together, these results establish
retrieval and positional modeling as complementary mechanism-level functions.

Controlled Transformers further show that this functional boundary follows the training-length po-
sitional scale. We therefore term it the Global Positional Band (GPBand). The associated global po-
sitional fitting suggests a potential failure mode beyond the training length. Together with the depth-
varying head distribution in Figure [Tp, this yields two principles: (i) positional modeling should
operate only locally, while global access should be implemented through position-independent re-
trieval; and (ii) retrieval and positional functions should be assigned at head granularity with layer-
specific allocation.

We instantiate these principles in the Head-wise Hybrid Architecture (HwH), which assigns NoPE
FA to global retrieval and LA to local positional modeling with a layer-specific FA-to-LA ratio no



greater than 1:3. From-scratch pretraining shows that HwH retains strong language modeling and
commonsense reasoning, improves retrieval, and substantially strengthens zero-shot extrapolation
over Transformer, pure-LA, and layer-wise hybrid baselines. Component and allocation ablations
further validate both principles and the roles assigned to FA and LA (Figure[Id-g).

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

* We propose RFIS and RPD, faithful and bounded intervention-based metrics for RoPE-
frequency analysis, and use them to establish a complete head-level taxonomy of retrieval
and positional modeling in RoPE Transformers.

* We characterize the training-length-related salient mid-low-frequency band in RoPE Trans-
formers as the functional boundary of this taxonomy, term it GPBand, and identify global
positional fitting as a potential cause of extrapolation failure.

* We derive two hybrid-design principles and validate them through from-scratch HwH ex-
periments, which also confirm LA’s role in local positional modeling and NoPE FA’s role
in position-independent global retrieval.

* We reveal RoPE Transformers as implicit functional hybrids and motivate principled hy-
bridization with better function-specific components as a promising route toward future
foundation models.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Full attention and grouped-query attention. For a sequence X € R”7*? FA (Vaswani et al.|
2017) forms Q = XW?, K = XWX and V = XWV". A head of dimension d}, outputs
T

O = softmax ( QK

vy,

where M is the causal mask. FA requires O(7?) pairwise interactions, and its KV cache grows

linearly with context. Grouped-query attention (GQA) (Ainslie et al.,|2023) shares each of G < H

KV heads among a group of H Query heads; let g(h) map Query head h to its KV head. The cases

G = H and G = 1 recover MHA and MQA (Shazeer, [2019)), respectively. We measure each Query
head separately because it retains its own query projection and attention distribution.

+M)V, )

Linear attention. LA replaces pairwise FA with a fixed-size recurrent state (Katharopoulos et al.,
2020). A basic recurrence is

Sp = Si—1+ vk, , ot = Stqt, (2)
where S; € R%*%  giving linear sequence complexity and constant-size recurrent memory for
fixed dimensions. We use Gated DeltaNet (GDN) (Yang et al., 2025b), which adds data-dependent
decay and a delta-rule update:

St = Stfl(at(l - Btktk;r)) + Brvik] ot = Siqt, (3)

Here oy, B; € (0, 1) control retention and updating.

Rotary position embedding. Rotary Position Embedding (RoPE) partitions each Query and Key
head into F' = d, /2 two-dimensional groups and rotates group r € {0,..., F — 1} by frequency
wr (Su et al.l 2023):

wn — —2r/dn R(p) = cosp —sing

" ’ v singp cosy |’ (4)

Q") = Rltw)g”, KD = R(sw)k(".
Here 6 is the RoPE base and r = 0 is the highest frequency. The resulting dot product decomposes
into exact frequency contributions,
I T
@k =3 (a”) R((s — D) K, 5)
r=0

so each group has rotation period 27 /w,. and a distinct positional scale.



3 FUNCTIONAL DIFFERENTIATION AND PRINCIPLES FOR HYBRID DESIGN

3.1 BEHAVIORAL PROBES OF ATTENTION-HEAD TENDENCIES

We measure each Query head’s retrieval tendency with QRscore, based on query-to-evidence atten-
tion (Zhang et al., 2025b), and its local-streaming tendency with LDscore, based on the fraction of
non-sink attention within a recent window (Appendix [A.T)).

Qwen3-4B is the primary model for analysis; Qwen3-1.7B, Qwen3-8B, and Llama3.1-8B-Instruct
provide cross-scale and cross-family checks (Appendix[A.3)). Its retrieval tendency is sparse, absent
from the boundary layers, and concentrated near the middle (Figure [[a-b). Because retrieval and
local-streaming tendencies are not globally complementary (Appendix|A.2)), they provide behavioral
anchors and a layer-specific allocation pattern, but not a complete taxonomy.

3.2 RFIS REVEALS RETRIEVAL-POSITIONAL FUNCTIONAL DIFFERENTIATION

To characterize the RoPE-frequency dependence underlying these behavioral tendencies, we intro-
duce the RoPE Frequency Importance Score (RFIS). RFIS removes one two-dimensional frequency
contribution from a head’s logits while holding every other contribution fixed, then measures the
resulting change in the complete attention distribution. Formally, for sample x, let C, (i) be the keys
visible to query position i. At layer ¢, Query head h, and frequency r, with g(h) its GQA KV head,
the exact contribution to the query—key logit is

e = dini e BIG = Dwr) Kegn),jr- (6)

The complete logits and attention distribution over the visible keys are

F—-1
RoPE
Zhig = D Coni Pe,h,i = softmax(zep,;). @)
r=0

Removing frequency r gives

(=m) RoPE (=r) _ (=)
Zy i = Blhi — Cohis Pipi = softmax Zypi)- 8)

For distributions a,b and m = (a + b)/2, let
1 1
Djs(a,b) = §DKL(aHm) + §DKL(b||IIl) &)
The per-query and aggregate scores are
, FT?)

RIS _ Djs (pe,h,u Pyni

Lhoir In2 ’
The nested expectation weights samples equally. RFIS is a faithful intervention-based metric nat-

urally bounded in [0, 1]; larger values indicate stronger dependence on information represented by
that frequency. Appendix [C|gives further theoretical details.

RFIS 1, = Eonp Eimo) [15h 50 - (10)

The RFIS panels in Figure 2| show a salient mid-low-frequency band in both representative layers.
Retrieval heads depend more on frequencies below it, with a general tendency toward greater impor-
tance at lower frequencies, and show little dependence on the band or above. Non-retrieval heads
instead emphasize the band and higher frequencies; LDscore has no comparably clear relation. Since
retrieval requires stable, approximately position-invariant semantic matching, these patterns suggest
a mechanism-level differentiation between retrieval and positional heads. However, RFIS alone
cannot verify that the latter pattern depends specifically on rotary modulation, motivating RPD.

3.3 RPD VERIFIES THE POSITIONAL INTERPRETATION OF RFIS

RFIS identifies important frequency contributions but does not by itself determine whether their
effects depend on position. We therefore introduce RoPE Positional Dependence (RPD), which
replaces the relative rotation of one frequency with the identity while preserving its learned Q/K

coordinates:
NoPE _ T
Cohyigr — qe,h,i,rké,g(h),.i,r- (1)



The resulting single-frequency RoPE-to-NoPE intervention is

(r—NoPE) RoPE NoPE (r—NoPE) (r—NoPE)
% =Z0hi = Copirt Cohirs Pip = softmax % . (12)
We define

NoPE)
D ( ) (7"—)4 )
JRPD _ IS\ Pe,n,is Py p g
O,h,i,r In2 )

RPD is likewise a faithful intervention-based metric bounded in [0, 1], targeting rotation dependence
rather than total channel importance. Measurement settings and further theoretical details are in

Appendices[B.T]and[C]

(a) Layer 14 RFIS (b) Layer 14 RPD

RPDyp,r = Eonp Eimo(a) [10har] - (13)
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Figure 2: RFIS and RPD in Qwen3-4B Layers 14 and 30. RFIS (left) separates below-band
retrieval dependence from band-and-above importance; RPD (right) identifies the latter as positional.
QRscore/LDscore strips are aligned below each heatmap; frequencies descend from high to low, and
panels use independent zero-to-maximum scales.

RPD follows RFIS at the salient band and above, confirming that this pattern depends on rotary
positional modulation, while below-band RPD is nearly zero (Figure [2} right). This verifies the
RFIS hypothesis: non-retrieval heads with band-and-above dependence are positional, whereas re-
trieval heads use approximately position-invariant low-frequency information. RFIS and RPD thus
establish a complete two-type taxonomy of retrieval and positional heads in RoPE Transformers.

3.4 GLOBAL POSITIONAL BAND

Because the salient band separates positional dependence from approximately position-invariant
retrieval dependence, we hypothesize that its positional scale is tied to the context length over which
global positional structure is learned. Production LLMs cannot isolate this relation because context-
extension training produces multiple depth-varying bands (Appendix [B.2). We therefore train two
matched 380M-parameter QKNorm Transformers at sequence length 2048, changing only the RoPE
base from § = 10 to 105.
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Figure 3: Controlled validation of the salient band’s positional scale. Layer-mean RFIS (top)
and RPD (bottom) in matched Transformers. Changing 6 from 10% to 10° moves the band from
groups 21-22 to 14-15 while preserving training-length-scale periods; panels use independent zero-
to-maximum scales.

At 6 = 10%, groups 21-22 have periods 2650 and 3533 tokens; at § = 10, groups 14-15 have
periods 2650 and 4080. The indices change, but both RFIS/RPD bands remain at the scale of the
2048-token training context. The intervention results therefore establish that this training-length-
related band marks the mechanism-level boundary between retrieval and positional dependence. We
refer to this functionally characterized boundary as the Global Positional Band (GPBand). Deriva-
tions and controls for QKNorm and training length appear in Appendix [B.4]

Local positional-modeling hypothesis. GPBand shows that positional heads fit global dependen-
cies at the training scale; beyond that range, the learned representation may fail to generalize, making
global positional fitting a potential cause of extrapolation failure. We therefore hypothesize that po-
sitional modeling need only be local, while global sequence modeling can be completed through
position-independent retrieval.

Architectural principles. Together with the coexistence and depth-varying distribution of the two
head types, this analysis yields two principles: (i) positional modeling should operate only locally,
while global access should be implemented through position-independent retrieval; and (ii) retrieval
and positional functions should be assigned at head granularity with layer-specific allocation. Sec-
tion 4 tests them through pretraining from scratch.

4 EMPIRICAL VALIDATION WITH THE HEAD-WISE HYBRID ARCHITECTURE

4.1 HEAD-WISE HYBRID ARCHITECTURE

HwH instantiates the two principles from Section [3]as an architectural inductive bias. Within each
layer, NoPE FA heads provide position-independent global retrieval and LA (GDN) heads pro-
vide local positional modeling; their outputs are concatenated before the standard output projection.
These component assignments are tested by the ablations in Section[4.3]

The standard configuration, HwH-std, follows the observed layer-specific distribution: the first and
last layers use only GDN; the middle half uses NoPE-FA:GDN = 1:3; and the remaining shallow
and deep layers use 1:7. Ratios denote allocated Q/K/V dimensions, so FA occupies at most one
quarter of a layer. Overall, HwH-std allocates less FA than Inter, the 1:3 layer-wise baseline used in
our comparisons.



4.2 MAIN COMPARISON

We pretrain matched 380M and 1.4B models for 15B and 100B tokens, respectively, on FineWeb-
Edu (Penedo et al., 2024), using the Mistral tokenizer with a vocabulary size of 32,000 and a 2K
context length under the same standard training protocol. We compare HwH-std with a RoPE Trans-
former, pure GDN, and Inter, which alternates three GDN layers with one NoPE FA layer. Full
training and evaluation details appear in Appendix

Language modeling. HwH-std matches or exceeds all baselines at 380M and remains competitive
at 1.4B (Table[I), retaining strong language modeling and commonsense reasoning across scales.

Table 1: Language modeling perplexity () and commonsense-reasoning accuracy (%, 1). Hel-
laSwag and ARC-C use normalized accuracy; best and second-best results are bold and underlined.

Model Wiki | LAMB. | | LAMB. HellaS. PIQA ARC-E ARC-C WinoG. OBQA Avg.
380M parameters; 15B training tokens

Transformer  29.10 38.26 33.09 39.05 66.54 5690 @ 27.73 51.22  21.60 42.30
GDN 28.71 36.03 31.36 39.55 67.03 5812  26.88 49.33  23.00 42.18
Inter 27.69 36.05 31.65 3952 65.83 57.87 2730 50.28  22.00 42.07
HwH-std 2741 34.84 3276 3993 67.57 57.87 28.16 50.75 2240 42.78
1.4B parameters; 100B training tokens

Transformer  17.36 13.31 46.30 5530 7242 69.87  38.31 5691  29.20 52.61
GDN 17.32 13.42 44.19 5554 7220 7130  36.69 58.96 27.60 52.35
Inter 16.82 11.97 47.68 5599 7236 7155  38.48 5848 26.80 53.05
HwH-std 16.85 12.11 47.68 5596 72.09 70.12  36.60 58.25 2820 52.70

Retrieval. Pure GDN is weakest on real-world retrieval; Inter outperforms Transformer on most
tasks, while HwH-std achieves the best overall result (Table [2). On RULER NIAH, Transformer
scores zero on all three tasks at 4K and therefore exhibits no zero-shot length extrapolation. HwH-
std maintains strong in-distribution retrieval and performs best at 4K, demonstrating both excellent
overall retrieval and substantially stronger length extrapolation.

Table 2: Real-world retrieval and RULER NIAH at the 1.4B scale.

Real-world retrieval NIAH-Single-1 NIAH-Single-2 ~ NIAH-Single-3
Model FDA SWDE SQuAD NQ TriviaQA DROP Avg. 1K 2K 4K IK 2K 4K 1K 2K 4K
Transformer 46.19 45.27  40.68 25.12 61.26 22.47 40.17 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 99.8 0.0 70.8 67.6 0.0
GDN 1633 2295 3522 21.79 5823 21.42 29.33 100.0 100.0 994 99.8 85.0 352 87.0 52.6 23.0
Inter 64.43  40.95 4273 26.64 59.72  24.01 43.08 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 79.6 39.8 67.4 35.8

HwH-std 66.15 47.25  45.84 25.28 60.13 23.19 44.64 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 99.6 69.2 58.4 46.2

Zero-shot length extrapolation. To compare zero-shot length extrapolation across architectures
more closely, we evaluate the 380M models with a NIAH-Single-2 heatmap over sequence lengths
from 1024 to 8192 and depth percentages from 0% (shallowest, sequence end) to 100% (deepest,
sequence beginning), with 10 examples per cell. Figure | reports exact-match accuracy.

Because the 1.4B Transformer already exhibits no zero-shot extrapolation on NIAH-Single-2 in
Table 2] we omit its detailed 380M heatmap from the main-text comparison. GDN maintains ex-
trapolation above 2K, but only when the target lies within an approximately training-length-sized
local window near the sequence end. Inter outperforms GDN through 5K and exhibits a clear lost-
in-the-middle pattern (Liu et al.l [2024), and its extrapolation nearly vanishes beyond 5K. HwH-std
extrapolates nearly perfectly through 4K—twice the training sequence length—and achieves the
strongest performance among all models beyond 4K. Together with the language-modeling and re-
trieval results, these findings provide empirical validation of both principles formulated in Section[3]
The following ablations isolate the component roles and layer-specific allocation.
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Figure 4: NIAH-Single-2 accuracy for GDN, Inter, and HwH-std. Depth runs from 0% (sequence
end; bottom) to 100% (sequence beginning; top); white curves are depth averages on the same scale.

4.3 FUNCTION-SPECIFIC COMPONENTS

At 380M, HwH-swa replaces GDN with sink-free sliding-window attention (SWA; window 128)
with RoPE, while HwH-std-r replaces NoPE FA with RoPE FA. The first comparison tests LA’s
role in local positional modeling; the second tests position-independent FA for global retrieval.
Figure [5] summarizes task averages and depth-averaged NIAH curves. Detailed task-level results
and complete 380M NIAH-Single-2 heatmaps are provided in Appendix [E.T]
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Figure 5: Function-specific component ablations at 380M: (a) task averages and (b) depth-
averaged NIAH-Single-2 accuracy.

GDN is stronger than SWA in commonsense reasoning, whereas SWA slightly improves retrieval
and substantially improves extrapolation. Thus, GDN contributes effective local positional model-
ing, while its implicit global state neither aids retrieval nor extrapolation. Replacing NoPE FA with
RoPE FA sharply degrades retrieval and extrapolation without improving general modeling ability,
confirming NoPE FA’s advantage for position-independent global retrieval and the cost of global
ROPE positional modeling.

4.4 LAYER-SPECIFIC ALLOCATION

HwH-uni uses NoPE-FA:GDN = 1:3 in every layer; HwH-rmfl removes NoPE FA from the first
and last layers; and HwH-std additionally uses 1:7 outside the middle half. This progression isolates
the layer-specific allocation principle. Figure [6] summarizes the comparison; detailed results are in

Appendix [E-]

All variants retain comparable commonsense-reasoning ability. Removing NoPE FA from the first
and last layers markedly improves extrapolation, especially through 4K; reducing its outer-layer ra-
tio from 1:3 to 1:7 further improves extrapolation beyond 4K and strengthens retrieval. These results
support the layer-specific allocation principle motivated by the depth-varying functional differentia-
tion observed in RoPE Transformers.
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NIAH-Single-2 accuracy.

5 RELATED WORKS

Hybrid Architectures. Hybrid architectures differ primarily in allocation granularity. At whole-
layer granularity, [Lieber et al.| (2024), MiniMax et al.| (2025), Waleffe et al.| (2024), Team et al.
(2025), and |Qwen Team| (2026) interleave FA and LA layers. Wang et al. (2025) systematically
analyze layer-wise allocations and recommend LA-to-FA ratios of 3:1-6:1, while|Chen et al.| (2026)
combine inter-layer hybridization with refinements to positional encoding and architecture in Qwen3
conversion. A related softmax-only local-global hybrid, [Puvvada et al.| (2025), interleaves RoPE
SWA with NoPE FA and applies dynamic attention-score scaling at inference. Within layers, |Hua
et al.[(2022)),|Zancato et al.[(2024])),[Munkhdalai et al.|(2024)), Nunez et al.|(2025), Dong et al.| (2024),
Zhang et al.|(2025a)), and|Zuo et al.|(2025) combine FA and LA through parallel branches or distinct
head types. At head granularity, Tan et al.|(2026) retain FA specifically at retrieval-critical heads
when converting pretrained Transformers. Beyond fixed structural allocation, |Li et al.[(2026) vary
the active mechanism across layers and token positions.

Mechanistic Analysis of Attention Heads and RoPE. Prior work examines attention-head func-
tions and their relation to RoPE. [Wu et al.| (2024) identify retrieval heads and causally link them
to long-context recall; Xiao et al.|(2024)) detect them with trainable gates and assign other heads
to streaming; |Zhang et al.[| (2025b) extend detection to query-to-evidence behavior; and (Tan et al.
(2026) assess head necessity through activation and path patching. [Hong et al.| (2024)) connect non-
uniform RoPE frequency use to token distance. |[Barbero et al.[(2024) use per-frequency Q/K norms
as approximate indicators of frequency usage, linking high frequencies to positional behavior and
low frequencies to semantic matching. [Urrutia et al.|(2025) derive per-frequency positional and sym-
bolic scores through input permutation. Both accounts separate low-frequency semantic or symbolic
behavior from high-frequency positional behavior, leaving the middle frequencies without a suffi-
cient mechanism-level explanation. Using the same norm-based analysis, |Oka et al.| (2026) observe
the salient band and relate its location theoretically to the RoPE base and training length.

6 CONCLUSION

We establish a complete head-level taxonomy of retrieval and positional modeling in modern RoPE-
based Transformers and identify the training-length-related GPBand as its functional boundary. This
analysis yields two hybrid-design principles: (i) positional modeling should operate only locally,
while global access should be implemented through position-independent retrieval; and (ii) retrieval
and positional functions should be assigned at head granularity with layer-specific allocation. From-
scratch HwH experiments validate these principles and the respective roles of LA and NoPE FA,
supporting principled hybrid design for future foundation models.

Future work may extend these analyses and principles to function-aligned GQA, other modalities,
larger scales, improved components, and hybrid designs beyond multi-head Transformers.
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A DETAILED BEHAVIORAL ANALYSIS

A.1 BEHAVIORAL PROBE DEFINITIONS AND MEASUREMENT SETTINGS

QRscore. We follow the query-focused retrieval-head detection method of Zhang et al.| (2025b).
Unlike copy-paste-based detection on synthetic Needle-in-a-Haystack tasks (Wu et al., [2024),
QRscore measures retrieval tendency through query-context attention on realistic in-context retrieval
tasks.

Consider a prompt {D, ¢}, where D = {d;,ds,...,dn} is a sequence of candidate passages fol-
lowed by query ¢, and let D*(q) C D be the gold-passage set. For layer ¢ and Query head h, let
Aop € RT*T denote the post-softmax causal attention matrix, and let Q(¢q) and D; denote the to-
ken positions of g and d;, respectively. Following the original definition, the query-focused retrieval
score toward passage d; is

Z ZAMUU (14)

uEQ(q) UeDz

QRscorey 1, (¢, d;

Aggregating over the gold passages gives the score for query ¢:

Z Z ZAMUU (15)

d €D*(q) u€Q(q) vED;

QRscorey ,(q)
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For an evaluation dataset 7 = {(¢, D, D*(q))}, the head-level score is

1
QRscore, , = 7 Z QRscorey ,(q). (16)
(¢,D,D*(q))eT
We abbreviate QRscore, ;, 7 as QRscore, ;, when the evaluation dataset is fixed. A larger value
means that the head assigns more attention from the query to task-relevant context.

LDscore. We introduce LDscore to measure local-streaming tendency: the extent to which a head
concentrates its non-sink attention within a recent context window. For a long-context sample z,
let U (x) denote the evaluated query-token positions. We use zero-based token indices and exclude
position 0, which often serves as an attention sink. For u € U(x), recent-window size R, layer /,
and Query head h, the token-level score is

Z:;L:max(l,u—R—&-l) Af,h (uv 1})

u
Zv:l Ath(uﬂ 'U)
This is the fraction of non-sink attention mass assigned to the recent window. Averaging over the
evaluated query positions gives the sample-level score:
1

LDscoreg p(u; R) =

a7)

LDscorey ,(z; R) = Z LDscorey , (u; R), (18)
U@ a2,
For an evaluation dataset X', the head-level score is
1
LDscoreg j, v (R) = T Z LDscorey ,(z; R). (19)
rzeX

We abbreviate LDscorey , x(R) as LDscoreg ;, when the evaluation dataset and window size are
fixed. A larger value means that a greater fraction of the head’s non-sink attention lies within the
recent context window.

Measurement and visualization settings. All behavioral measurements are computed at Query-
head granularity. Inputs are truncated to 32,768 tokens for the Qwen3 series and Llama3.1-8B-
Instruct, and to 8,192 tokens for Gemma-7B. The 32,768-token setting matches Qwen3’s long-
context pretraining length (Yang et al., 2025a). For QRscore, we preserve the relative position of
the gold evidence span whenever a sample is truncated. For LDscore, we sample 100 long-context
sequences from the book—-65536 subset of ProLong (Gao et al.l [2025), tokenize them with the
corresponding model tokenizer, truncate each sequence to the model-specific length above, and
evaluate the final 128 retained query positions. For visualization, each model-metric matrix is min—
max normalized independently; the analyses use the original scores.

A.2 QWEN3-4B BEHAVIORAL PATTERNS

Figure[7|compares retrieval and local-streaming tendencies in Qwen3-4B. Consistent with Figure|T,
retrieval tendency is sparse, negligible at the boundary layers, and concentrated in the middle lay-
ers. The first and last layers instead show strong local-streaming tendency, and the two tendencies
are approximately complementary across parts of the middle layers. This relation does not hold
throughout the network: in several early layers, including layers 1-6, retrieval tendency is almost
absent without a correspondingly strong or structured local-streaming pattern; in later layers before
the final layer, including layers 25-34, both tendencies are weak and broadly distributed. QRscore
and LDscore therefore identify behavioral anchors but do not yield a complete taxonomy.

A.3 CROSS-SCALE AND CROSS-FAMILY BEHAVIORAL CONSISTENCY

Qwen3-1.7B and Qwen3-8B test within-family consistency across scale (Yang et al.,|2025a)), while
Llama3.1-8B-Instruct (Grattafiori et al., [2024) and Gemma-7B (Team et al.| [2024) provide cross-
family comparisons. Figure 8] shows consistent retrieval and local-streaming trends across the three
Qwen3 scales and similar layer-specific organization in both other model families. The within-
family agreement may partly reflect the shared architecture and training pipeline. Qwen3 reports
strong-to-weak logit distillation for smaller post-trained models, but not explicit attention-head
alignment; we therefore leave the source of the close head-level agreement open.
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Figure 7: Qwen3-4B behavioral tendencies. (a) Retrieval tendency measured by QRscore. (b)
Local-streaming tendency measured by LDscore. Rows denote layers and columns Query heads;
each metric is independently normalized for visualization.
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Figure 8: Behavioral tendencies across model scales and families. Columns show Qwen3-
1.7B, Qwen3-4B, Qwen3-8B, Llama3.1-8B-Instruct, and Gemma-7B. Rows show retrieval tendency
(QRscore), local-streaming tendency (LDscore), and retrieval tendency sorted in descending order
within each layer. The first two rows preserve the original Query-head order; each model-metric
matrix is independently normalized for visualization.
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B ADDITIONAL RFIS AND RPD ANALYSIS

B.1 MEASUREMENT SETTINGS

For the pretrained-model RFIS and RPD measurements, we sample 100 long-context sequences
from the book—-65536 subset of ProLong (Gao et al., [2025) and tokenize them with the corre-
sponding model tokenizer. Sequences are truncated to 32,768 tokens for the Qwen3 series and
Llama3.1-8B-Instruct, and to 8,192 tokens for Gemma-7B. The controlled 380M Transformers are
evaluated on 2,048-token sequences. In all cases, both metrics are evaluated over the final 128
retained query positions.

We cache the pre-RoPE Q/K vectors, reconstruct the complete logits in equation[7] and perform the
RFIS and RPD interventions separately for every layer, Query head, and frequency. The visible-key
set is unchanged by either intervention. Under GQA, Query heads that share a KV head are still
measured independently because they retain distinct queries, frequency contributions, and complete
attention distributions. RFIS and RPD use the same samples and query positions, and all analyses
use their raw bounded scores without head-wise normalization.

Each RFIS/RPD panel is visualized on its own raw zero-to-maximum scale. To resolve variation
near zero, the heatmap color assigned to a normalized raw score t = $/Syax follows the monotone
display mapping ¢ + t°-2. The colorbar uses the same mapping with a uniformly distributed palette
and raw-score ticks sampled more densely near zero. This transformation affects visualization only
and does not modify the reported scores or analyses.

B.2 LAYER-MEAN FREQUENCY STRUCTURE IN QWEN3-4B

(a) Qwen3-4B RFIS (b) Qwen3-4B RPD
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Figure 9: Layer-mean RFIS and RPD in Qwen3-4B. (a) RFIS; (b) RPD. Scores are averaged
over Query heads, with frequencies descending from high to low; panels use independent zero-to-
maximum scales. Multiple GPBand-like bands vary with depth, unlike the single layer-invariant
band in controlled Transformers.

Figure[Q|complements the head-level plots in the main text by exposing the aggregate band locations
across all layers. The RFIS and RPD means contain multiple separated bands rather than the single
sharp ridge observed under controlled training. A plausible explanation is Qwen3’s multi-stage
pretraining, whose final stage increases the sequence length from 4,096 to 32,768 (Yang et al.,
2025a)): different layers may retain positional scales learned at different stages. Because the public
training history does not identify a unique effective length for every layer, these dispersed bands
are treated as GPBand-like structures rather than used to estimate a single training length. This
motivates the controlled experiments below, where the training length and RoPE base are known.
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B.3 CROSS-FAMILY MECHANISM-LEVEL CONSISTENCY

Figure [T0] provides a mechanism-level cross-family check. In both Llama3.1-8B-Instruct layers,
retrieval-associated heads emphasize lower frequencies with weak positional dependence, whereas
positional heads show similar RFIS and RPD at the salient mid-low-frequency band and above. The
LD strips again do not yield an alternative complete taxonomy. Llama3.1 therefore reproduces the
RoPE-frequency dependence underlying the retrieval—positional differentiation found in Qwen3-4B.
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Figure 10: Cross-family RoPE-frequency dependence in Llama3.1-8B-Instruct. Rows show
layers 13 and 14; columns show RFIS and RPD. Aligned QR and LD strips report retrieval and
local-streaming tendencies. Frequencies descend from high to low, and each RFIS/RPD panel uses
its own raw zero-to-maximum scale.

Implication for GQA. Figures [I0] and [] reveal more than mixed functions within the same KV
group. Because Query heads in a GQA group share the same Key frequency coordinates, their fre-
quency dependencies interfere through this common representation: some individual heads simul-
taneously exhibit characteristics of both the below-band retrieval pattern and the band-and-above
positional pattern. The dominant two functions remain identifiable, but their signatures are often
entangled rather than cleanly separated. Future work should quantify the performance effects of this
interference and study function-aligned KV grouping or other ways to decouple the two dependen-
cies.

B.4 CONTROLLED ANALYSIS OF GPBAND

Configuration and observed shifts. We compare three matched approximately 380M-parameter
Transformers with QKNorm with head dimension d;, = 64: two are trained at length 2048 with
ROPE bases § = 10% and 108, and the third is trained at length 4096 with 0 = 10%. Architecture,
tokenizer, data, and optimization are otherwise fixed. Figure [11]shows that changing § moves the
band from groups 21-22 to 14-15, while doubling the training length moves it to approximately
group 24.
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Figure 11: Controlled RoPE-base and training-length comparisons with QKNorm. Rows show
layer-mean RFIS and RPD. Columns show (8, Li.ain) = (10%,2048), (106, 2048), and (10%, 4096).
Each panel uses an independent raw zero-to-maximum scale.

With F' = d},/2 = 32 two-dimensional frequency groups, group r has angular frequency and

rotation period

27
wp=0F A, = —ongr/F (20)

Wy

Table[3|converts the observed bands into positional scales. The coordinate index changes with 6 and
training length, while the corresponding periods remain tied to the training-length scale.

Table 3: Rotation periods at the controlled GPBands.
0  Lrain  Groupr Period Ar  Ar/Lirain

10* 2048 21 2650 1.29
10* 2048 22 3533 1.73
105 2048 14 2650 1.29
10 2048 15 4080 1.99
10* 4096 24 6283 1.53

Connection to Frequency Bands. [Oka et al| (2026) locate a high-norm band from two-
dimensional Q/K norms and explain it through the positional variation available to RoPE over the
training length. Their appendix jointly analyzes the sine and cosine coordinates through the full
covariance

> >
5(2) = COVimatnif(0, Lurain] [<Z?§((z$§>] = <EEE;§ E;;Eg) ;@ =wLliam, (21

where
1 sin(2x) sinz >
Zulr) = 2 + 4z < x > ’
oo (z) = 1 sin(2z) (1-—cosz > (22)
2V T 4z x ’
1 — cos(2x sinx 1 — cosx
212(1‘) = ( ) - .

4x T T
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Under a fixed coefficient-norm budget, the maximum centered variation is determined by
Amax (X (2)). Maximizing this quantity gives 2* &~ 4.493409 and hence

L rain 2rL rain
P = Flog9< tra ) D % ~ 1.398 Lirain. 23)

x*

For Liain = 2048, this predicts 7* = 21.27 at § = 10* and 7* = 14.18 at § = 106, with period
2864 in both cases, matching groups 21-22 and 14-15. For Ly, = 4096 and 6§ = 104, it predicts
r* = 23.68 and period 5727, close to observed group 24 with period 6283. RFIS therefore recovers
the band through its effect on the complete attention distribution, while RPD establishes that the
same band is specifically position dependent. Layer O of the length-4096 model appears unusually
retrieval-like, which may be a small-model boundary-layer effect; it does not affect the layer-specific
distribution consistently observed in Qwen3 and Llama3.1.

Effect of QKNorm. The norm-defined empirical band in (2026) differs from the the-
oretical index by an approximately 1.1 factor in several pretrained models. Figure [T2] shows that
removing QKNorm shifts the § = 10* band from groups 21-22 toward group 23 and the § = 10°
band from groups 14-15 toward group 15-16, after layer O.

(a) 6=10% L =2048 RFIS wio QKNorm (b) 6=10°, L = 2048 RFIS wlo QKNorm
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Figure 12: Controlled models without QKNorm. Rows show layer-mean RFIS and RPD at train-
ing length 2048; columns show § = 10* and 10°. Relative to Figure[3} the bands shift toward lower
frequencies.

This suggests one possible explanation for part of this offset: without QKNorm, the growth of Q/K
norms may need to be compensated for by shifting the band toward lower frequencies and smaller
rotary angles to maintain stable global positional representations. This interpretation remains a
hypothesis; direct norm trajectories would be needed to verify the causal training dynamics.

B.5 GEMMA-7B AND THE LIMITS OF NORM-BASED ANALYSIS

Gemma-7B provides a useful comparison with the norm-based analysis of [Barbero et al/ (2024).
The RFIS/RPD detections in Figure [I3] show that its dominant position-dependent Band extends
unusually far into the low-frequency range. With F' = 128, § = 10*, and an approximately 8000-
token training length, equation 23] predicts 7* ~ 104.0 and \* ~ 11,186. Groups 100 and 110 have
periods 8379 and 17,206, respectively, so the expected training-length-related band lies between
them. RPD, however, remains strong through approximately group 120, whose period is 35,333.
This extension may reflect the absence of QKNorm or an undocumented training pipeline. A weaker
band near group 96, with period 6283 < 8000, is also visible, but its role remains unclear.
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Figure 13: Layer-mean RFIS and RPD in Gemma-7B. The dominant position-dependent struc-
ture lies near groups 110-120, below the training-length prediction near group 104; a weaker band
appears near group 96. Panels use independent raw zero-to-maximum scales.

This result changes the interpretation of the low-frequency dependence reported by
(2024): a substantial portion of the region identified through Q/K norms is highly position dependent
rather than position-invariant retrieval structure. Frequency location and norm magnitude therefore
cannot directly determine whether a RoPE channel depends on positional modulation; RPD is re-
quired for that distinction.

Figure [T4] nevertheless shows the same two dominant dependence patterns in Gemma-7B layers
14 and 16: retrieval-associated heads emphasize lower frequencies with comparatively weak RPD,
whereas positional heads show matched RFIS/RPD activity near the shifted GPBand and above.
Because the boundary lies close to the lowest-frequency end and the head contains 128 frequency
groups, each individual contribution is visually diluted, making the positional pattern less distinct
than in Qwen3 or Llama3.1. The shifted and extended boundary therefore remains unresolved, but
it neither provides a stable third frequency-dependence pattern nor contradicts our central retrieval—
positional differentiation result.

C THEORETICAL DETAILS OF RFIS AND RPD

Relation to norm-based analysis. Barbero et al.|(2024) approximate RoPE-frequency usage us-
ing mean per-frequency Q/K norms, motivated by the fact that the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality
bounds the magnitude of each frequency’s contribution in terms of these norms. Because norms
discard directional alignment between Q and K, this magnitude-only approximation introduces error
when estimating each frequency’s realized contribution to attention. RFIS instead removes the exact
contribution of one frequency from the Q/K attention computation while holding all others fixed
and measures the resulting change in the complete attention distribution, providing a more faith-
ful frequency-importance metric. RPD then applies a further controlled intervention: it leaves the
frequency’s Q/K vectors unchanged and replaces only its relative RoPE rotation with the identity,
thereby isolating dependence on rotary positional modulation, which norm-based analysis cannot
measure.
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Figure 14: Head-level RoPE-frequency dependence in Gemma-7B. Rows show layers 14 and 16;

columns show RFIS and RPD with aligned QR and LD strips. Frequencies descend from high to
low, and each RFIS/RPD panel uses its own raw zero-to-maximum scale.
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C.1 BOUNDEDNESS OF THE NORMALIZED JS READOUT

Throughout the RFIS and RPD definitions, log denotes the natural logarithm. Let m = (p + q)/2.
Non-negativity follows from the two KL terms in equation @ For the upper bound, m; > p;/2, so
for every p; > 0,

log P2 < 1n2. (24)
m;
Therefore,
Dj

D = ilog = < In2. 25
kL(p[lm) Zj:pj og - <l (25)

The same argument applies to q, giving
0 < Dys(p,q) <In2. (26)

Equality at the upper bound requires disjoint supports. A softmax with finite valid logits assigns
positive probability throughout the common support, so attention distributions generally approach
rather than attain the normalized value 1. The value In 2 therefore follows only from the chosen
logarithm base. With base-b logarithms, the upper bound and normalization constant would both be
logy, 2, leaving the normalized RFIS and RPD scores unchanged.

D ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Pretraining. We train matched models from scratch on the sample—-100BT subset of FineWeb-
Edu (Penedo et al.l [2024) with the Mistral tokenizer (vocabulary size: 32,000) and a sequence
length of 2048. The approximately 380M and 1.4B models are trained for 15B and 100B tokens
with global batch sizes of 256 and 1,024, respectively, using standard mixed-precision training.
Within each scale, all architecture comparisons use the same data order, optimizer schedule, and
evaluation protocol. Attention variants are width matched by holding the total Q/K/V dimension
per layer at 1024 and 2048, respectively. At 380M, NoPE-FA heads use Q/K/V dimension 64 and
GDN heads use 128; at 1.4B, both use 128. Ratio labels in Section [ refer to the share of total head
dimension. The small parameter-count differences arise from GDN’s additional decay and gating
parameters; because the capacity-defining Q/K/V widths are matched, these auxiliary parameters do
not materially affect the fairness of the comparison. All models use fused AdamW with 5; = 0.9,
Bo = 0.95, ¢ = 10715, weight decay 0.1, and a peak learning rate of 3 x 10~%. We apply 1024
warmup steps followed by cosine decay to 10% of the peak rate and clip the gradient norm at 1.0.

Baselines. Transformer uses RoPE FA throughout, GDN uses only LA, and Inter alternates three
GDN layers with one NoPE FA layer. These baselines isolate homogeneous FA, homogeneous LA,
and coarse layer-wise hybridization from HwH’s head-wise, layer-specific allocation.

Evaluation. All evaluations use LM Evaluation Harness (Sutawika et al.| 2023)). Perplexity uses
WikiText (Merity et al., 2017) and the OpenAl-formatted LAMBADA benchmark (Paperno et al.|
2016). Commonsense reasoning uses LAMBADA, HellaSwag (Zellers et al., [2019), PIQA (Bisk:
et al., 2020), ARC-Easy/Challenge (Clark et al., [2018), WinoGrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2019)), and
OpenBookQA (Mihaylov et al.l 2018). Real-world retrieval uses FDA and SWDE (Arora et al.,
2024a), SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al.l 2018), Natural Questions (Kwiatkowski et al., [2019), Trivi-
aQA (Joshi et al 2017), and DROP (Dua et al) |2019), using the cloze-completion variants of
Arora et al.| (2024alb). Synthetic retrieval uses RULER NIAH-Single-1/2/3 (Hsieh et al., [2024).
The dense NIAH-Single-2 evaluation follows the length—depth-like protocol of |gkamradt] (2026))
with the fixed-depth RULER construction, the Paul Graham Essays haystack, and 128 genera-
tion tokens. The grid contains context-length limits 1024, 1536, . ..,8192 and depth percentages
0%,10%, . ..,100%, where 0% is the shallowest insertion at the sequence end and 100% the deep-
est at the sequence beginning. We sample 10 examples for each of the 15 x 11 cells, totaling 1650
examples per model. Heatmaps place 100% depth at the top and 0% at the bottom; overlaid curves
average accuracy across the 11 depths at each length and use the same 0-100 vertical scale.
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Short-length instability at small scale. The 380M Transformer and HwH-std-r exhibit anoma-
lously poor NIAH-Single-2 performance at 1K. Rather than returning the seven-digit target, their
specific erroneous responses include _saltimbocca., _saltintesta., and the underscore-
only blank ________. These are not simply repeated phrases that dominate the haystack: for ex-
ample, _saltimbocca. occurs only once in the corresponding sample, roughly 10-20% into the
sequence, yet is selected as the answer. This behavior suggests that the affected small-scale architec-
tures can lock onto a salient distractor or fall into a blank-response mode even within short contexts,
reflecting limited short-sequence robustness rather than length-extrapolation behavior. The 1.4B
Transformer remains stable at both 1K and 2K, further showing that the phenomenon is scale- and
configuration-dependent.

Controlled GPBand models. The controlled 380M RoPE Transformers follow the same data,
tokenizer, model scale, and optimization hyperparameters as the 380M pretraining runs above. They
vary only the factors under study: the RoPE base, training sequence length, and, for the designated
variants, the use of QKNorm.

E ADDITIONAL HWH CONFIGURATION DETAILS

Tokenizer. All models use the same Mistral tokenizer with a vocabulary size of 32,000 across
model scales and architecture variants.

Table [ records the exact distinctions among the 380M ablation models. “Outer layers” denotes the
shallow and deep layers outside the middle half, excluding the first and last layers. HwH-swa uses
sink-free ROPE SWA with window 128 as its local component. All other variants use GDN.

Table 4: Configurations of the HwH ablation models. Ratios denote global-component:local-
component Q/K/V dimensions.

Model Global Local First/last Middle half Outer layers
HwH-uni NoPE FA GDN 1:3 1:3 1:3
HwH-rmfl NoPE FA GDN all local 1:3 1:3
HwH-std NoPE FA GDN all local 1:3 1:7
HwH-swa NoPE FA SWA all local 1:3 1:7
HwH-std-r RoPE FA GDN all local 1:3 1:7

E.1 DETAILED ABLATION RESULTS

Tables [5H8] provide the task-level ablation results, and Figure [I5] consolidates the complete length—
depth grids for all 380M baselines and ablations.

Table 5: Language modeling for the functional-component ablation at 380M. Metrics and formatting
follow Table |1}

Model Wiki | LAMB.| | LAMB. HellaS. PIQA ARC-E ARC-C WinoG. OBQA Avg.

HwH-std 2741 34.84 32.76 3993 6757 5787 28.16 50.75  22.40 42.78
HwH-swa  28.97 38.54 32.76  39.11 66.81 56.19  27.22 51.85 21.00 42.13
HwH-std-r  27.32 38.15 31.01  40.01 66.87 57.62 29.52 52.64 20.80 42.64

Table 6: Real-world retrieval for the functional-component ablation at 380M.

Model FDA SWDE SQuAD NQ TriviaQA DROP Avg.
HwH-std 24.14 31.05 32.74 17.29 49.17 19.45 28.98
HwH-swa 30.22 26.73 31.90 17.58 47.04 22.47 29.32
HwH-std-r 6.53 21.15 31.74 14.06 48.93 19.60 23.67

23



(a) Transformer (b) GDN (c) Inter

= 100

u. u ll ’
(d) HwH-std (e) HWH-swa (f) HwH-std-r

“ ﬂ

(g) HWH-uni (h) HWH-rmfl (i) HwH-std

2!
0
1K 2K 4K 6K 8K 1K 2K 4K 6K 8K 1K 2K 4K 6K 8K

Sequence Length

Depth Percent / Acc (%)

&

Figure 15: Complete 380M NIAH-Single-2 results. Rows show baselines, component ablations,
and allocation ablations, with HwH-std repeated as reference. Depth runs from 100% (deepest; top)
to 0% (shallowest; bottom); white curves are depth averages on the same scale.

Table 7: Language modeling for the layer-specific allocation ablation at 380M. Metrics and format-
ting follow Table[T}

Model Wiki | LAMB. | | LAMB. HellaS. PIQA ARC-E ARC-C WinoG. OBQA Avg.
HwH-uni 27.63 34.38 3266 40.18 06697 59.01 27.39 52.88 2140 4293

HwH-rmfl  27.94 33.85 3355 39.63 66.76 5779  27.65 53.35 2140 42.88
HwH-std 2741 34.84 32776 3993 6757 57.87 28.16 50.75 2240 4278

Table 8: Real-world retrieval for the layer-specific allocation ablation at 380M.

Model FDA SWDE SQuAD NQ TriviaQA DROP Avg.
HwH-uni 21.78 27.18 31.67 15.36 48.05 18.54 27.10
HwH-rmfl 19.96 24.75 33.34 16.69 48.58 18.59 26.99
HwH-std 24.14 31.05 32.74 17.29 49.17 19.45 28.98
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