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Post-training attention sparsification reduces the quadratic cumulative attention cost of pretrained
Transformers by selecting a small set of context units (tokens or blocks) for each query. Existing
trainable methods usually rely on a lightweight selector to score context units followed by a hard
Top-K selection, which blocks gradients from the language modeling loss. As a result, these methods
commonly resort to distilling layer-wise dense attention distributions. While this approach encourages
the selector to rank context units according to dense attention weights in the original model, such
a ranking is not directly aligned with their impact on the model’s final predictions under a fixed
attention budget (i.e., the number of attended context units per query), which can waste the limited
attention budget on less useful units. To address this ranking misalignment, we propose Simple
Attention Sparsification (SAS), a gated sparse attention mechanism that optimizes context ranking
end-to-end with the language modeling loss. The key idea is to inject the selector’s continuous
scores into the attention logits during training, allowing the language modeling loss to update the
selector through standard backpropagation. We identify several choices that are crucial to make
this simple design work well in practice: placing the gate inside the attention softmax in log form,
using normalized softmax gates to calibrate historical context against the always-retained current
block, and preserving continuous selector scores so the model learns relative priorities rather than
only hard selections. To support long-sequence training, we implement a memory-efficient Triton
kernel that integrates our method into FlashAttention-style computation. Across reasoning, long-
context understanding, and agentic tasks, SAS consistently outperforms trainable sparse attention
baselines across attention budgets, with especially large gains under tight budgets, demonstrating
more effective context ranking for downstream tasks.
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1 Introduction

Long-context inference has become a critical efficiency bottleneck for LLMs, as autoregressive generation
requires dense attention over all preceding context tokens when generating each new token. This makes the
cumulative attention cost grow quadratically with context length. Since many high-performing LLMs are
already deployed with dense attention, practice favors inference-efficient methods that avoid architectural
changes or retraining. This motivates post-training attention sparsification® [12, 13, 25, 40|, which adapts
dense models into sparse-attention models after pretraining.

In post-training attention sparsification for LLMs, the central question is how to select the most useful context
units (tokens or blocks) for each query under a limited attention budget, where a unit can be an individual
token or a coarse-grained block depending on the sparsification scheme. Many training-free methods address
this problem with heuristic or empirical rules [21, 24, 40, 45, 47]. While these training-free methods are

I'We use “post-training” relative to dense pretraining: it includes methods applied after a dense model has been pretrained,
such as mid-training adaptation, post-training fine-tuning, and training-free inference-time sparsification.
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Figure1 (a) Gradient Blockage in Discrete Selection. Sparse attention with discrete Top-K selection prevents gradients
propagation from language modeling loss to selector. Existing approaches bypass this issue using auxiliary distillation
[10, 13] or heuristics [29, 59]. (b) Differentiable Continuous Gating. SAS keeps discrete Top-K selection but attaches
a continuous soft gate to each selected block, enabling gradient flow from the language modeling loss to the selector.

attractive for their simplicity, their hand-crafted selection rules cannot adapt the selection strategy to the
model’s own prediction behavior. More recently, trainable sparsification has emerged as a promising direction
by introducing learnable selectors [12, 13, 25]. A selector is a lightweight module that scores context units
for each query, after which a hard Top-K step chooses the attended units, enabling a higher performance
ceiling than hand-crafted selection rules. Because hard Top-K selection is non-differentiable, these methods
commonly train selectors through layer-wise distillation of dense attention distributions: the selector in each
layer is supervised to match the attention mass produced by the original dense model. However, this surrogate
supervision can induce a ranking misalignment: it teaches the selector to rank context units according to
where the original dense model attends, rather than by their impact on the model’s final predictions under a
limited attention budget. This distillation strategy has two limitations. First, per-layer targets can overlook
cross-layer complementarity in context usage. Second, attention matching constrains only attention weights,
ignoring how attended wvalues (the V matrix in Figure 1) affect the final prediction.

In this work, we explore end-to-end optimization of context selection with the language modeling loss. Our
key idea is to make the selector’s scores part of the differentiable attention computation during training, so
that the standard language modeling loss can update the selector through backpropagation. We instantiate
this idea in the open-source block sparse setting of SeerAttention-R [13], where layer-wise selectors score
context blocks for each query. Instead of using layer-wise attention distillation as in SeerAttention-R, we
optimize the selectors end-to-end via a simple design: during training, blockwise scores from selector are
interpreted as log-space gates, and added to the KT attention logits, allowing gradients to flow from the
attention computation to the selectors (Figure 1b).

The effectiveness of this simple design, however, depends on four key choices in how the selector is trained
from the language modeling loss. (1) The gate should be added inside the attention softmax in log form, so
selector scores directly modulate attention mass rather than merely rescaling attention outputs. (2) The gate
activation should normalize scores across context blocks (e.g., with a softmax), so the gates encode calibrated
relative importance rather than unnormalized scores. (8) The selected gates should stay continuous rather
than being collapsed into binary Top-K indicators, because the model must learn not only which context
blocks are selected but also their relative priorities. (4) Training should update only the selected blocks rather
than all context blocks, since it is much cheaper and still reaches comparable final performance. Together,



the first three choices make end-to-end gradients from the language modeling loss informative for learning
which context blocks actually support the model’s prediction, while the last keeps training efficient.

Besides the design choices above that make the end-to-end optimization effective, we also implement spe-
cialized Triton [42] kernels that make long-context training practical. Since a naive implementation would
materialize the full attention matrix before adding the log-space gates, which is prohibitive for long-context
training, our kernel fuses the gate addition into the tile-level gK T computation in FlashAttention [9]. As a re-
sult, attention sparsification with SAS is simplified to replacing the attention kernel with our gated-attention
kernel and optimizing the standard language modeling loss, without auxiliary distillation.

Despite its simplicity, extensive experiments demonstrate that SAS consistently outperforms existing post-
training attention sparsification baselines across reasoning, long-context understanding, and agentic tasks.
We further provide initial evidence that the same end-to-end optimization applies to continued pretraining,
where the backbone and selector are trained jointly. The improvements are most pronounced under low
attention budgets, where accurate context ranking is most critical: on reasoning tasks at a 1024 token budget,
SAS improves over SeerAttention-R [13] by 6.0-7.7 points on MATH500 and 10.6-15.5 points on GPQA-
Diamond across Qwen3-4B, 8B, and 14B. The gains extend beyond reasoning: on long-context understanding
(LongBench) SAS leads SeerAttention-R at every budget, with the largest margins on the longest inputs (e.g.,
+3.2 on the 8K+ bucket of Qwen3-4B at budget 2048), and on agentic tasks it improves BFCL by up to +3.5
and remains ahead on VitaBench, nearly recovering full attention at budget 4096. Our contributions are:

e We propose SAS, an end-to-end post-training attention sparsification paradigm that trains context selec-
tors with the language modeling loss, removing the need for teacher attention or auxiliary distillation.
In controlled comparisons with matched backbones, selector architectures, and training data, SAS learns
more effective sparse routing than layer-wise attention distillation.

e We identify the design choices that make the simple gated relaxation effective and practical, including log-
space gate injection, normalized gate activation, preservation of fine-grained score differences, an efficient
sparse training scope, and a memory-efficient kernel for long-context training.

e SAS consistently improves performance across reasoning (MATH500, GPQA-Diamond, AIME24, AIME25),
long-context understanding (LongBench), and agentic tasks (BFCL, VitaBench), with gains of over 10%
under low attention budgets.

2 Related Work

Inference time attention sparsification / KV-cache selection. A practical way to reduce long-context attention
cost is to sparsify attention at inference time by selecting a subset of context units without updating the
backbone LLM [21, 26, 40, 45, 48, 50, 57, 58]. Closely related are KV-cache methods that dynamically select
relevant cached tokens without irreversible eviction, which is more suitable for long reasoning generation
where future token importance is hard to predict [4, 15, 18, 26, 31, 40, 55]. These methods are attractive
because they can be applied to existing dense LLMs with little or no additional training. However, their
sparse locations are usually determined by heuristic rules, post-hoc statistics, or external retrieval /indexing
procedures, leaving the selection rule largely fixed rather than learned from the model’s prediction objective.
In contrast, our method keeps the post-training sparsification setting but learns a lightweight block selector
directly from the language modeling loss.

Trainable sparse attention. Another line of work makes sparse attention patterns trainable. Early sparse
Transformers impose fixed layouts, such as local windows, global tokens, strided connections, or block-wise
patterns [3, 5, 53|, but typically require training or adapting models around prescribed sparse patterns. Recent
methods use learnable routing, gating, or dense-sparse switching modules [12, 13, 25, 29, 41, 52, 59, 61].
However, hard Top-K selection prevents language-modeling gradients from directly updating the selector, so
existing methods often rely on dense-attention distillation [12, 13, 25] or proxy selection signals [29, 52]. In
contrast, we relax hard block selection into continuous log-space gates inside attention, enabling end-to-end



selector optimization with the language modeling loss.

3 Preliminaries

This section reviews the attention computation underlying autoregressive language models and block sparse
attention, which reduces long-context inference cost by restricting each query to a subset of context blocks.

Standard attention. Let q € R? denote a query vector of the current token, and K,V € R"*% denote the key
and value matrices of the n previous tokens, which are referred to as context tokens. Standard attention [43]

computes the output o € R? as
o0 = softmax(qK ") V. (1)

Here we omit the scaling factor for notational simplicity. During autoregressive decoding, each new query
attends to all previous keys and values. Since the number of previous tokens grows linearly with the decoding
step, the cumulative attention cost over a sequence of length n grows as O(n?).

Block sparse attention. To mitigate this quadratic cost, block sparse attention [39, 56] restricts the query q
to attend only to a selected subset of context blocks. Let & C {1,...,n} denote the selected token-index set.
The attention output is formulated as

o = softmax (qKZ) V. (2)

For a single query, this reduces the computation cost from O(n) to O(|S]). Over a sequence of length n,
the cumulative cost is therefore reduced to O(n|S|). To construct S, the n context positions are partitioned
into C' contiguous index blocks {Bj, ..., B¢}, where each B,, denotes a set of token indices and contains b
tokens (i.e., C' = n/b). A lightweight selector Ry(-) computes relevance scores s € R over these blocks. The
selector chooses the K most important blocks from all C' context blocks, and the query only attends to the
union of these selected blocks. Formally, the selected block indices and the corresponding token-index set are

I="TopK(s,K), S=|J B (3)
meT

Under plain hard Top-K, the selected index set is piecewise constant with respect to selector scores. Therefore,
the language modeling loss provides no useful gradient through the selection path to update the selector, as
illustrated in Figure la. To make the selector end-to-end trainable, the core problem is how to make selector
scores affect attention differentiably, so that the language modeling loss can train the selector.

4 Method

We present SAS, a Simple Attention Sparsification method that trains a lightweight selector to rank context
blocks from the language modeling loss. In this section, we first reformulate sparse block selection as context
ranking. We then analyze how to make such rankings learnable from the language modeling loss, focusing on
gate position, gate activation, ranking preservation, and training scope. Finally, we introduce a specialized
training kernel for the practical implementation of SAS.

4.1 From Sparse Selection to Context Ranking

The starting point is that Top-K selection is determined by the ordering of selector scores over context
blocks. Before producing a discrete selected set, the selector first defines a ranking of candidate blocks. A
good selector should assign higher ranks to blocks that are more useful for prediction. We therefore view
attention sparsification as context ranking: during training, the selector learns a continuous ordering over
blocks, and this ordering provides the basis for sparse block selection.
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Figure2 Components of learnable context ranking. (a) Gate position, whether the gates are injected into the softmax or
applied outside the softmax. (b) Gate activation, whether historical-block scores are normalized jointly with softmax,
activated independently with sigmoid, or injected as raw logits; the current block always has a unit gate. (c¢) Ranking
preservation, whether continuous scores are preserved or collapsed into binary masks. (d) Training scope, whether
training receives the gradient from all context blocks or only the selected blocks.

Differentiable ranking. To make block ranking learnable, the selector scores must affect the attention compu-
tation during training. Following the block partition in Section 3, we single out the always-retained current
block as By and treat the remaining C' context blocks H = {Bjy,..., B¢} as the candidate historical blocks
that the selector ranks. The selector produces scores s € R® only for H, which we convert into positive gates

g = ¢(s) € RY, go =1, (4)

where ¢(-) is a differentiable activation function and gy = 1 leaves the current block unbiased. This transfor-
mation allows historical-block scores to modulate attention rather than determine a discrete Top-K set.

For each historical block B,, € H, the gate g,, is broadcast to all tokens in that block, while tokens in By
retain the unit gate. By making the attention computation depend on these broadcast gates, gradients from
the language modeling loss can flow back to g and then to the selector. The key design question is how to
integrate gates into the attention computation so that gradients provide a reliable signal for block ranking.

Components of learnable ranking. Merely allowing language modeling gradients to reach the selector does
not guarantee effective block ranking: different gated formulations shape the resulting ranking signals differ-
ently. As illustrated in Figure 2, we investigate four design elements: gate position, gate activation, ranking
information preservation, and training scope.

e Gate position: whether the gates are applied into the softmax, i.e., Ojner = softmax(qK ' + logg)V, or
applied outside the softmax, i.e., Oguter = softmax(qK )(g® V). For the inner placement, log(-) ensures
that the gates act as multiplicative weights on the attention probabilities after the softmax.

e Gate activation: how block scores are transformed before being injected into attention. We compare
normalized gates g = softmax(s), independent gates g, = sigmoid(s), and unnormalized logit injection,
which adds s directly to attention logits. In all variants, current block remains unbiased with gy = 1.

e Ranking preservation: whether training uses a soft gate g = ¢(s), or a hard Top-K gate using STE, i.e.,
g = stopgrad(gh*? — g) + g with g4 = I[m € Top-K (s, K)].



Table 1 Ablation of four gating design choices on GPQA-Diamond using Qwen3-4B with a 2048-token budget. We
report avg@16 accuracy (%), with average generation length; standard deviations (2.0-2.8) are omitted. g, denotes
sigmoid-activated gates, and full* simulates full-scope training by adding noise before Top-K. Formulations show only
historical-context terms; the current block always uses a unit gate.

Setting Gate Pos. Gate Act. RankPres. Train Sco. \ 10 step 100step 1000 step 1 epoch
Baseline
(1) softmax(qK ")V - - - - | - - - 56.1 8547
1. Gate Position (inner softmax vs. outer softmax)

(2) softmax(qK " + logg)V inner softmax v full 30.8 25277 B52.2 8606 53.7 6077 54.4 7109
(3) softmax(qK")(g ® V) outer softmax v full 28.3 25504 38.9 16960  43.2 12801 41.6 13807
II. Gate Activation (softmax, sigmoid, or none)

(4) softmax(qK " +logg)V inner softmax v full 30.8 25277 52.2 8696 53.7 6977 54.4 7100

softmax(q. + log g, mner S1gmo1 u .6 27717 4 27997 .6 27989 .0 28444
5) sof K™ +1 v i i id v full 19.6 20.4 17.6 17.0
(6) softmax(qK ' +s)V inner - v full 23.4 27540 19.9 27418 18.9 26703 18.8 26401
III. Ranking Preservation (continuous vs. discrete)

(7) softmax(qK " +logg)V inner softmax v full 30.8 25277 52.2 8696 53.7 6977 54.4 7109
(8) softmax(qK T + log )V inner softmax X full 46.5 9z21 424 8138 49.6 7135 46.0 7289
IV. Training Scope (full scope vs. sparse scope)

softmax(q + logg nner softmax u .8 25277 52.2 8696 53.7 6977 4 7109
9) sof K™ +logg)V i f v full 30.8 54.4
(10) softmax(qKJ +loggs)Vs inner softmax v sparse 24.8 27504 51.0 go87  53.6 7401 54.8 7410
(11) softmax(qu +loggs)Vs inner softmax v full* 26.3 27350 51.2 7732 52.6 7424 52.2 7552

e Training scope: whether training uses the full scope in Equation 1, the sparse scope in Equation 2, or a
stochastic approximation to full scope by adding noise to the scores before activation.

4.2 Learning Reliable Block Ranking

We next use controlled ablations to evaluate how the four design elements introduced above affect the effec-
tiveness and stability of block-ranking optimization.

4.21 Experimental setup

We conduct controlled experiments using the AttnGate selector from SeerAttention-R [13]. For our exper-
iments, we set the block size to 64 and Top-K of 32. The experiments are performed on Qwen3-4B [49]
trained on 93.7K examples from OpenR1-Math-220k [11]. Both the training and generation lengths are set
to 32,768 tokens. The LLM backbone is frozen during training. We evaluate GPQA-Diamond [37] with
inference consistently performed under the block sparse attention formulation in Equation 2, and report the
accuracy averaged over 16 runs and average generation length.

4.2.2 Ablation analysis

Overall observation. Table 1 and Figure 8 compare four design dimensions for learning reliable block rankings.
First, inner softmax gating performs better than outer gating, showing that gates should participate in
attention normalization instead of only rescaling values (V matrix). Second, normalized gating is important:
softmax consistently outperforms independent sigmoid gates and unnormalized raw-logit injection because
it calibrates historical context against the unit-gated current block. Third, preserving ranking information
through soft gating improves training stability, while achieving better final performance. Unlike the first three,
training scope mainly affects efficiency: sparse scope training converges more slowly at first but gradually
approaches full scope, reaching comparable final performance at lower cost.

Gate position. The key distinction is whether gates participate in attention normalization. Outside the
softmax, the attention probabilities are already fixed, and the gate only rescales the wvalue contribution of
each block. Inside the softmax as log-space biases, they directly change how attention mass is allocated
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Figure 3 Evolution of selector logits s under softmax, sigmoid gating and raw-logit injection in different layers.
Sigmoid gating saturates historical gates toward one, while raw injection collapses logits toward zero with reduced
variance. Thus, both transformations approach effectively ungated attention and fail to provide a discriminative
signal for learning block rankings. These observations highlight the importance of the competitive nature of softmax
normalization in avoiding such trivial solutions and preserving discriminative block selection.

across blocks. Let p; denote the attention probability without gating, p; the attention probability with inner
gating. This difference is reflected in the gate gradients:

dgin™" =y g—; do"(vi—o),  dgg" =Y pido'v;. (5)
i€Bm 1€EBm,

Outer gating uses fixed attention probabilities, while inner gating provides a relative signal through v; — o
for reallocating attention mass, enabling gates to learn relative importance among blocks.

Activation function. The activation function determines how the selector calibrates historical context against
the always-retained current block. For historical blocks, g = softmax(s) gives

log gm = sm — LSE(s), B, €H, (6)

while the current block has go = 1 and hence zero additive bias. Although — LSE(s) is shared by all historical
blocks, it does not cancel in the subsequent attention softmax because it is not applied to the current block.
It therefore calibrates the aggregate attention mass assigned to historical context relative to the current
block. This normalization also makes the gates invariant to a global shift s — s + ¢. By contrast, directly
injecting the unnormalized logits s changes the historical-to-current attention balance under the same shift.
Empirically, Figure 3 shows that sigmoid gates gradually saturate toward 1, whereas unnormalized logits
collapse toward 0 with reduced variance. Both behaviors diminish the distinction between historical blocks
and the unit-gated current block, weakening the learned gating signal.

Ranking preservation. The key difference is whether the forward pass preserves the continuous ranking or
collapses it into a binary Top-K mask. Let z; = gk, denote the attention logit of token i, where k; is its
key vector, and let b(7) index the block that token i belongs to. Soft gating keeps every block under a single
normalizer that sums over all tokens, so each attention weight stays bounded. Hard gating instead relies on
STE for a differentiable backward: its forward normalizer sums only over the selected set S, and a dropped
block m ¢ 7 is ranked by the attention mass its tokens would receive under this restricted normalizer, from
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Figure 4 Gradient behavior under sparse and full training scopes with Top-K of 3. For non Top-K blocks, sparse
scope training yields noisy and highly correlated gradients, with gradients of these unselected blocks simultaneously
being either positive or negative across blocks, ignoring their own importance scores (z-axis). This provides a less
informative optimization signal and leads to less efficient gate optimization than full scope training.
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The soft weight ﬁfof s always bounded, while the hard weight ﬁf‘”d has no upper bound and grows exponen-
tially once a dropped block outscores the selected set. Since the gate gradient satisfies dg,, « p; (Equation 5),
these unbounded weights are directly translated into large gradients. Early in training, the randomly ini-
tialized selector frequently leaves high-score blocks outside Top-K, causing the contributions from dropped
blocks, tokens, and heads to accumulate and producing gradient norms that are orders of magnitude larger
than those of soft gating.

Training scope. The key difference is whether non-Top-K blocks receive independent gradient signals. Under
sparse scope, only the current Top-K blocks participate in attention. A block outside the selected set therefore
has no direct gate gradient, even if its score may still change indirectly through the softmax normalization
over selector scores. This indirect update does not evaluate the content of the unselected block itself. For
o(+) = softmax(-), consider an unselected block B,,, with m ¢ Z. Gradients under sparse and full scope are

C
)
dsiP™ = —gm - > _gedge ,  dsf = —gp, - < — dgm + > gedgz> . (8)
Lel =1
Top-K blocks own signal + full normalization

As shown in Figure 4, sparse scope updates an unselected block only through selected blocks, while full scope
gives it its own gradient dg,,, allowing its score to be adjusted based on its own content.

Empirically, as shown by settings (9) and (10) in Table 1, sparse scope starts worse than full scope but
gradually catches up, reaching comparable final performance. This trend holds across model scales and bud-
gets (Appendix C). Given its lower training cost, we therefore rely mainly on sparse scope in our subsequent
experiments. We provide the whole gradient derivations in Appendix D.

4.3 Instantiating Simple Attention Sparsification

Based on the above analysis, SAS adopts four design choices: 1) inner softmax gate injection, 2) softmax gate
activation, &) soft gate to keep ranking information, 4) sparse scope during training. Given the query q, the



Algorithm 1 SAS Training Step Algorithm 2 SAS Inference Step

Require: q, K,V selector Ry, budget K Require: q, K,V selector Ry, budget K
s =R (q, {Kp, }r-1) 1 s =Ry (q, {Kp, }r-1)
2: g = softmax(s) 2: T = Top-K (s, K)
3. T ="Top-K(g,K),S=BoUU,,cz Bm 3 8§=BoUU,pcz Bm
4: o = softmax(qKS +loggs)Vs 4: 0 = softmax (qK¢§) Vs
5: Update 6 with VLM 5. Forward to obtain next token logits
6: return Ry 6: return next token

selector computes relevance scores for the historical blocks s = Ry (q, {Kp,, 7(;;:1) . The scores are converted

into normalized gates g = softmax(s), and the Top-K historical blocks are selected as Z = Top-K (g, K). We
define the attended token set as S = By U |J,,c7 Bm, including the always-retained current block By, and
broadcast the selected block gates to the token-level gate gs aligned with the attention logits. The resulting
attention computation used during training is given by

0545 = softmax (qu + log gg) Vs. (9)

Thus, the selected historical blocks receive normalized log-gate biases, whereas the current block remains
unbiased with a unit gate, which instantiates the differentiable continuous gating illustrated in Figure 1b. At
inference time, the learned ranking is discretized into Top-K block indices. Algorithms 1 and 2 summarize
the training and inference procedures, respectively.

Kernel Design. SAS training computes sparse scope attention, softmax(qK/ + loggs)Vs, where loggs
contains normalized log-gate biases for selected historical blocks and zero bias for the always-retained current
block. The selected historical set is encoded by a per-query threshold on the gate: a block is active when its log
gate reaches the threshold, which realizes the Top-K selection Z without an explicit sort. FlashAttention [9]
kernels neither support injecting such per-block gates inside the tiled softmax nor skipping blocks according
to a learned gate. A naive implementation materializes the gated attention matrix, incurring prohibitive
memory overhead.

We implement a FlashAttention-style Triton [42] kernel that fuses the block gate into the tile-level K&
computation. During the streaming scan over key—value tiles, the kernel adds the normalized log gate to
the attention logits of each selected historical block, masks out non-selected historical blocks, leaves the
always-retained current block unbiased, and performs the standard online softmax update. The backward
pass accumulates block-level log-gate gradients by summing the attention-logit gradients within each selected
historical block. This kernel keeps the sparse training scope while avoiding attention-matrix materialization
and retaining FlashAttention-style memory efficiency. Pseudocode is provided in Appendix E.

5 Experiments

We primarily evaluate SAS in the post-training sparsification setting (Section 5.2), where the backbone LLM
is frozen and only the selector is trained, allowing a controlled comparison against distillation-based methods.
We then verify that the same end-to-end formulation extends beyond this setting to continued pretraining
(Section 5.3), where the backbone and the selector are trained jointly.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Baselines, models, and evaluation. We first compare our method with full attention and SeerAttention-R [13],
which is a strong post-training sparse attention baseline that freezes the backbone LLM, uses a carefully
designed AttnGate selector, and trains through dense attention distillation. We keep the same selector



Table 2 Evaluation results on reasoning benchmarks. Quest™ denotes results extracted from Figure 5 of Seer Attention-
R using the WebPlotDigitizer tool, while Seer Attn-R# denotes our reproduced results. Standard deviations are shown
in parentheses.

Budget Method MATH500 GPQA-Diamond AIME24 AIME25
4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B
Full Full Attn 93.93 94.43 95.22 56.19 60.54 65.25 71.25 74.48 78.91 66.41 67.86 70.21
Sliding Window  20.18 (1.3) - 1.52 (0.5) - -
Quest* 10.38 31.65 54.45 4.05 8.76 18.15
1024 StreamingLLM 72.72(1.8) 72.17(.8) 7347018 13.86(1.7) 13.04 (1.8)  19.07 (2.2)
SeerAttn-R 84.67 83.57 86.12 39.84 39.43 45.64
SAS 90.65(1.1) 91.27(1.1) 92.93(1.0) 50.41(28) 53.17(29) 611429 - -
Sliding Window  50.72(1.8) - - 893 (16) - - 5.47 (24) - - 219 (1) - -
Quest, 40.74 68.66 81.52 12.17 24.83 41.01 0 12.98 25.12 0 12.66 27.22
2048 StreamingLLM  83.65 (1.5)  83.40(1.5) 84.97(1.4)  27.18(2.4)  27.46(2.4) 34.06(2.7) 29.69(7.2) 25.89(7.1) 28.85(74) 15.94(6.1) 15.94(6.3) 15.68(6.2)
SeerAttn-R 91.85 91.67 93.02 49.94 54.41 61.68 55.83 58.23 63.65 45.16 43.30 48.70
SAS 93.47 (1.0) 93.17(1.0) 93.54(1.0) 54.86(28) 58.74(28) 65.09(28) 68.85(6.6) 70.73(6.7) 77.76(6.6) 56.38(7.3) 58.41(7.2) 64.19(7.1)
Sliding Window ~ 75.33 (1.6) - 23.74 (26) - - 19.74 57y - - 16.35(5.7) - -
Quest 71.59 86.68 90.76 23.21 43.18 58.02 12.41 43.99 46.67 12.41 32.14 42.13
4096 StreamingLLM ~ 91.03 (1.1)  91.12(1.1)  92.07(1.1) 4040 (2.8) 42.27(28) 473529 45.94(79) 46.35(8.0) 49.32(8.1) 31.56(7.3) 31.15(7.4)  32.60 (7.5)
SeerAttn-R 94.10 94.00 95.12 55.40 60.48 63.83 69.32 71.35 75.73 58.59 57.81 64.79
SeerAttn-R# 93.00(1.1) 94.25(0.9) 94.83(0.8) 54.86(2.8) 59.03(2.9) 63.67(2.8) 69.16(6.9) 69.43(6.9) 75.10(6.8) 56.59(7.6) 57.66 (7.4) 64.69 (7.0)
SAS 93.67 (1.0) 94.23(1.0) 95.23(0.8) 55.11(29) 60.42(2.8) 65.03(2.8) 71.72(6.8) 73.49(6.7) 78.28(6.4) 59.97(7.3) 63.41(72) 67.29(6.9)

Table 3 Evaluation results on LongBench, grouped by input length (0-4K, 4-8K, and 8K+ tokens).

Qwen3-4B Qwen3-8B Qwen3-14B
04K 4-8K 8K+ Avg. 04K 48K 8K+ Avg 04K 48K 8K+ Avg.
Full Full Attn 53.9 524 50.5 522 574 541 51.7 544 592 556 550 56.6
2048 SeerAttn-R 53.5 51.6 484 51.2 57.0 53.1 47.6 52.6 589 54.3 51.5 54.9

Budget Method

SAS 536 521 488 515 570 539 493 534 592 544 539 558
4096 SeerAttn-R  54.0 52.1 49.7 519 574 539 50.0 538 59.0 54.8 535 557
SAS 53.8 524 498 520 574 541 504 539 589 548 548 56.2

structure, but train block selection from the language modeling loss. On reasoning tasks, we also compare
with Sliding Window Attention, StreamingLLM [46], and Quest [40]. We conduct experiments on Qwen3 [49]
backbones (4B, 8B, 14B). We evaluate on three types of tasks: reasoning, including MATHS500 [23], GPQA-
Diamond [37], AIME24, and AIME25 [33]; long-context understanding, using LongBench [2]; and agentic
tasks, using BFCL (Multi-Turn) [35] and VitaBench [16]. For reasoning tasks, we follow the same evaluation
protocol as SeerAttention-R. For long-context understanding, we evaluate LongBench in the non-thinking
mode. For agentic tasks, we use YaRN [36] to extend the context window to 65,536 during evaluation.

Training setup. In all settings we train only the AttnGate selector with the LLM backbone frozen, using
AdamW [28] with learning rate le-3, cosine decay, and block size 64. The selector is trained on OpenR1-
MATH-220K? for one epoch with global batch size 32 and a maximum sequence length of 32,768, and the
same trained selector is used across reasoning, long-context, and agentic evaluations. Our implementation
builds on VeOmni [30] with FSDP distributed training.

Inference implementation. We implement our method as a native attention backend in SGLang [60], built
on top of its paged KV cache and FlashInfer [51] attention kernels. Following the standard prefill/decode
pipeline of LLM serving, the prefill phase uses dense attention, while the decode phase uses block sparse
attention. At each decoding step, the trained selector scores all cached blocks, selects the Top-K blocks for
each query group, and gathers only the corresponding KV blocks for the FlashInfer sparse decode kernel.
This reduces the decoding complexity from O(n) to O(|S|), independent of the total context length n. The
backend supports grouped query attention (GQA) with per-group block selection, CUDA graph capture for
the decode path, and batched concurrent decoding. Since our method and SeerAttention-R share the same
AttnGate architecture and inference-time block selection procedure, differing only in how the gate is trained,
both run through the same backend by simply loading their respective gate checkpoints; the dense baseline
uses the same FlashInfer paged-attention implementation on an identical model configuration.

2https://huggingface.co/datasets/open- r1/0penRl-Math-220k
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Table 4 Evaluation results on BFCL (Multi-Turn).

Budget Method Qwen3-4B Qwen3-8B Qwen3-14B
Full Full Attn 35.75 42.75 44.50
2048 SeerAttn-R 29.00 34.38 38.88
SAS 32.50 36.75 39.50
4096 SeerAttn-R 33.38 39.25 43.88
SAS 34.38 41.25 44.00

Table 5 Evaluation results on VitaBench with Qwen3-14B.

Delivery Instore OTA
Avg@4  Pass@4 Pass™4 Avg@Q4  Pass@4 Pass™4 Avg@Q4  Pass@4 Pass™4
Full Full Attn 29.03.3) 62.04.8 8.0(27 2729 64.0148) 5022 12521 37.0@48 1.0(.0)
2048 SeerAttn-R 32.2(3.0) 67.0(4.7) 4.020) 19.0(25) 48.4(5.1) 2.1(1.5) 4.2(1.4) 14.9@3) 0.0(0.0)

Budget Method

SAS 30.03.3) 61.049) 9.0(29 19.2(25) 51.0(5.0) 3.0(1.7) 10.2(1.8) 28.0(4.5) 0.0(0.0)
4096 SeerAttn-R 32.5(3.1) 63.0(4.8) 4.0(20) 26.7(2.8) 56.0(4¢9) 1.01.00 11.7(22 29.0@45 1.0(1.0)
SAS 34.2(3.0) 68.0(46) 4.0(20) 287(3.0) 61049 5.0(22 12323 27.044) 2.0(1.4)

5.2 Post-Training Results

Reasoning task performance. As shown in Table 2, SAS outperforms all sparse baselines across nearly all
budgets, backbones, and tasks. The training-free static-sparsity baselines (Sliding Window, StreamingLLM)
and the query-aware Quest all degrade sharply at tight budgets: the fixed local (plus optional sink) patterns
of Sliding Window and StreamingLLM discard reasoning-critical context, and Quest collapses entirely (e.g.,
0 on AIME24/25 at budget 2048), whereas SAS stays strong. Against SeerAttention-R, which uses the
identical AttnGate but is trained by attention distillation, SAS still wins clearly on harder tasks (e.g., +13.0
on AIME24 at budget 2048, Qwen3-4B); since the two differ only in the training signal, this directly shows the
language modeling loss is a more effective supervision for sparse selection. At budget 4096, SAS matches or
exceeds full attention in several cases (e.g., 71.72 vs. 71.25 on AIME24, Qwen3-4B), recovering full attention
reasoning while attending to only a small fraction of the KV blocks.

Long context understanding performance. Table 3 reports LongBench results, where the selector is trained only
on math data and evaluated directly on long-context inputs. Despite this distribution shift, SAS outperforms
SeerAttention-R at nearly every budget and backbone, with the gap widening on longer inputs where selection
quality matters most: at budget 2048 on Qwen3-14B, SAS improves the 8K+ bucket by +2.4 (53.9 vs. 51.5).
At budget 4096, SAS essentially recovers full attention (e.g., 56.2 vs. 56.6 average on Qwen3-14B), showing
that a selector trained purely on math data still transfers effectively to long-context understanding.

Agentic task performance. On BFCL multi-turn (Table 4), SAS beats SeerAttention-R across all backbones
and budgets, e.g., +3.5 on Qwen3-4B at budget 2048, and nearly closes the gap to full attention at budget
4096 (e.g., 44.00 vs. 44.50 on Qwen3-14B). The advantage carries over to VitaBench (Table 5): at budget 4096,
SAS leads SeerAttention-R on most metrics across the Delivery, Instore, and OTA scenarios and approaches
full attention, showing that end-to-end selection remains reliable in realistic long-horizon tool-use settings.

5.3 Extension to Continued Pretraining

Baselines, model, and evaluation. We follow HiL.S-Attention [20] to conduct a continued pretraining experiment.
We start from the OLMo3-7B [34] stage-1 base checkpoint and apply SAS with block size 64 and Top-K 32.
Instead of the AttnGate used in post-training, here we design a lightweight selector with a dedicated retrieval
query/key projection, initialized from the attention projections. All query heads within a group share the
same selected blocks. We compare with three baselines built on the same checkpoint: OLMo3-Base, the

11



Table 6 Evaluation results on general downstream tasks for OLMo03-7B continued pretraining.

Task Olmo3-Base ‘ Olmo3-512SWA  HiLS-Attn RoPE  SAS-RoPE
General Knowledge

MMLU (5-shot) 59.90 59.12 56.69 58.58
GPQA (5-shot) 29.29 31.31 24.75 26.77
Hellaswag (10-shot) 44.17 42.96 33.17 50.63
ARC-c (25-shot) 53.56 55.59 54.92 52.54
BoolQ (5-shot) 61.01 64.22 63.43 62.87
Race (3-shot) 73.89 72.97 69.50 74.05
Mathematics

CMath 41.53 39.98 42.44 42.17
GSMS8K 37.00 33.43 35.71 34.42
Code

CRUX 24.62 24.50 25.62 19.25
HumanEval+ 20.10 19.50 18.90 20.10
MBPP+ 37.60 32.30 33.30 34.60
Average 43.88 | 43.24 41.68 43.28

Table 7 Evaluation results on LongBench for OLMo3-7B continued pretraining.

<8K >8K
Model Average
SDoc  MDoc Summ. Few-shot Synth. Code SDoc MDoc Summ. Few-shot Synth. Code
Olmo3-Base 36.9 33.9 23.4 63.8 5.8 61.8 11.4 14.4 12.1 36.0 3.3 41.0 29.0
Olmo3-512SWA 37.4 27.8 22.1 64.1 4.1 59.4 10.0 14.2 12.9 33.6 3.2 32.9 28.0
HiLS-Attn-RoPE  37.2 33.1 22.2 61.0 5.4 60.6 17.5 17.3 14.0 42.0 4.3 47.1 30.0
SAS-RoPE 344 34.7 22.8 64.1 4.1 58.8 16.1 16.3 14.8 41.4 34 48.3 30.0

original dense model; OLMo3-5125WA, a sliding-window baseline with continued pretraining; and HiLS-
Attn-RoPE, the RoPE variant of HiLS-Attention (HiLS-Attn RoPE-Q-Cal in their paper). We evaluate on
general downstream tasks, spanning general knowledge (MMLU [17], GPQA [38], HellaSwag [54], ARC-c
[7], BoolQ [6], Race [22]), mathematics (CMath [44], GSM8K [8]), and code (CRUX [14], HumanEval+ [27],
MBPP+ [1]), and on long-context understanding with LongBench.

Training setup. Here we train the whole model, both the OLMo3 backbone and the selector, jointly. Following
HiLS-Attention, we train on the OLMo3 pretraining corpus with a maximum sequence length of 8,192 for
13,000 steps with a global batch size of 512, corresponding to about 50B tokens, using AdamW with the
learning rate warmed up to 2e-4 and cosine decayed to 2e-5.

Downstream task and long-context performance. Table 6 shows that, among the continued-pretrained models,
SAS achieves the best average score (43.28), performing comparably to the sliding-window baseline OLMo3-
512SWA (43.24), clearly ahead of HiLS-Attn-RoPE (41.68), and nearly matching the dense OLMo3-Base
(43.88). SAS leads on knowledge tasks such as HellaSwag (50.63) and Race (74.05), and remains compet-
itive on mathematics and code. Table 7 further shows that SAS attains a tied-best LongBench average
(30.0), clearly surpassing the dense base (29.0) and the sliding-window continued-pretraining baseline (28.0).
The gains concentrate on long inputs (>8K), where accurate block selection matters most, providing initial
evidence that end-to-end sparse selection also transfers to the continued pretraining stage.

6 Analysis

This section analyzes why end-to-end training yields a better sparse selector. We first inspect the learned
block selection, and find that SAS covers less attention mass per layer yet its cross-layer union better matches
the full attention oracle. We then show that this more effective selection lets SAS reach answers with shorter
reasoning traces and fewer truncations. Finally, we quantify the end-to-end decode efficiency and report
substantial speedups over full attention.
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Figure5 Analysis of the learned block selection, comparing the block selection learned by distillation (Seer Attention-R)
and by end-to-end NTP (next-token prediction) training (SAS). (a) Per-layer attention mass coverage of the selected
Top-K blocks, under both raw weight K, and value-aware weight gK ' + log || V||2 from STEM [32]. SAS covers
less mass than distillation. (b) Overlap recall of the cross-layer union of selected blocks against the full attention
oracle. SAS attains higher recall than distillation, consistent with more complementary cross-layer selection.

6.1 Analyzing the Learned Block Selection

Per-layer attention mass coverage. A natural way to assess a sparse selector is how much attention mass its
selected token set S covers. Reusing the attention logit z; = gk, , we define the covered mass ratio with a
per token weight w; as

Cov(s) = Zies ™t (10)

> j Wi

We consider two instantiations of w;. The first is w; = exp(z;), which depends only on the attention weight.
The second is w; = exp(z; + log||v;||2), which additionally incorporates the magnitude of the value vector
v;, following [32]. As our objective is the final language modeling loss, which depends on all attention
components including V, we expect SAS to favor blocks that contribute larger attention outputs. However,
Figure 5a shows that SAS covers less mass than distillation under both metrics in almost all layers. One
possible explanation is that distillation explicitly optimizes for full attention coverage as its training target,
naturally encouraging higher attention mass coverage, whereas SAS is never trained to match the full attention
distribution.

Overlap with the full attention oracle. The per-layer coverage above, however, ignores that selection is dis-
tributed across layers: a block missed at one layer can still be attended at another. We therefore take, for
each method, the union of its selected blocks across all layers and measure how much of the full attention
model’s attended blocks it recovers. On long training sequences (>8K) with Qwen3-4B, we obtain the oracle
set from full attention; since it uses GQA, we aggregate the per-head Top-K within each group into one
group-level set by majority vote. Taking the union of these sets over all L layers gives the oracle set I}, and

13



Distill Learned ®m NTP Learned
. 20000 19418 21.67%

N
o

16960

-
v

12.76%

16000 15912
14087
12000
8665
8000 7642
6.67%
5535 5082 °
4000 3.49%
1-30% 330 1.01% 0.63% -
0 0 — —

MATH500  GPQA-Diamond AIME24 AIME25 MATH500  GPQA-Diamond AIME24 AIME25

Figure 6 Generation behavior of distillation (SeerAttention-R) and end-to-end NTP (SAS) on Qwen3-4B at a 4096
token budget across four reasoning benchmarks. Left: average generation length; SAS generates shorter traces. Right:
truncation rate under a maximum generation length of 32,768; SAS truncates less often. These trends are consistent

with more effective context selection, suggesting SAS reaches answers with fewer tokens, with the gap largest on the
harder AIME tasks.
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applying the same procedure to a method’s own selection gives Z,;;. We then report the overlap recall

L
Zan N Z;
Recall(Zan, Zyy) = aI*n|’ Tan = U 7;, (11)
all j=1

where Z; is the per-layer block set at layer j and I, is defined analogously. As shown in Figure 5b, SAS
attains consistently higher overlap recall across context lengths and budgets. This matches our expectation:
distillation fits the full attention layer by layer as a local objective, whereas SAS is trained end-to-end, so its
block selection is optimized jointly across layers. As a result, even though SAS retains less attention mass
within each individual layer, its per-layer choices are more complementary, and their union attains higher
overlap recall against the oracle.

6.2 Analyzing the Generation Behavior

Beyond final accuracy, the quality of sparse selection also affects token efficiency, measured here by the
generation length needed to reach an answer. When important context is dropped, the model tends to
generate longer, less focused reasoning traces and is more likely to hit the maximum generation length before
finishing. We therefore compare SeerAttention-R and SAS on Qwen3-4B at a 4096 token budget, reporting
the average generation length and the truncation rate under a maximum length of 32,768 (Figure 6). Across
all four reasoning benchmarks, SAS produces shorter generations and a lower truncation rate, with the gap
widening on the harder AIME tasks where long reasoning is required. These results are consistent with more
effective context selection: they suggest that SAS can complete its reasoning with fewer tokens and less
frequent truncation, complementing the accuracy gains in Section 5.2.

6.3 End-to-End Decode Efficiency

Decode speedup over full attention. We measure wall-clock decode efficiency by serving Qwen3-4B in SGLang
with our block sparse attention against full attention under an identical configuration: a single GPU (tensor
parallel size 1), CUDA graphs enabled, chunked prefill, and a steady-state decode measurement (the input
is prefilled, then 512 generated tokens are timed). Since SAS sparsifies decode-time attention only, prefill is
unchanged, and the reported numbers isolate the per-token decode cost. Full attention must read the entire
KV cache at every step, so its decode latency grows linearly with context length, whereas SAS reads only a
fixed token budget of blocks and stays essentially flat. The gap therefore widens with context: at batch 1
(Figure 7a) the two are near parity at 8K but SAS is 2.4x, 4.6, and 5.6x faster at 64K, 256K, and 512K.
Increasing the batch amortizes the fixed per-step overhead and further favors sparsity: at batch 8 (Figure 7b)
the speedup reaches ~13x at 64K. A tighter token budget reads fewer blocks and is thus faster, but the
difference across budgets is modest, indicating that the benefit comes primarily from avoiding the full KV

14



—~102- Full Attn Budget = 4096 . g 10 (1) Selector scoring 9.8
2" - == sparse Attn o 12 Budget = 2048 < = (2) TopK selecting
> ] 310 "~ Budget=1024 g 8 (3) Attention computing
> g ;
c ] 5.6x 3 g
8 wn 8 ) o 6 20%
o - 4.6x [} g 4.6
v B S 4
210t ] oy
o 7 2.4x 4 = g 83%
1 a

a8 / v 2 olo 13

|| 2 g—" € . I 43%

(= 58%
8k 64k 256k 512k 4k 8k 16k 32k 64k 0 8k 64k 256k 512k
Context Length Context Length Context Length
(a) (b) (c)

Figure 7 End-to-end decode efficiency of SAS versus dense attention on Qwen3-4B in SGLang (single GPU, CUDA
graphs, steady-state decode). (a) At batch 1, dense latency grows linearly with context length, while SAS remains
nearly constant, achieving up to 5.6x lower latency at 512K. (b) At batch 8, speedup reaches ~13x and is largely
insensitive to the token budget. (c) Sparse-decode latency breakdown: attention cost remains constant, while Top-K
selection dominates at long contexts.

read rather than from the exact budget.

Decode step cost breakdown. To understand the scaling behavior, we decompose one sparse attention decode
step into its three components: selector scoring (the gate query projection and its dot-product against the
block summaries), Top-K block selection, and the attention compute over the selected blocks (Figure 7c).
The attention compute is context invariant, since the number of blocks read is capped by the token budget
regardless of sequence length. Selector scoring, by contrast, scans all block summaries and thus grows with
context in absolute terms, rising from well below the attention compute at 8K to roughly matching it at
512K; extrapolating to longer context, it is expected to surpass the attention compute. The Top-K selection
grows even faster, as it must rank all candidate blocks, and comes to dominate the step, shifting from 21%
at 8K (where attention compute dominates at 58%) to 90% at 512K. This identifies the selection stage, Top-
K ranking together with the growing selector scoring, rather than the attention compute, as the primary
bottleneck and the main target for further kernel optimization at very long context.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented SAS, a simple yet effective paradigm for end-to-end post-training attention spar-
sification. By shifting from layer-wise attention distillation to direct optimization with language modeling
loss, SAS overcomes the surrogate supervision and captures cross-layer dependencies more effectively. Our
empirical analysis identifies the design choices that enable stable, informative gradient flow for context selec-
tion, including log-space gate injection, normalized gate activation, and preservation of continuous rankings.
Facilitated by our fused Triton kernels, SAS is computationally practical for long-context training and supe-
rior in performance. Extensive evaluations across reasoning, long-context understanding, and agentic tasks
demonstrate that SAS outperforms existing baselines, particularly in budget-constrained scenarios.
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A Training Dynamics

We provide the loss and gradient norm curves for the controlled ablation studies in Section 4.2 in Figure 8.
The training dynamics reveal distinct optimization behaviors across designs. The inner-softmax gate consis-
tently achieves lower training loss than the outer-gate formulation. Independent sigmoid gates and raw-logit
injection achieve even lower losses, but fail to improve sparsification, as both effectively approach ungated
attention and learn little discriminative block ranking. Similarly, although the STE formulation yields lower
training loss, its final sparsification performance remains inferior, indicating that training loss alone is insuf-
ficient to assess ranking quality. Hard gating further reduces loss while substantially increasing the gradient
norm, suggesting more aggressive optimization. Sparse-scope training starts with higher loss but gradually
approaches full-scope training, indicating that the two scopes can eventually reach comparable solutions de-
spite different gradient dynamics. Overall, effective selector training requires not only loss minimization but
also preservation of a meaningful and discriminative block ranking signal.
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Figure 8 Training dynamics for different gated sparsification designs. Inner softmax gate yields lower training loss
than outer gate. Independent sigmoid gates and raw-logit injection achieve lower loss than normalized softmax gates.
Hard gating reduces the training loss, but substantially increases the gradient norm. Sparse scope training starts with
a higher loss but gradually approaches full scope training, while introducing noise yields little difference.
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B Limitation

We further explore the scalability of the learned selector to RULER [19]. Specifically, we sample 0.5B tokens
from the allenai/dolma3_longmino_mix-100B-1125 dataset ® and train the selector on 64K sequences using
a packing strategy. During evaluation, we use the non-thinking mode and extend the context window to 128K
with YaRN. As shown in Table 8, while SAS consistently improves over SeerAttention-R under shorter context
lengths, its performance still degrades substantially as the context length increases, leaving a considerable gap
from full attention. We believe this limitation primarily stems from the use of pooling based block summaries,
which may struggle to preserve fine grained, localized information, such as needle-like signals, within each
block, especially as the context length increases. Designing more expressive yet efficient selectors that can
capture fine-grained information under context block compression is therefore an important direction for
future work.

Table 8 Evaluation results on the RULER benchmark.

Qwen3-4B Qwen3-8B Qwen3-14B
4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K 4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K 4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K
Full Full Attn 92.95 91.27 86.61 79.25 73.17 63.81 93.10 90.13 89.59 87.04 7725 73.87 9528 92.71 9291 92.15 9219 82.23
SeerAttn-R 92.08 79.28 56.01 30.29 18.12 13.09 92.15 80.16 63.76 42.16 24.49 13.99 94.40 84.50 62.80 44.73 30.73 14.95

Budget Method

2048

SAS 92.82 78.22 63.94 39.54 25.65 17.92 9245 81.39 69.34 46.94 3031 19.38 9443 85.10 69.01 54.76 34.12 23.80
1096 SeerAttn-R 93.49 87.90 72.93 4741 27.96 16.29 9296 90.13 77.39 57.92 3743 1875 9528 91.62 76.77 64.96 42.34 22.36
SAS 93.49 89.09 75.72 51.90 35.53 21.87 92.96 87.96 79.88 63.50 39.18 23.46 9528 91.52 83.35 66.82 4592 29.95

C Final Performance of Sparse vs. Full Training Scope

The gradient analysis in Appendix D.3 shows that sparse scope updates unselected blocks only indirectly,
which slows early optimization but does not change the final ranking quality. Table 9 reports the final
accuracy of full scope and sparse scope across Qwen3-4B/8B/14B and token budgets of 1024, 2048, and 4096.
Consistent with the training dynamics in Table 1, sparse scope matches full scope at convergence across all
model scales and budgets, while incurring lower training cost.

Table 9 Final accuracy (%) of full training scope versus sparse training scope across model scales and token budgets.
Standard deviations are shown in parentheses.

. MATH500 GPQA-Diamond AIME24 AIME25
Budget Train scope
4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B 4B 8B 14B
1024 full 91.33(1.1)  91.71(1.1)  93.08 (1.0) 51.42(2.9) 55.62(2.8) 61.77(2.9) - - - - - -
sparse 90.65(1.1)  91.27(.1) 92.93(1.0) 50.41(2.8) 53.17(2.9) 61.14(2.9) - - - - - -
2048 full 93.00 (1.00 93.09(1.1) 93.56 (1.0) 54.40(2.9) 58.43(2.9) 64.14(2.8) 68.13(6.7) 70.73(6.6) 76.67(6.7) 55.39(7.3) 59.27(7.3) 64.04(7.2)
sparse 93.47(1.0)  93.17(1.0) 93.54(1.0) 54.86(2.8) 58.74(2.8) 65.09(2.8) 68.85(6.6) T70.73(6.7) T7.76(6.6) 56.38(7.3) 58.41(r.2) 64.19(7.1)
4096 full 93.10 (1.0) 93.40 (1.0) 94.12(1.0) 54.80(2.8) 60.32(2.8) 64.39(2.9) 7T1.17(6.6) T73.52(6.7) 78.49(6.6) 61.30(7.3) 64.24(7.1) 67.58 (7.0)
sparse 93.67 (1.00 94.23(1.0) 95.23(0.8) 55.11(2.9) 60.42(2.8) 65.03 (2.8) 7T1.72(6.8) 73.49(6.7) 7828 (6.4) 59.97(7.3) 63.41(7.2) 67.29 (6.9)

D Gradient Derivation

D.1 Gradient Derivation for Gate Position

We derive the gate gradients for outer and inner gate injection. First, we let

exp(z;)

Zj exp(z;)’

Shttps://huggingface.co/datasets/allenai/dolma3_longmino_mix- 100B- 1125

zi=qk;, pi= b(i) = m if i € By,
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Outer gate. For outer gating, the attention probability is computed before applying the gate:
Oouter = szgb(z)v
i

Since p; does not depend on g,,, the outer-gate gradient is

oL do t
9= g T Louter
Ogm O Ogm

A9 (i)
=do' Y2 Vi
= E Di doTvi.

i€Bm

d outer __

Inner gate. For inner gating, the gate is injected into the attention logits:

- - 70 exp(z;)
0; — DiVi, Pi = .
inner ; i Vi ? Zj gb(j) eXp(Zj)

For a block gate g, its derivative is

op;  1[b(i) = m]exp(2:) 3, gu(y) exp(25) — gy exp(21) 3 e, exP(25)

P (Zj 9v(j) GXP(ZJ')>2
_IpG) =mlexp(z) g exP(z)  Djep,, XP(2)
o9 exp(z) 20 () exp(25) 25 ) exp(2;)

_ () =m]  goi) oxp(2:) 9b(i) exp(2:) Y exp(z;)
R =,

gm0 exp(z) 2,00 exp(z) S D, o) exp(z)

I[b(7) = m] - 1 m €Xp(2;
== 2 %ngb;iip()zr)

jE€EBm
_ H[b(i) Z pj
9Im B

Ib(i) =m] 3 2

jEB, Im
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Therefore,
dg:’;:,ner _ oL dOT aoinner
O9m Ogm

1 _ 1 - -
=do' | — Pivi — — Pj Zpivi
i

D.2 Gradient Derivation for Ranking Preservation

Both variants use inner gate injection, so both inherit the inner-gate gradient from Appendix D.1, with
zZi = qk;r . They differ only in the attention weight that the forward normalizer assigns to each token.

Soft gating. All C' blocks stay active, so the normalizer runs over the full context and block B,, appears in

its own normalizer:

3) €XPlZ; ;
ﬁfoft — gb()—p() <1, dgm = Z Pi do" (vi—o0).
Z] gb(]) eXp(ZJ) i€Bm gm

Hence ﬁfof ! <1 for every token, and the gate gradient dg,, stays bounded.

Hard gating with STE. The unselected blocks satisfy log g"%"? = —oo, so the forward normalizer sums only
over the selected set S = J,,c7 Bm- STE still propagates a gate gradient to a non-selected block m ¢ Z,

whose ranking signal evaluates the attention mass pl?"¢ its tokens would receive. Because B,, is excluded

from LSEg, this weight has no upper bound:

~har exp(zi)
phard = m = exp(z; — LSEs) < exp (zl — max zj> , LSEs = logjggexp(zj)7

which grows exponentially once a dropped block outscores the selected set, z; > max;es z;. The unbounded

;5?‘"‘1 enters dg,, and, accumulated over all dropped blocks, tokens, and heads, inflates the gate gradient.

D.3 Gradient Derivation for Training Scope

We derive the score gradients under sparse and full scopes. Let the activation function softmax.
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For any gate gradient dgy, we first give the softmax backward formulation

oL 85][
dsm,
8sm Z dge 8sm

= nge ge (1[0 = m] — gym)
/=1

C
= gmdgm — gm Y _ gedge
(=1
C
= gm (dgm - dedge> .
=1

Sparse routing scope. Let Z = Top-K (s, K) denote the selected block indices. Under sparse routing scope,
only selected blocks participate in the gated attention computation. For an unselected block m ¢ Z, the
output does not depend on g,,, so dg;P*"*¢ = 0.

Moreover, only selected blocks have nonzero gate gradients:
dg,"""* =0, L¢T.

Therefore, for m ¢ Z,

sparse __ sparse sparse
dsm =3dm ( E gfd )

o Y

= —9m Z gedgy" e
LeT

Full routing scope. Under full routing scope, all blocks participate in the gated attention computation during
training. Therefore, an unselected block m ¢ T still has its own gate gradient dg/*!!. Using the same softmax
backward identity,

deu” = Gm (dgfull Zg dgfull)
= —gm < full +Zg dgfull> .

E Kernel Implementation

We provide a custom Triton implementation for the sparse scope soft gated attention used during SAS training.
The block gate is organized as a table log G, where each query position and attention head holds one log
gate value for every previous context block. Block selection is encoded by a per query threshold 7: a block
is selected when its log gate reaches the threshold (logg,, > 7), which realizes the Top-K set Z without an

explicit sort. Non selected blocks are masked out of the softmax so that only the selected set S participates.

For simplicity of presentation, the pseudocode omits the grouped query attention, and variable length packing
that the full implementation supports, and focuses on the gate injection and the sparse scope.

Forward pass. The kernel traverses causal key value blocks in a tiled manner. The current (self) block always

24



uses a unit gate and a causal mask, so local causal attention is always preserved. For each earlier block, the
kernel maps key positions to their block index, loads the corresponding log gate, and adds it to the qu
scores before the online softmax update; blocks below the threshold are masked to —oo and an entire block
is skipped when no query in the tile selects it.

Backward pass. We follow the standard recomputation based attention backward procedure. The kernel
first computes the row-wise correction term A = >, 04 - dOg4. It then recomputes the gated attention
probabilities from the saved log-sum-exp values and uses them to obtain gradients for Q, K, and V. In
addition, the gradient of each block log gate is accumulated by summing the score gradients over all tokens
inside the corresponding selected block, producing a compact block-level gradient tensor that is propagated
back to the selector. As a result, the implementation supports sparse scope gated attention training without
storing the dense attention matrix.

Algorithm 3 Forward Pass of Fused SAS Kernel

def gated_scores(q, k, logG, tau, g _tile, kv_tile, B, sm_scale, self_block):
S = sm_scale * matmul(q, k.T)
b = block_id(kv_tile, B)
if self_block:
# current block: unit gate (log 1 = 0), causal mask
return apply_causal_mask(S, g_tile, kv_tile)
log_g = load(logG, g_tile, b) # [g rows] per-query block gate
active = log_g >= load(tau, q_tile) # selected blocks only (Top-K set)
S =S + broadcast(log_g, kv_tile) # inject gate inside softmax
return where(active, S, -inf) # mask out non-selected blocks

def soft_gate_fwd(Q, K, V, logG, tau, B, sm_scale):
0, LSE = empty_output(Q, V), empty_lse(Q)

for g_tile in tiles(Q):
g = load(Q, g-tile)
m, L = full(g.rows, -inf), zeros(q.rows)
acc = zeros(q.rows, V.dim)

# Phase 1: self block (causal) ; Phase 2: earlier blocks (sparse)
for kv_tile in causal_tiles(K, g_tile):
self_block = in_self_block(kv_tile, g _tile, B)
if (not self_block) and no_query_selects(logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B):
continue # skip fully non-selected block
k, v = load(K, kv_tile), load(V, kv_tile)
S = gated_scores(q, k, logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B, sm_scale, self_block)

m_new = maximum(m, rowmax(S))

P = exp(S - m_new[:, None])

acc = acc * exp(m - m_new)[:, None] + matmul(P, v)
1 =13% exp(m - m_new) + rowsum(P)

m = m_new

O[g_tile] = acc / 1[:, Nonel
LSE[g_tile] = m + log(l)

return 0, LSE
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Algorithm 4 Backward Pass of Fused SAS Kernel

def soft_gate_bwd(Q, K, V, logG, tau, 0, dO, LSE, B, sm_scale):
dQ, dK, dV = zeros_like(Q), zeros_like(K), zeros_like(V)
dLogG, Delta = zeros_like(logG), rowsum(0 * dO)

# ---- Pass 1: dQ and dLogG (loop q outer, kv inner)
for g_tile in tiles(Q):
g, do = load(Q, g_tile), load(d0, g_tile)
lse, delta = load(LSE, g_tile), load(Delta, g_tile)
dq = zeros_like(q)

for kv_tile in causal_tiles(K, g_tile):
self_block = in_self_block(kv_tile, gq_tile, B)
if (not self_block) and no_query_selects(logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B):
continue
k, v = load(K, kv_tile), load(V, kv_tile)
S = gated_scores(q, k, logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B, sm_scale, self_block)

P = exp(S - lse[:, None])
dS = P * (matmul(do, v.T) - delta[:, Nonel)
dq += sm_scale * matmul(dS, k)
if not self_block:
for b in blocks(kv_tile, B):
# gate gradient: sum dS over kv tokens in the selected block
dLogG[q_tile, b] += rowsum(dS[:, tokens(kv_tile, b)1])

dQlg_tile] = dq

# ---- Pass 2: dK and dV (loop kv outer, q inner) ----
for kv_tile in tiles(K):

k, v = load(K, kv_tile), load(V, kv_tile)

dk, dv = zeros_like(k), zeros_like(v)

for g_tile in attending_q_tiles(Q, kv_tile):
self_block = in_self_block(kv_tile, g _tile, B)
if (not self_block) and no_query_selects(logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B):
continue
g, do = load(Q, g_tile), load(d0, g_tile)
lse, delta = load(LSE, g_tile), load(Delta, g_tile)
S = gated_scores(q, k, logG, tau, g_tile, kv_tile, B, sm_scale, self_block)

P = exp(S - lse[:, None])
dS = P x (matmul(do, v.T) - delta[:, None])
dk += sm_scale * matmul(dS.T, q)
dv += matmul(P.T, do)
dK[kv_tile], dV[kv_tile] = dk, dv

return dQ, dK, dV, dLogG
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