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ABSTRACT

Recurrent neural networks (RNNs) compress the historical context into a mem-
ory state of fixed size, thus allowing for constant-time inference. The memory
state size is a crucial factor in their performance, as exemplified by the strong
performance and resurgence of linear attention, which extends the vector-valued
hidden states of ordinary RNNs to matrix-valued hidden states. Crucially, lin-
ear attention does so in a parameter-efficient way, in particular by using an outer
product of the key and value vectors to write to the matrix-valued hidden state.
We generalize this construction and propose triadic linear attention, which writes
the triadic outer product of a key, a second key, and a value, into a third-order
(i.e., 3D) tensor state, and reads from it by contracting both key axes with two
queries. An E-dimensional second key thus yields an E-fold increase in state
size while adding only two projections. Triadic linear attention is compatible with
data-dependent forgetting, the delta rule, and chunkwise-parallel training. Ap-
plied to Gated DeltaNet and scalar-gated linear attention, triadic linear attention
substantially improves long-context language modeling and recall, outperforming
alternatives that enlarge the state.

1 INTRODUCTION

Recent works on linear attention have highlighted the importance of memory state size in RNNs.
Linear attention (Katharopoulos et al., 2020) extends vector-valued hidden states in ordinary RNNs
to matrix-valued hidden states by using an outer product of two input-dependent vectors (i.e., the key
and value vectors) to update the hidden state matrix. The increased state size has made it possible
for modern RNNs to outperform classic RNNs despite making strong structural assumptions on the
recurrence function—needed to parallelize the model across sequence length for efficient training.

State size determines how much of the context a model can recall (Arora et al., 2024)—a model
with a fixed-size state cannot even copy sequences beyond a certain length (Jelassi et al., 2024).
Modern linear attention models still struggle to retrieve information from their inputs and degrade
on recall-intensive and long-context tasks (Arora et al., 2024; Hsieh et al., 2024). However, naı̈vely
increasing the state size would increase parameter count significantly: adding more heads to the
sequence mixer enlarges all its projections, and increasing the value dimension or putting multiple
value heads per key still grows the value and output projections.

How can we increase the state size of linear attention in a parameter-efficient way? We observe that
linear attention obtains its matrix-valued state by lifting the vector-valued state of classic RNNs by
one order through a dyadic outer product of two vectors. This generalizes to an outer product of
n vectors, yielding an n-way tensor state. This paper describes triadic linear attention, which uses
n = 3 vectors (a key, a second key, and a value) and writes their triadic outer product into a third-
order state. It reads from the state by contracting both key axes with two queries. This provides a
parameter-efficient way to increase state size, since an E-dimensional second key and query give an
E-fold increase in state size while adding only the two projections that produce them.

Code: https://github.com/OliverSieberling/TriadicLinearAttention.
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Triadic linear attention is compatible with three main innovations of modern linear attention variants.
First, data-dependent forgetting (Peng et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2023; Gu & Dao, 2024; Dao & Gu,
2024) extends naturally by giving each slice along the second-key axis its own forget gate. Second,
the delta rule (Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024; 2025b) extends by removing the value stored
under both keys jointly before writing the new one. Third, triadic linear attention can be trained
efficiently at scale with the chunkwise-parallel form (Hua et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023; Yang et al.,
2024), which we achieve by tiling the state along its value axis, so that no streaming multiprocessor
(SM) ever holds the full third-order state of a head.

We apply triadic linear attention to Gated DeltaNet (GDN) and scalar-gated linear attention (sGLA),
where we find that triadic linear attention substantially improves long-context language modeling
and recall capabilities (see Figure 2). Our approach outperforms alternative approaches that also
increase the state size through larger heads, larger values, more heads, or multiple value heads per
key. We further demonstrate that a vanilla linear attention model can be converted to a triadic model
post hoc by adapting a pretrained linear attention model to its triadic form during long-context
extension. Finally, in a GDN/Transformer hybrid, making the GDN layers triadic lowers perplexity
on long books by more than doubling the number of key-value heads does, while using significantly
less memory at long context lengths. Together, our results suggest that triadic linear attention is a
parameter-efficient way to enlarge state size and improve recurrent neural networks on long-context
and recall-intensive tasks.

2 TRIADIC LINEAR ATTENTION

2.1 LINEAR ATTENTION AS AN ASSOCIATIVE MEMORY

Consider ordinary single-head linear attention on a sequence of token representations x1, . . . ,xT .
Each token produces a query qt, a key kt and a value vt through learned linear projections of xt.
At every step t, linear attention writes to a recurrent matrix state St through a rank-one update and
reads from it by a matrix-vector product:

St = St−1 + kt v
⊤
t , ot = S⊤

t qt =
∑
s≤t

(
q⊤
t ks

)
vs. (1)

This formulation coincides with the fast-weight programmer of Schmidhuber (1992), where slow-
weights emit representations to update a fast-weight network (Schlag et al., 2021). Here the fast
weights (or equivalently, the hidden states of the RNN) are updated via a dyadic outer product of
two input-dependent vectors. It is also a tensor product representation in the sense of Smolensky
(1990), where a symbolic structure is embedded by binding each filler to its role through an outer
product and storing all bindings in superposition by adding them up. Then, a filler is retrieved from
this state by contracting it with a vector that matches the filler’s role. In Equation 1 the value is the
filler, the key is the role, St is the superposition, and the readout with the query is the unbinding.
A lossless readout requires the query to be orthogonal to the keys of all other stored associations.
Otherwise, the retrieval is lossy and every other value interferes in proportion to the overlap of its
key and query. The appeal of this formulation is that storing associations beyond the capacity of the
state degrades retrieval gradually, in contrast to other memory systems that evict entire entries.1

The capacity of the state is fully determined by its shape. With d-dimensional keys and values, St

has d2 entries and can separate at most d mutually orthogonal keys. Beyond this limit, interference is
inevitable. Recent advances such as data-dependent forgetting (Yang et al., 2023; Dao & Gu, 2024)
and the delta rule (Widrow et al., 1960; Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024) improve how the state
is managed, but every linear attention variant remains fundamentally bound by the same d2-entry
matrix. To lift this capacity limit, the state itself has to grow.

2.2 BINDING TO A SECOND KEY

The tensor product view suggests a principled way to enlarge the state. As noted by Smolensky
(1990), a binding itself is a vector (of dimension d2 rather than d), and can therefore be bound to

1Sliding-window attention is a modern instance of such an evicting memory system, since it keeps the last
w key-value pairs exactly and removes previous representations entirely.
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a further role. Each such nesting raises the order of the tensor memory by one. One application of
this is the third-order tensor product representation of Schlag & Schmidhuber (2018), which stores
a graph and learns its node and relation representations end-to-end. There, each edge is the outer
product of its start node, relation and end node, the superposition of these encodes the graph, and
unbinding with a start node and a relation retrieves the end node.

Here, we observe that the third order is useful beyond nested data, as a way to enlarge the capacity
of the state. With orthonormal roles, an n-th order tensor product representation can store dn−1

associations exactly, so binding each value to a second key increases the capacity of linear attention
from d to d2 associations. The second key does not correspond to anything in the data and the model
can freely choose how to use both keys to store associations. This can be seen as a general way of
fast-weight programming a three-dimensional state.

We call the resulting model triadic linear attention, since the fast weights (i.e., hidden states) are
obtained from a triadic outer product of three input-dependent vectors. Each position produces,
besides qt,kt,vt of dimension d, a second key k′

t and second query q′
t of dimension E, also through

linear projections of xt. The state is a third-order tensor St of size d×E×d, fast-weight programmed
through the outer product of three vectors and read by contracting its two key axes with two queries,

St = St−1 + kt ⊗ k′
t ⊗ vt, ot = St ×1 qt ×2 q

′
t =

∑
s≤t

(
q⊤
t ks

)(
q′⊤
t k′

s

)
vs, (2)

where ×n denotes contraction along axis n. In the language of the previous subsection, the value is
bound to two roles at once and unbound with two queries. For E = 1 with k′

t = q′
t = 1, Equation 2

reduces to Equation 1, so ordinary linear attention is a special case.

The state now has d2E entries instead of d2, which is cubic in d for E = d. Meanwhile, the
parameters grow only by the two projections needed to produce k′

t and q′
t, and therefore the ratio of

state size to parameter count increases asymptotically. In practice, we keep E small (e.g., E = 8),
which makes the parameter overhead negligible while multiplying the capacity of the state by E.

2.3 CAPACITY IN ISOLATION

Before adding further machinery, we verify that the construction of Equation 2 actually expands
the capacity. To this end, we use multi-query associative recall (MQAR; Arora et al., 2023),

Figure 1: MQAR with plain linear attention
(state 16×16) and triadic linear attention with
E∈{2, 4, 8, 16} (state 16×E×16).

where each example contains N key-value pairs
followed by the same N keys in random order,
and the model must predict the value correspond-
ing to each key. We keep the model deliber-
ately minimal, with two layers of four heads with
d = 16 and a sequence mixer that is Equation 2,
without convolutions, forgetting, non-linearities,
or the delta rule. We compare plain linear atten-
tion (E=1) to triadic linear attention with E ∈
{2, 4, 8, 16} across N from 32 to 4096. The de-
tailed setup can be found in Appendix C. Figure 1
shows that every doubling of E shifts the accu-
racy curve to the right by roughly a doubling of
N , e.g., for E = 16 the model stores roughly
16 times as many key-value associations as or-
dinary linear attention. Notably, this 16-fold in-
crease in state capacity comes with only a 1.08-
fold increase in non-embedding parameters.

2.4 FORGETTING AND THE DELTA RULE

Modern linear attention variants manage the state with data-dependent forgetting (Yang et al., 2023;
Dao & Gu, 2024) and the delta rule (Widrow et al., 1960; Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024),
which removes (part of) the previously stored association before associating a key with a new value.
We extend both ideas to the three-dimensional state.
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Forgetting. Linear attention with scalar decay computes a gate αt ∈ [0, 1] and multiplies the
recurrent state with it before applying the outer product update. For the three-dimensional state we
vary the forgetting along the second-key axis by giving each slice St[:, e, :] its own decay gate αt,e,
yielding the recurrence

St = St−1 ×2 diag(αt) + kt ⊗ k′
t ⊗ vt. (3)

Here, within a slice the decay is scalar, and across slices it is channelwise in the sense of gated linear
attention (Yang et al., 2023). This comes with little parameter overhead, even when parametrized
with a dense linear layer, since the second-key axis is small.

Delta rule. Given a new key-value pair, the delta rule first removes what the state currently stores
for the key, before writing the new association. For triadic linear attention, the currently stored
association is the two-key readout St−1×1 kt×2 k

′
t. Removing exactly that value and interpolating

toward the new one gives
St = St−1 + βt kt ⊗ k′

t ⊗
(
vt − St−1 ×1 kt ×2 k

′
t

)
, (4)

with a data-dependent write strength βt ∈ (0, 1). This can be combined with forgetting by decaying
St−1 before the erase, as in Equation 3.

Equation 4 applies the delta rule jointly to the pair of keys. By flattening the outer product of both
keys into a joint key κt = kt⊗k′

t of dimension d ·E and interpreting the state as a d ·E×d matrix,
we can rewrite the update as

St =
(
I− βt κtκ

⊤
t

)
Dt St−1 + βt κtv

⊤
t , ot = S⊤

t

(
qt ⊗ q′

t

)
, (5)

where Dt is a diagonal decay matrix. This corresponds to Gated DeltaNet with a key dimension of
d · E, read with the d · E-dimensional joint query qt ⊗ q′

t, and with a per-slice scalar decay.

2.5 EFFICIENT IMPLEMENTATION

Linear attention trains efficiently with the chunkwise-parallel form (Hua et al., 2022; Sun et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2024). The sequence is split into chunks of C positions, and □r denotes the
quantity □ at position r of the current chunk. With the chunk’s queries, keys and values stacked into
the rows of Q,K,V ∈ RC×d and S[i] the state at the start of the chunk, linear attention computes

O = QS[i] + tril
(
QK⊤)V, S[i+1] = S[i] +K⊤V, (6)

so all positions of a chunk interact in parallel through masked attention, and only the state at chunk
boundaries is carried by a recurrence.

Triadic linear attention is linear attention with the d ·E-dimensional joint key kt⊗k′
t, so Equation 6

applies in principle. Treating it this way, however, would cost E times more in every inner product
of the masked attention, and E times more in the state, which no longer fits on chip. The Kronecker
structure of the joint key removes the first cost, and tiling the state addresses the on-chip memory
constraint. We describe the chunkwise parallel form for triadic linear attention without forgetting or
the delta rule here and defer the complete chunkwise parallel forms to Appendix A.

Separating the joint key. Inner products of joint queries and keys factorize, (qr ⊗ q′r)⊤(ks ⊗
k′s) = (qr⊤ks)(q′r⊤k′s), so with Q′,K′ ∈ RC×E the masked attention of the chunk is(

QK⊤)⊙R′, R′ = tril
(
Q′K′⊤). (7)

The interactions within a chunk reduce to ordinary linear attention with d-dimensional keys, whose
causal mask is replaced by the C ×C matrix R′. The masked attention therefore works with C ×C
matrices, as in ordinary linear attention, and forming the matrix costs C2(d+E) operations instead
of the C2(d · E) of the joint keys. The only extra work over ordinary linear attention is the C2E of
computing R′.

Tiling the state. The E-fold cost is thus confined to the state. Writing the d×E×d state as slices
S[i],e ∈ Rd×d and q′

e,k
′
e ∈ RC for the columns of Q′,K′, the chunk reads and writes each slice

with the shared queries and keys,

O =

E∑
e=1

diag(q′
e)QS[i],e +

(
QK⊤ ⊙R′)V, S[i+1],e = S[i],e +K⊤ diag(k′

e)V. (8)

4
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Figure 2: Triadic Gated DeltaNet with a growing second key dimension E at 400M parameters
(top) and 1.3B parameters (bottom). Left: Loss difference to the Transformer on PG19 by context
position, with dashed lines marking where the key-value cache of the Transformer exceeds the state
of each model. Right: Accuracy on six recall-intensive tasks.

The slices interact only through the sum over e, and different columns of the value axis never interact.
Our kernels therefore split the state of each head along the value axis into blocks of 32 columns, one
per thread block, and each thread block keeps all E slices of its columns in registers for the entire
sequence, so the full state is never held in one place. At E = 8, the state of one head occupies
512 KiB in FP32, twice the register file of a Hopper streaming multiprocessor, whereas one block of
it occupies 128 KiB. Section 3.5 measures the resulting cost, and Appendix A describes the kernels.

3 EMPIRICAL STUDY

3.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Models. We train models at 400M parameters (24 layers, dmodel = 1024, 8 heads) and 1.3B pa-
rameters (24 layers, dmodel = 2048, 16 heads), with head dimension d = 128 throughout. We apply
triadic linear attention to two base sequence mixers, Gated DeltaNet (GDN; Yang et al., 2025b) and
scalar-gated linear attention (sGLA), which we define as GDN without the erase term of the delta
rule.2 The triadic variants keep the base mixer and add a second key and query, which are obtained
through a linear projection followed by a short convolution and a softplus activation. Additionally,
each slice obtains a separate scalar forget gate, as described in Section 2.4. The detailed architecture
is described in Appendix D. For E = 1, Triadic GDN reduces exactly to Gated DeltaNet, while
E = 8 adds only 1.2% more parameters. We train E ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8} for both variants at 400M and
for Triadic GDN at 1.3B.

Training. We pretrain each model on 50 tokens per parameter, i.e., 2.5×Chinchilla-optimal (Hoff-
mann et al., 2022), which corresponds to 20B tokens for the 400M parameter models and 65B to-
kens for the 1.3B parameter models. We train on Fineweb-Edu (Lozhkov et al., 2024) with context

2sGLA thereby belongs to the same family as other linear attention models with a data-dependent scalar
decay, such as gated RFA (Peng et al., 2021), Mamba-2 (Dao & Gu, 2024) and mLSTM (Beck et al., 2024).
However, Mamba-2 and xLSTM have other components which we do not make use of, and hence we use sGLA
to describe linear attention with scalar data-dependent gates.
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Table 1: Different ways of enlarging the state size of Gated DeltaNet (GDN) and scalar-gated linear
attention (sGLA) by 2× and 4× at matched parameter count. State in MB (assuming 2 bytes per
entry), and parameters in millions. Results are averaged over three training seeds.

Model State Params 0-shot ↑ Wiki. ↓ PG19 ≤4k ↓ PG19 4k–16k ↓ PG19 16k–64k ↓ Recall ↑

Transformer 12.6/1k tok 377.0 52.6 11.11 15.39 14.41 13.92 41.6

GDN (base) 6.3 380.9 53.1 11.25 15.03 14.38 14.15 26.2

Larger heads (d=256) 12.6 380.7 52.6 11.22 15.10 14.42 14.17 26.6
Grouped values (2 per key) 12.6 378.2 52.9 11.18 15.05 14.37 14.12 27.1
Wider values (dv=256) 12.6 377.9 53.2 11.20 15.07 14.39 14.14 27.4
More heads (16) 12.6 381.6 53.3 11.32 15.25 14.54 14.28 27.5
Triadic (E=2) 12.6 381.9 53.4 11.08 14.90 14.21 13.95 28.4

Larger heads (d=512) 25.2 380.6 53.0 11.25 15.21 14.50 14.24 28.5
Grouped values (4 per key) 25.2 382.4 52.7 11.35 15.35 14.63 14.36 27.3
Wider values (dv=512) 25.2 381.3 52.5 11.41 15.41 14.70 14.44 27.5
Triadic (E=4) 25.2 383.0 53.6 10.93 14.80 14.08 13.79 31.1

sGLA (base) 6.3 380.9 53.5 11.41 15.19 14.55 14.32 26.4

Larger heads (d=256) 12.6 380.7 52.4 11.38 15.22 14.57 14.33 28.2
Grouped values (2 per key) 12.6 378.2 53.0 11.34 15.19 14.53 14.28 28.5
Wider values (dv=256) 12.6 377.9 53.5 11.35 15.19 14.53 14.28 27.7
More heads (16) 12.6 381.6 52.9 11.42 15.36 14.67 14.42 27.8
Triadic (E=2) 12.6 381.9 53.5 11.19 15.00 14.32 14.07 28.4

Larger heads (d=512) 25.2 380.6 52.2 11.52 15.53 14.85 14.59 28.7
Grouped values (4 per key) 25.2 382.4 52.8 11.47 15.50 14.79 14.52 28.3
Wider values (dv=512) 25.2 381.3 52.4 11.51 15.52 14.82 14.55 29.0
Triadic (E=4) 25.2 383.0 53.4 11.09 14.94 14.24 13.97 30.7

length 4k, then long-context extend all models to 64k on 5 tokens per parameter using a mixture of
Fineweb-Edu, PG19 books data (Rae et al., 2020) and scientific PDFs (Olmo et al., 2026). We use
the AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) with peak learning rate 3×10−4 for pretraining
and peak learning rate 10−4 for long context extension, with weight decay 0.1 throughout. The
learning rate is warmed up linearly and then decays with a cosine schedule to 10% of its peak. For
both training stages, we use an effective batch size of about 0.5M tokens at 400M parameters and
about 1M tokens at 1.3B parameters.

Baselines. In addition to ordinary sGLA/GDN baselines, we compare against established methods
for increasing the state size, compared at matched state size. Specifically, we train four variants of
each model with 2× and 4× its state through a larger head dimension with fewer heads (larger heads
in Table 1), a larger value dimension (wider values), several value heads per key head (grouped
values), or more heads (more heads). A larger head dimension leaves the total width of projections
unchanged, while the other variants enlarge the linear projections of the sequence mixer significantly.
We account for this by reducing the MLP width to match the parameter count. Adding heads is
only feasible at 2×, since at 4× the projections of the sequence mixer alone exceed the parameter
budget. For reference, we also train Transformers with RoPE (Su et al., 2021), QK-norm (Dehghani
et al., 2023) and grouped-query attention (Ainslie et al., 2023) with eight query heads per key-value
head. We use a RoPE base frequency of 10k during pretraining and raise it to 2M for long-context
extension.

Evaluation. We evaluate all models after long-context extension. We report perplexity on held-out
PG19 books (Rae et al., 2020) by context position and perplexity on Wikitext (Merity et al., 2016).
To measure in-context recall, we use the benchmark suite from Arora et al. (2024), and additionally
report the average over ten zero-shot tasks. More details are given in Appendix D.

3.2 MAIN RESULTS

Scaling the state. Figure 2 shows how the state size of triadic linear attention affects language
modeling and in-context recall at the 400M and 1.3B parameter scales. Gated DeltaNet predicts
early tokens better than the Transformer but falls behind at a context length of around 10k tokens.
With E = 2, triadic Gated DeltaNet pushes this crossover point considerably further out, and with
E = 8, it predicts the next token better than the Transformer even at 64k context. The dashed vertical
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Figure 3: RULER needle-in-a-haystack accuracy by context length at 1.3B parameters.

Table 2: Upcycling a pretrained model from E = 1 to E = 8 during long-context extension,
compared with the corresponding base model and with E = 8 pretrained from scratch. Results are
averaged over three seeds at 400M and reported for a single seed at 1.3B.

Model State Params 0-shot ↑ Wiki. ↓ PG19 ≤4k ↓ PG19 4k–16k ↓ PG19 16k–64k ↓ Recall ↑

GDN (base) 6.3 380.9 53.1 11.25 15.03 14.38 14.15 26.2
Triadic (E=8), from scratch 50.3 385.4 53.4 10.87 14.79 14.04 13.74 33.1
Triadic (E=8), upcycled 50.3 385.4 53.2 11.04 14.91 14.18 13.86 29.7

sGLA (base) 6.3 380.9 53.5 11.41 15.19 14.55 14.32 26.4
Triadic (E=8), from scratch 50.3 385.4 53.4 11.03 14.96 14.23 13.95 32.1
Triadic (E=8), upcycled 50.3 385.4 53.3 11.16 15.04 14.32 14.03 30.0

GDN (base) 12.6 1360.2 59.6 8.08 10.91 10.38 10.20 36.1
Triadic (E=8), from scratch 100.7 1378.3 60.9 7.87 10.74 10.16 9.94 44.4
Triadic (E=8), upcycled 100.7 1378.3 59.8 7.96 10.82 10.24 10.00 42.0

sGLA (base) 12.6 1359.4 60.3 8.26 11.10 10.61 10.45 37.0
Triadic (E=8), from scratch 100.7 1377.5 60.4 7.94 10.82 10.25 10.03 45.1
Triadic (E=8), upcycled 100.7 1377.5 60.4 8.12 10.97 10.40 10.19 42.2

lines indicate the context lengths at which the key-value cache of the Transformer exceeds the state
size of the recurrent model, so beyond this point, triadic Gated DeltaNet predicts the next token better
with a smaller state. Overall, we observe language modeling to improve as the state size grows, but
with diminishing returns. On recall-intensive tasks, triadic Gated DeltaNet substantially improves
performance at both scales, with particularly large gains on FDA and SWDE, which require copying
information from a long document. Figure 3 shows the same trend on the needle-in-a-haystack tasks
of RULER (Hsieh et al., 2024), where a larger state keeps retrieval accurate up to longer contexts.
Appendix B shows that the larger state is indeed used for distant context, as Triadic GDN with
E = 8 benefits more than GDN from additional context when predicting the same final 4k tokens.

State-matched comparison. Table 1 compares triadic linear attention to alternative methods for
increasing the state size. At both 2× and 4×, triadic Gated DeltaNet achieves consistently lower
perplexity on WikiText and on every PG19 range, while scoring the highest average on the recall
evaluation suite. The alternative methods barely improve upon the vanilla Gated DeltaNet at 2×, and
at 4× they even degrade on every PG19 range. There, two of the alternatives (larger values, more
value heads) require so many additional parameters that the MLP width has to be reduced from
2816 to 640 to stay within the parameter budget. Triadic linear attention instead adds only two small
projections, which keeps the parameter overhead low and preserves the full MLP. The comparison
for sGLA is similar, with triadic sGLA achieving the lowest perplexity at both state sizes.

3.3 UPCYCLING TO TRIADIC LINEAR ATTENTION VIA CONTINUED PRETRAINING

We also test whether an ordinary linear attention model can be made triadic after pretraining. To
this end, we expand a pretrained model from E = 1 to E = 8 by copying its forget gates to every
slice and initializing the second key and query projections as well as their convolutions from scratch.
Then, we perform the long-context extension on the resulting triadic model. Table 2 shows that the
upcycled models consistently improve over their base models for both sequence mixers and at both
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Table 3: Enlarging either the key-value cache (GQA-4) or the linear-attention state (Triadic, E = 4)
in a 3:1 GDN/GQA-8 hybrid at 400M parameters. State is reported in MB at 4k and 64k tokens.
NIAH is averaged over eight RULER tasks. Results are averaged over three seeds.

Model State @ 4k ↓ State @ 64k ↓ 0-shot ↑ Wiki. ↓ PG19 ≤4k ↓ PG19 4k–64k ↓ Recall ↑ NIAH Avg. ↑

Transformer 50 805 52.6 11.11 15.39 14.02 41.6 48.2

GDN 6 6 53.1 11.25 15.03 14.19 26.2 21.7

3:1 GDN/GQA-8 (base) 17 206 53.0 10.69 14.86 13.50 43.7 51.5
Larger KV cache (GQA-4) 30 407 53.5 10.67 14.83 13.47 45.3 53.0
Triadic state (E=4) 31 220 53.8 10.63 14.76 13.39 44.5 56.3

scales. They recover about half to three quarters of the gain that a triadic model pretrained from
scratch achieves over its dyadic counterpart. Enlarging the state when training on longer context
lengths is reminiscent of how the key-value cache of softmax attention grows with the context. Since
short-context data requires little state but makes up most of the pretraining data, a linear attention
model could potentially be pretrained with a small state that is enlarged in later training stages with
higher sequence lengths.

3.4 HYBRID MODELS

In practice, linear attention variants are often deployed interleaved with softmax attention blocks
(Team et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2025a). This raises a natural question: Is it more beneficial to
enlarge the state of linear attention blocks or the key-value cache of the softmax attention blocks?
To test this, we train a 3:1 GDN/GQA-8 hybrid with NoPE (Kazemnejad et al., 2023), where GQA-g
denotes grouped-query attention with g query heads per key-value head, and compare it to the same
model with twice as large key-value cache (3:1 GDN/GQA-4) and to the same model with four
times larger linear attention states (3:1 Triadic GDN/GQA-8 (E=4)). Table 3 shows that the triadic
hybrid achieves the lowest perplexity at every context range as well as the best zero-shot and NIAH
averages, and trails 3:1 GDN/GQA-4 only on recall (within seed spread). At the same time, 3:1
GDN/GQA-4 requires more memory than the triadic hybrid beyond about 4.6k tokens and almost
twice as much at 64k tokens.

3.5 TRAINING EFFICIENCY

Figure 4: Forward and backward time of one block
of the 1.3B models per sequence, at batch size 4 on
H100 GPUs. Triadic GDN with E = 8 adds moder-
ate overhead over GDN and is faster than the Trans-
former beyond 4k tokens.

Figure 4 compares the forward and backward
time of one block per sequence of the 1.3B
models from 2k to 64k tokens at batch size
4, measured on a single H100. Triadic GDN
uses our CuTe kernels (Section 2.5 and Ap-
pendix A), GDN uses the TileLang kernels
of FlashQLA (Zhang et al., 2026a), and the
Transformer uses FlexAttention (Dong et al.,
2024). GDN matches the Transformer at 2k
tokens, and Triadic GDN overtakes it at 4k
for E = 2 and E = 4 and at 8k for E = 8.
With E = 8, it is 3% slower than the Trans-
former at 4k and faster at every longer con-
text, reaching 5.1 times faster at 64k. In
general, the overhead of Triadic GDN over
vanilla Gated DeltaNet is 28%–30% for E =
8, 14%–15% for E = 4, and 9%–11% for
E = 2.

3.6 ABLATIONS

Key dimensions at fixed state size. In our main experiments, we keep the first key dimension dk
fixed at 128 and only vary the second key dimension from E = 1 to E = 8. Table 4 ablates this
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Table 4: Ablations of Triadic Gated DeltaNet at 400M parameters. Top: first key dimension dk
versus second key dimension E at fixed joint key dimension dk · E = 1024, using a single forget
gate per head. Bottom: activation function applied to the second key and query for E = 8.

Model State Params 0-shot ↑ Wiki. ↓ PG19 ≤4k ↓ PG19 4k–16k ↓ PG19 16k–64k ↓ Recall ↑

Triadic GDN (scalar gate), dk = 128, E = 8 50.3 384.0 53.7 10.80 14.77 14.01 13.70 33.4
dk = 64, E = 16 50.3 380.8 52.9 10.84 14.79 14.04 13.73 32.5
dk = 32, E = 32 50.3 383.9 53.3 10.90 14.82 14.08 13.78 32.5
dk = 32, E = 32, tied keys 50.3 380.7 52.1 10.89 14.81 14.09 13.79 31.9

Triadic GDN (E = 8), Softplus activation 50.3 385.4 53.5 10.86 14.81 14.07 13.77 32.2
Sigmoid activation 50.3 385.4 53.7 10.86 14.82 14.07 13.77 33.3
SiLU activation 50.3 385.4 53.0 10.98 14.92 14.16 13.84 32.8
Linear (no activation) 50.3 385.4 53.0 11.06 15.05 14.29 13.98 32.9

choice for Triadic GDN with 8× the state. We vary the first key dimension dk against the second
key dimension E at a fixed joint key dimension dk · E = 1024, while keeping the value dimension
and the number of heads fixed and using a single scalar forget gate per head. Since a smaller first
key shrinks the total key and query projections, we match parameters by increasing the MLP width.
As the two key dimensions become more similar, perplexity degrades slightly. Still, we believe that
factorizations that require smaller total key and query projections could be relevant, in particular for
mixture-of-experts architectures.

Second-key activation function. We further ablate the activation function of the second key and
query after the short convolution. Table 4 compares four activation functions for Triadic GDN with
8× the state. Non-negative activation functions (softplus, sigmoid) consistently outperform activa-
tion functions that can take negative values (SiLU, no activation) in perplexity. One explanation is
that signed entries let a token read and write to different slices with opposite signs, so their contri-
butions can cancel out when the second query aggregates the slices.

4 DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

Our results indicate that state size is an important axis for improving linear RNNs, in particular
on recall-intensive tasks and at long context. Triadic linear attention provides a parameter-efficient
way to increase it, similar to how (dyadic) linear attention increases the state size of traditional
vector-valued RNNs. At both 400M and 1.3B scales, triadic linear attention consistently improves
perplexity and recall, and it outperforms alternative methods to enlarge the state size.

Nevertheless, the larger state slows down training by around 15% for E = 4 and by around 30%
for E = 8, even with our optimized kernels. Additionally, performance on some recall-intensive
tasks still trails that of Transformers, but only with a far larger state size at long context. Finally,
we apply the triadic construction only to GDN and sGLA, which is only a small subset of the linear
attention literature. Many other developments for matrix-valued states could be revisited for three-
dimensional states, and the additional axis opens up possibilities for entirely new variants.

5 RELATED WORK

Linear attention. Linear attention replaces the softmax over the attention logits with a kernel
feature map. This allows the growing key-value cache to collapse into a fixed-size recurrent state.
The resulting recurrence writes to a matrix state by an outer product of a key and a value and reads
from it using the query (Katharopoulos et al., 2020). Up to the normalization factor omitted in
modern variants, this update coincides with the fast weight programmer of Schmidhuber (1992),
as observed by Schlag et al. (2021). Early work on linear attention focused on better feature maps
(Peng et al., 2021; Choromanski et al., 2021; Arora et al., 2024), a line of work directly relevant
here, since our three-dimensional state can be interpreted as an ordinary matrix state under a feature
map that expands the concatenated key [k, k′] ∈ Rd+E into the d · E-dimensional key k ⊗ k′.
Subsequent work introduced forgetting to the recurrence, first through fixed decay (Sun et al., 2023)
and later through data-dependent gates (Yang et al., 2023; Dao & Gu, 2024; Beck et al., 2024; Qin
et al., 2024; Peng et al., 2024). A complementary development adds the delta rule (Widrow et al.,
1960) into linear attention, yielding DeltaNet (Schlag et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2024). Combining
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this with data-dependent forgetting gives Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2025b). More recent work
generalizes the Gated DeltaNet recurrence to identity-plus-low-rank state transitions and adds more
flexible parametrizations (Peng et al., 2025; Hatamizadeh et al., 2026).

Test-time training. Test-time training (TTT) interprets the in-context update of a recurrent state
as learning under a self-supervised inner loss (Sun et al., 2025). For a linear inner model with
squared reconstruction loss ∥Stkt−vt∥2, one gradient step per token recovers the delta rule (Schlag
et al., 2021). DeltaProduct (Siems et al., 2025) instead performs multiple gradient descent steps per
token, while MesaNet (von Oswald et al., 2025) solves the regression to optimality at every step.
These methods remain close to conventional linear attention and can be compared at matched state
size. In contrast, many TTT variants, including TTT-MLP (Sun et al., 2025), LaCT (Zhang et al.,
2026b), deep neural memories (Behrouz et al., 2025; 2026), and TTT-E2E (Tandon et al., 2025) use
significantly larger states than conventional linear attention blocks. Our results show that increasing
state size substantially improves linear attention. Since a gradient step can itself be interpreted as a
linear-attention update (Irie et al., 2022), some of the gains of TTT variants may therefore be a result
of their larger state capacity, particularly at long context lengths.

Increasing state size. Arora et al. (2024) identify a tradeoff between recurrent state size and recall,
and we adopt their recall-focused benchmark suite. Dense linear-attention variants can increase state
size through larger key or value dimensions, more heads, or multiple value heads per key head (Gu
& Dao, 2024; Dao & Gu, 2024; Yang et al., 2025a). These changes stay close to the original
formulation and therefore serve as our main baselines in Section 3. A second line of work uses
a fixed set of memory slots and routes over them (Peng et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2024; Afzal
et al., 2026). Mixture-of-Memories extends this idea to multiple matrix-valued states with sparse
routing (Du et al., 2026). Related methods use product-key addressing (Lample et al., 2019; Zhao
& Jones, 2026; Cabannes et al., 2026) to manage very large memories sparsely. These approaches
generally have much higher state size compared to our construction, which comes with substantial
computational overhead for memory movement. Triadic linear attention instead uses a single dense
state and admits efficient fused kernels, which makes the increase in state size practical.

Higher-order associative memories. The matrix state of linear attention stores associations as a
sum of outer products and is thus a correlation matrix memory (Kohonen, 1972). In that literature,
moving from pairwise to higher-order interactions is a standard route to higher capacity (Poggio,
1975; Chen et al., 1986). The number of storable patterns then scales as dn−1, where d is the num-
ber of memory units and n is the interaction order (Baldi & Venkatesh, 1987). This line of work
was revived as dense associative memory (Krotov & Hopfield, 2016) and later related to attention
(Ramsauer et al., 2021). Smolensky (1990) interpreted the same construction from a symbolic per-
spective, where a filler is bound to a role by an outer product and unbound by contraction. The
closest prior work to ours is Schlag & Schmidhuber (2018), who place a third-order state inside a
recurrent network. As in our work, each write updates a third-order tensor with a tensor product,
but their recurrent update also includes three operations specifically designed for graph traversal
(write, move, backlink). Their work focuses on compositional reasoning on small-scale language
tasks, while we use a similar construction to enlarge the state of a modern linear-attention layer. The
resulting sequence mixer incorporates a multi-head architecture, short convolutions, nonlinearities,
normalizations, data-dependent forgetting, and a learnable delta rule, while efficient kernels allow
us to train stacks of these layers at scale for general language modeling.

6 CONCLUSION

We introduced triadic linear attention, which updates a third-order tensor state with the outer product
of three vectors and thereby increases the capacity of constant-time sequence mixers. Compared
to other methods, this construction adds little parameter overhead and admits efficient kernels that
exploit its structure. Across language modeling experiments at the 400M and 1.3B parameter scales,
triadic Gated DeltaNet consistently lowers perplexity and improves recall, while custom kernels
keep the training time within 1.3 times that of vanilla Gated DeltaNet for E = 8. We hope that
triadic linear attention is a starting point for linear attention variants with larger states and ultimately
for pure linear attention models at the frontier.
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A CHUNKWISE FORM AND GPU KERNELS

Section 2.5 derives the chunkwise form of triadic linear attention without forget gates and the delta
rule. Here we give the form with both, as Triadic GDN uses it, and describe the kernels that compute
it.

Chunkwise form. Following Yang et al. (2023; 2024), we split the sequence into chunks of C =
64 positions indexed by i, write □r = □iC+r for the r-th position of chunk i, and write S[i],e ∈
Rd×d for slice e of the state at the start of chunk i. We drop the chunk index on all other quantities
of the current chunk. Its keys, queries and values are stacked into K,Q,V ∈ RC×d, its second
keys and queries into K′,Q′ ∈ RC×E , whose columns k′

e,q
′
e ∈ RC belong to slice e, and its write

strengths into β ∈ RC . The decay that slice e accumulates over the first r positions of the chunk
is γr

e =
∏r

j=1 α
j
e, and γe ∈ RC collects it. As in Gated DeltaNet (Yang et al., 2025b), each slice

has a decay matrix Γe ∈ RC×C with (Γe)rs = γr
e/γ

s
e for r ≥ s and 0 otherwise. The part of the

joint key κr = kr ⊗ k′r that addresses slice e is k′re k
r, and each slice decays by a single scalar, so

the decayed inner product of two joint keys still separates into a term of the keys and a term of the
second keys,

E∑
e=1

γr
e

γs
e

(
k′re k

r
)⊤(

k′se k
s
)
=

(
kr⊤ks

)
Rrs, R =

E∑
e=1

(
k′
ek

′⊤
e

)
⊙ Γe, r ≥ s. (9)

The UT transform of the chunkwise delta rule is therefore formed from products of the d-
dimensional keys and the C2E terms of R, rather than from the d · E-dimensional joint keys,

T =
(
I+ tril

(
diag(β) (KK⊤ ⊙R), −1

))−1

diag(β), (10)

and it is the same C × C matrix for all E slices. With R′ =
∑

e(q
′
ek

′⊤
e ) ⊙ Γe for the query side,

one chunk computes

U = T
(
V −

∑
e diag(k

′
e ⊙ γe)KS[i],e

)
,

O =
∑

e diag(q
′
e ⊙ γe)QS[i],e +

(
QK⊤ ⊙R′)U,

S[i+1],e = γC
e S[i],e +K⊤ diag

(
k′
e ⊙ γC

e /γe

)
U,

(11)

where the division acts elementwise and U holds the chunk’s delta-corrected values. Without forget
gates, every Γe is the causal mask, and R′ reduces to tril(Q′K′⊤) of Section 2.5; for E = 1
and k′ = q′ = 1, R = R′ = Γ and Equation 11 is the chunkwise form of Gated DeltaNet.
Unlike DeltaNet, which precomputes W = TK and TV before the recurrence (Yang et al., 2024),
we apply T to the residual, since with per-slice decay the analogue of W would be one matrix
T diag(k′

e ⊙ γe)K per slice.

Numerical stability. The per-slice gates make the decay vary along the joint key, which in gated
linear attention requires a secondary level of chunking (Yang et al., 2023). Here each slice decays
by a single scalar, so the decay enters only the C2E terms of R and R′ and the per-slice scalings in
Equation 11, and the kernels evaluate each decay factor, such as γr

e/γ
s
e , directly as the exponential of

a difference of accumulated log gates. Every such difference is non-positive, because the log decay
only decreases within a chunk and Γe is used only for r ≥ s. The computation therefore cannot
overflow at any decay rate, and the gates need no clamp. This rules out a cheaper construction of
R. Writing each factor as (γr

e/me)(me/γ
s
e) around a reference value me in the middle of the chunk

turns R into the lower triangle of a product of two C × E matrices and reduces the number of
exponentials from C2E to 2CE, but gives the factors positive exponents, which overflow in FP32
above about 88.7. With the exponents clamped to [−88, 88], once a slice decays by more than a
factor of e176 within one chunk, the clamp distorts the near-diagonal entries of R. In an FP64
simulation of one chunk that emulates only this clamp, the relative error of the chunk’s output is
0.05 at a within-chunk decay of e−200 and 1.5 at e−600. We therefore form R and R′ element by
element.
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Figure 5: How Triadic GDN (E=8) uses the larger state compared to GDN. Left: change in loss
on the final 4k tokens of a book when increasing the preceding context from 4k to 64k. Middle:
distribution of delta strengths β. Dashed lines mark the means. Right: half-life of each state slice,
ranked within its head.

Input projections. The second keys and queries share the projection and the short convolution
of the queries, keys and values: one GEMM produces q,k,v,k′ and q′, and one causal depthwise
convolution processes all of them, with SiLU on the channels of q, k and v only. A triadic layer
therefore runs the same two projection GEMMs and one convolution as a GDN layer, with wider
projections.

Kernels. We implement the chunkwise form for Hopper GPUs in the CuTe DSL of CUTLASS
(Thakkar et al., 2023). The forward pass accumulates the log decays, forms R and R′, computes
the inverse in T with a blockwise triangular solve accumulated in FP32, and then runs one recurrent
kernel over the chunks of each sequence, with one thread block per document, head and value
block of 32 columns, or 16 when a step holds too few documents to fill the GPU. This kernel is
warp-specialized. At E = 8, two warpgroups hold four state slices each and compute their products
with asynchronous tensor-core instructions, a third warpgroup loads each chunk’s inputs through the
Tensor Memory Accelerator into double-buffered shared memory and forms U, and a fourth forms
the output. For training, the forward pass also stores the state at the start of every chunk in BF16,
so that the backward pass does not recompute it. The backward pass runs a short reverse recurrence
over the chunks that stores the gradient of each state slice, after which all remaining gradients are
computed for every chunk in parallel. Every reduction follows a fixed order without floating-point
atomics, so the gradients are bitwise reproducible. Documents packed into one training sequence
each run their own recurrence from a zero state, directly on the packed tensors. We verify the output
and the gradients of all seven inputs against FP64 references at the 1.3B training shape, with a
relative ℓ2 error below 1%.

B ANALYSIS

Long-context utilization. A larger recurrent state is useful when it enables the model to preserve
information from long ago. We test this directly on our trained long-context checkpoints of GDN
and Triadic GDN (E=8) across three seeds on held-out PG19 books containing at least 64k tokens.
Per book, we fix the prediction target to the last 4k tokens and vary the context the state reads
before predicting them. As shown in Figure 5 (left), Triadic GDN gains consistently more from
added context than vanilla Gated DeltaNet. In addition, we find that GDN begins to saturate by 16k
context tokens, while Triadic GDN continues improving through 32k.

Memory update dynamics. We next examine how enlarging the state size changes how the model
works with its memory. When comparing Triadic GDN (E=8) against GDN, we find that Triadic
GDN learns substantially larger delta-rule write strengths β than GDN, with the per-token β distri-
bution also becoming more broadly distributed. Averaged across all evaluated tokens, heads, and
layers, the mean increases from 0.31 to 0.50 (Figure 5, middle). We also find that the additional
state slices develop a broad range of memory timescales. To quantify this, we measure each slice’s
half-life, or the number of tokens over which the forget gates reduce an existing state contribution
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Algorithm 1 Block with vanilla multi-head triadic linear attention (H heads, key/value dimension
D, second-key dimension E)

▷ Vanilla triadic linear attention
1: u← RMSNorm(xt)
2: for h = 1, . . . , H do
3: q, k, v ←Wh

q u, W
h
k u, W

h
v u ∈ RD

4: q′, k′ ←Wh
q′u, W

h
k′u ∈ RE

5: Sh ← Sh + k ⊗ k′ ⊗ v
6: oh ← Sh ×1 q ×2 q

′

7: end for
8: xt ← xt +Wo [RMSNorm(o1); . . . ; RMSNorm(oH)]

▷ SwiGLU MLP
9: u← RMSNorm(xt)

10: xt ← xt +Wdown

(
SiLU(Wgateu)⊙Wupu

)
by half. Ranking the eight slices within each head by this half-life (Figure 5, right), the median half-
life ranges from 0.20 tokens for the shortest-lived slice to 1080 tokens for the longest-lived slice.
In comparison, GDN only has a single forget gate per head, with a median half-life of 5.1 tokens.
Together, these suggest that the additional state axis permits the model to make stronger memory
updates while keeping information over a wider range of timescales.

C MQAR SETUP

Each example of N key-value pairs yields a sequence with 2N tokens. The first N positions con-
tain the N key-value pairs in random order. The next N positions contain the N queries (all keys
corresponding to a key-value pair in the first N positions) and the model has to predict the corre-
sponding value. To construct a sequence, keys and values are drawn without replacement from two
distinct sets of 8k tokens. Each key-value pair is represented as a single token by concatenating the
embedding of the key with the embedding of the value. A query is represented by concatenating the
embedding of the key with zeros. Queries are read-only, meaning they never update the recurrent
state, which is the linear-attention equivalent of masking out other queries in the attention mask of a
transformer. Every query thus reads the same accumulated state.

Our model architecture consists of a vanilla variant of triadic linear attention interleaved with
SwiGLU MLPs (Shazeer, 2020). We provide pseudocode of the resulting block in Algorithm 1.
The sequence mixer is a pure outer-product update of a third-order tensor, without any forgetting,
convolutions, delta rule or non-linearities (beyond RMSNorm). We choose dmodel = 128, H = 4
heads, key/value dimension D = 16, SwiGLU width 384, and a vocabulary size of 16k (8k key
tokens, 8k value tokens). The second-key dimension E varies over {1, 2, 4, 8, 16}, which induces
a per-head state tensor of shape 16 × E × 16. E = 1 recovers ordinary (two-dimensional) linear
attention. All models range from 3.51M to 3.54M parameters, where the majority (3.15M) sit in the
embedding table and output head.

We train for 50k steps with a batch size of 250k tokens per step, yielding 12.5 billion tokens in total.
Every step we sample ⌊250k/2N⌋ fresh sequences of length 2N . We use AdamW with learning rate
10−3, β = (0.9, 0.999), weight decay 0.1, cosine decay to 0, no gradient clipping, and bfloat16. We
sweep N ∈ {32, 64, . . . , 4096} and E ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16} for 25 seeds per cell and present the mean
test accuracy over all seeds, measured on a held-out set of 3k sequences, in Figure 1.

D LANGUAGE MODELING SETUP

Model architecture. All models consist of 24 pre-norm blocks with RMSNorm, a sequence mixer
and a SwiGLU MLP. Algorithm 2 gives the GDN and sGLA blocks. Since the second query and key
are l2-normalized, at E = 1 they are both 1 and thus the triadic variant reduces to the base mixer.
The Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) uses grouped-query attention (Shazeer, 2019; Ainslie et al.,
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Algorithm 2 Block with triadic GDN / sGLA as used in our language modeling experiments (H
heads, key/value dimension D, second-key dimension E, state Sh ∈ RD×E×D per head)

▷ Triadic linear attention with forgetting and (for GDN) the delta rule
1: u← RMSNorm(xt)
2: for h = 1, . . . , H do
3: q, k, v ← SiLU(Conv(Wh

q u)), SiLU(Conv(Wh
k u)), SiLU(Conv(Wh

v u)) ∈ RD

4: q′, k′ ← softplus(Conv(Wh
q′u)), softplus(Conv(W

h
k′u)) ∈ RE

5: q, k, q′, k′ ← q/∥q∥, k/∥k∥, q′/∥q′∥, k′/∥k′∥
6: αe ← exp

(
− exp(Ah

e ) softplus(W
h,e
α u+ bhe )

)
for e = 1, . . . , E

7: β ← σ(Wh
β u)

8: Sh ← Sh ×2 diag(α)
9: if GDN then

10: Sh ← Sh + β k ⊗ k′ ⊗
(
v − Sh ×1 k ×2 k

′)
11: else if sGLA then
12: Sh ← Sh + k ⊗ βk′ ⊗ v
13: end if
14: oh ← Sh ×1 q ×2 q

′

15: oh ← RMSNorm(oh)⊙ σ
(
Wh

g,2Wg,1u+ bhg
)

16: end for
17: xt ← xt +Wo [o1; . . . ; oH ]

▷ SwiGLU MLP
18: u← RMSNorm(xt)
19: xt ← xt +Wdown

(
SiLU(Wgateu)⊙Wupu

)
2023) with 8 query heads per key-value head, QK-norm (Dehghani et al., 2023) and RoPE (Su et al.,
2021) with base theta 10k during pretraining and 2M for extension. We found that both QK-norm
and the higher base frequency at extension (compared to 10k, 500k, 1M) strengthen the Transformer
baseline. All models use the Llama-2 tokenizer (Touvron et al., 2023) with 32k vocabulary size.

Evaluation. We evaluate the final checkpoint of the long-context extension. PG19 perplexity is
measured on around 1700 held-out books on windows of 64k tokens, which yields around 150M
tokens in total. For WikiText, we report per-token perplexity on the WikiText-2 test set, with each
document passed into the model in its entirety. The zero-shot score we report is the average accuracy
over LAMBADA (Paperno et al., 2016), HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019), PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020),
ARC-Easy (Clark et al., 2018), ARC-Challenge (Clark et al., 2018), WinoGrande (Sakaguchi et al.,
2020), OpenBookQA (Mihaylov et al., 2018), SciQ (Welbl et al., 2017), BoolQ (Clark et al., 2019)
and COPA (Roemmele et al., 2011), obtained through the lm-eval harness (Gao et al., 2024). We use
length-normalized accuracy for HellaSwag, ARC-Challenge and OpenBookQA, and plain accuracy
for the other tasks. For needle-in-a-haystack retrieval, we use the eight NIAH tasks of RULER
(Hsieh et al., 2024) at context lengths from 1k to 64k tokens and report the average over all tasks
and lengths in Table 3. Figure 3 shows four representative tasks, where the model retrieves a single
needle hidden in essays (niah single 2), one of four needles with different keys (niah multikey 1), all
four of four needles (niah multiquery), or four values stored under the same key (niah multivalue).
For recall, we use the six tasks of Arora et al. (2024), namely DROP, NQ, TriviaQA, FDA, SQuAD
and SWDE, and score an answer as correct if the generation contains it.
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