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ABSTRACT

Sparse attention reduces core-attention computation, but its indexers still incur re-
peated selection work and per-layer key-cache storage. Reusing selected indices
across layers reduces this overhead but constrains multiple layers to the same to-
ken set. We introduce LatentIndex, which extends the latent-sharing principle of
Multi-head Latent Attention across indexer layers. Each layer group constructs
a shared latent cache from its first layer’s hidden states, while layer-specific scor-
ing enables independent token selection. Absorbing key decoders into queries
enables direct scoring of the shared cache without reconstructing historical per-
layer keys. We develop training-free calibration and investigate a training-aware
instantiation of this principle. To balance quality and computation, a hierarchi-
cal selection (HS) variant lets followers independently refine a shared candidate
set proposed by the anchor. With four-layer sharing, LatentIndex reduces logi-
cal indexer-cache storage by 61.1% on DeepSeek-V3.2. Across DeepSeek-V3.2
and GLM-5, training-free LatentIndex improves head-wise attention-mass recall
over IndexCache by up to 3.28 percentage points while maintaining RULER and
LongBench performance close to native DSA. HS further achieves 2.30–2.72×
decode indexer speedups over DSA across 8K–128K contexts, retaining most of
LatentIndex’s recall. LatentIndex offers a new perspective on cross-layer indexing:
sharing continuous representations rather than discrete selections enables efficient
reuse while preserving layer-specific token selection.

1 INTRODUCTION

Long-context processing is increasingly important for large language models. Web-based agents and
software-engineering workflows require models to integrate information across multiple interaction
steps and diverse sources (Nakano et al., 2021; Jimenez et al., 2024), while extended reasoning
further increases context lengths. These workloads make attention efficiency critical to inference
speed and serving capacity. Dense attention requires O(L2) computation over a sequence of length
L; during autoregressive decoding, each new query also attends to a growing history, increasing
computation and KV-cache traffic.

Sparse attention reduces this cost by restricting the tokens or blocks that each query attends to (Child
et al., 2019; Beltagy et al., 2020; Kitaev et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2025; Lu et al., 2025). DeepSeek
Sparse Attention (DSA) (DeepSeek-AI, 2025) implements fine-grained token selection through a
lightning indexer, which scores historical tokens and selects the top-k positions for core attention.
This reduces core-attention complexity to O(Lk) over the sequence. However, the indexer scans
the full prefix at each layer, retaining quadratic prefill complexity and maintaining a separate key
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cache. Sparse core attention therefore leaves two sources of indexing overhead: repeated selection
computation and per-layer key storage.

Cross-layer redundancy offers an opportunity to reuse indexing information. IndexCache (Bai et al.,
2026) reports substantial overlap between nearby layers’ top-k selections and exploits it by retain-
ing indexers in a subset of Full layers while letting Shared layers reuse their selected indices. This
reduces indexing computation but constrains multiple layers to the same token set, preventing follow-
ers from adapting their selections to their own queries and relevance distributions. This motivates
our central question: Can we exploit cross-layer redundancy while retaining layer-specific token
selection?

Multi-head Latent Attention (MLA) (DeepSeek-AI, 2024) offers a useful design principle: a com-
pact latent representation can be shared across attention heads while supporting head-specific atten-
tion. We extend this principle to indexer layers with LatentIndex. Each group of consecutive layers
constructs one shared latent cache from the hidden states of its first layer, termed the anchor. Layer-
specific decoders define effective indexer keys for all group members, including the anchor, while
each layer retains its own scoring and top-k selection. At inference time, the decoders are absorbed
into queries, enabling direct scoring of the shared cache without reconstructing historical per-layer
keys. This design replaces separate indexer key caches with a shared representation while leaving
the main-attention KV caches unchanged.

To further accelerate indexing while preserving layer-specific decisions, we introduce a hierarchical
selection (HS) variant. The anchor scans the full prefix to form a broad candidate set, and each
follower independently scores these candidates and selects its own top-k tokens. HS thus balances
computational savings with layer-specific selection quality.

We instantiate LatentIndex in both training-free and training-aware settings. Training-free calibra-
tion uses offline ridge reduced-rank regression to jointly fit shared projections and layer-specific
decoders, yielding a shared representation that serves the entire group. All fitted parameters remain
fixed during inference. Training-aware adaptation begins with a frozen backbone, training each
layer’s indexer to match its dense-attention distribution. It then updates the backbone through sparse
language modeling while continuing attention-based supervision of the indexers, without changing
the main-attention architecture.

We evaluate LatentIndex in both settings. On DeepSeek-V3.2 and GLM-5, training-free LatentIn-
dex improves head-wise attention-mass recall over IndexCache at every evaluated length from 4K to
128K, by up to 3.28 percentage points. Its aggregate RULER and LongBench scores exceed Index-
Cache’s on both models and remain close to native DSA’s. With four-layer sharing on DeepSeek-
V3.2, LatentIndex reduces logical indexer-cache storage by 61.1%. HS retains most of its recall
while achieving 2.30–2.72× decode indexer speedups over DSA across 8K–128K, measured across
all 61 indexers. Compared with IndexCache, HS improves average recall, RULER, and LongBench
scores through additional layer-specific candidate scoring. Training experiments on DeepSeek-V2-
Lite further show higher warmup recall and generally lower sparse-training language-modeling loss
than IndexCache.

Our contributions are threefold:

• We introduce LatentIndex, bringing MLA’s latent-sharing principle to sparse-attention in-
dexers across layers. Shared latent caching reduces indexer-cache storage, while query-side
decoder absorption enables direct scoring with layer-specific token selection.

• We develop training-free calibration and investigate training-aware adaptation. We further
introduce hierarchical selection to reduce repeated full-prefix scoring through shared can-
didates and layer-specific refinement.

• We demonstrate improved selection quality over index reuse, downstream performance
close to native DSA, and a quality–latency trade-off through hierarchical selection. Train-
ing experiments further show that shared latent indexers can be learned while maintaining
language-model loss close to native DSA.

2



2 RELATED WORK

Sparse Attention. Sparse attention reduces attention cost by restricting the positions accessed by
each query through fixed patterns, local/global connectivity, or content-dependent selection (Child
et al., 2019; Beltagy et al., 2020; Kitaev et al., 2020). Recent methods include Native Sparse Atten-
tion (NSA), MoBA, and MiniMax Sparse Attention, which combine selective access with efficient
attention execution (Yuan et al., 2025; Lu et al., 2025; Lai et al., 2026). DeepSeek Sparse Attention
(DSA) (DeepSeek-AI, 2025) uses a lightning indexer to select tokens for the main attention compu-
tation. Although this reduces the main attention cost, the indexer still scores the full causal prefix
for each query, retaining quadratic scoring complexity during prefill.

Efficient Indexing for Sparse Attention. Existing approaches improve indexing efficiency
through cross-layer reuse, restricted search, and reduced representation or head costs. Index-
Cache (Bai et al., 2026) lets subsequent layers reuse an anchor layer’s top-k indices, while DeepSeek-
V4.1-Flash (DeepSeek-AI, 2026) includes a Reuse mode for the available main KV cache and its
latest selection. SparDA (Fu et al., 2026) predicts the KV blocks needed by the next layer, enabling
prefetching to overlap with current-layer execution. HISA (Xu et al., 2026b) selects candidate blocks
before token-level refinement, and PIVOT (Liu et al., 2026) amortizes full-prefix scoring across
nearby queries through a proxy query. Other designs select over compressed representations (Xu
et al., 2026a), dynamically activate indexer heads (Zhou et al., 2026), or use fewer query heads (Qiu
et al., 2026). LatentIndex explores cross-layer representation sharing as a basis for efficient indexing
while preserving layer-specific token selection.

Representation Sharing and Compression. Sharing continuous representations offers another
route to reducing attention overhead. CLA (Brandon et al., 2024) and MLKV (Zuhri et al., 2025)
share key/value heads across layers, while YOCO (Sun et al., 2024) constructs global KV represen-
tations for reuse across its cross-decoder layers. KVSharer (Yang et al., 2024) explores post-hoc
layer-wise cache sharing. Beyond direct reuse, xKV (Chang et al., 2025) jointly factorizes grouped-
layer KV caches into a shared low-rank subspace, and CommonKV (Wang et al., 2025) factorizes
adjacent-layer projection weights to facilitate latent-cache merging. Dimensional compression also
supports efficient attention and retrieval: MLA (DeepSeek-AI, 2024) combines latent KV storage
with query-side absorption of content-key projections, while Loki (Singhania et al., 2024) exploits
low-dimensional key structure for token selection. LatentIndex extends representation sharing from
main-attention KV representations to the key representations maintained across indexer layers.

3 METHOD: LATENTINDEX

LatentIndex

Anchor Layer-0 Indexer

Main
Q

Indexer
QMain

KV

Layer-1 Core Attn

Shared Latent Key
(Cached During Inference)

Indexer

Layer-2 Core Attn Indexer

Layer-3 Core Attn Indexer

Layer-0
Hidden

Layer-0 Core Attn Indexer

Main
Q

Indexer
QMain

KV

Layer-1 Core Attn Indexer

Layer-2 Core Attn Indexer

Layer-3 Core Attn Indexer

Indexer K

Indexer K

Indexer K

Indexer K

DSA

IndexCache reuse 
layer 0’s indices LatentIndex Apply

MLA in Layer Dimension

Projection

(Decoder)

Figure 1: DSA uses per-layer indexer key caches and token selections; IndexCache reuses the an-
chor’s selections (orange dashed paths). LatentIndex shares one latent cache derived from anchor
hidden states, with layer-specific decoders defining layer-specific keys. At inference, decoders are
absorbed into queries for direct cache scoring and independent token selection, without reconstruct-
ing historical keys. Queries are layer-specific but are illustrated only once for visual clarity.
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LatentIndex (Figure 1) extends MLA’s latent-sharing principle to the layer dimension of sparse-
attention indexers, sharing key representations while retaining layer-specific token selection. Each
group stores a shared latent cache, while layer-specific decoders define the effective keys used by
each layer. At inference, these decoders are absorbed into queries, allowing each layer to score the
shared cache directly without reconstructing historical keys. We first describe the shared representa-
tion and its scoring procedure, then explain how to obtain the parameters through offline calibration
or training and how hierarchical selection reduces repeated full-prefix scoring.

3.1 SHARED KEY REPRESENTATIONS WITH LAYER-SPECIFIC INDEXERS

Notation. We partition indexer layers into consecutive groups {Gg} of at most G layers, with the
first layer ag = minGg serving as the anchor. Let x(ℓ)

t denote the hidden state of token t at layer
ℓ after input RMSNorm, represented as a column vector. The native indexer key and shared latent
have dimensions dI = dR + dN and dC = rR + rN , respectively, where the subscripts R and N
indicate RoPE and NoPE components. Each indexer uses HI query heads.

Shared Latent Cache. To replace separate per-layer key caches, each group constructs one shared
representation per token from the anchor hidden state. This representation has a RoPE branch that
encodes position and a NoPE branch. For token position t, we compute

z
(g),N
t = P⊤

g,Nx
(ag)
t , z

(g),R
t = QtP

⊤
g,Rx

(ag)
t , (1)

where Pg,N ∈ Rdmodel×rN and Pg,R ∈ Rdmodel×rR are group-specific projections, and Qt ∈
RrR×rR applies rotary position encoding in the latent space. The two branches are concatenated
and cached once per group:

c
(g)
t =

[
z
(g),R
t

z
(g),N
t

]
∈ RdC . (2)

The two branches form a single cache used by every group member. Each layer interprets this shared
representation through its own decoder, rather than directly reusing the anchor’s native key.

Layer-specific Key Reconstruction. To let a shared cache support different relevance scores
across layers, each layer uses its own decoder to map the latent representation to effective indexer
keys.

For each ℓ ∈ Gg , layer-specific decoders define the effective key components:

k̂
(ℓ),R
t = D(ℓ),Rz

(g),R
t , k̂

(ℓ),N
t = D(ℓ),Nz

(g),N
t + b(ℓ), (3)

where D(ℓ),R ∈ RdR×rR , D(ℓ),N ∈ RdN×rN , and b(ℓ) ∈ RdN . Because the rotary latent is already
position-encoded when cached, its decoder must preserve the native rotary structure. We therefore
require decoding the rotated latent to give the same result as rotating the decoded key:

RtD
(ℓ),R = D(ℓ),RQt, (4)

for all t, where Rt ∈ RdR×dR is the native rotary map. This condition makes decoding before native
rotation equivalent to decoding after latent rotation. We enforce it through complex linear combina-
tions within each rotary frequency, without cross-frequency mixing or a rotary bias (Appendix A.2).

Combining both components gives

k̂
(ℓ)
t = D(ℓ)c

(g)
t + b

(ℓ)
ext, D(ℓ) =

[
D(ℓ),R 0

0 D(ℓ),N

]
, b

(ℓ)
ext =

[
0

b(ℓ)

]
, (5)

with D(ℓ) ∈ RdI×dC . These effective keys define layer-specific scoring. Note that during actual
inference, the decoders are absorbed into the queries, avoiding explicit key reconstruction.

Query-side Decoder Absorption. Explicitly reconstructing historical keys would introduce addi-
tional computation and memory overhead, but indexing only requires their dot products with the
current queries. As in MLA, we absorb each layer’s key decoder into its queries to score the shared
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cache directly. Let q(ℓ)
s,h ∈ RdI denote the native indexer query at position s and head h, with na-

tive RoPE already applied to its rotary component. Using the decoder and bias defined above, we
compute

q̃
(ℓ)
s,h =

(
D(ℓ)

)⊤
q
(ℓ)
s,h ∈ RdC , β

(ℓ)
s,h =

(
q
(ℓ),N
s,h

)⊤
b(ℓ), (6)

where q
(ℓ),N
s,h is the query’s NoPE component. For any historical position t ≤ s, the query–key dot

product satisfies (
q
(ℓ)
s,h

)⊤
k̂
(ℓ)
t =

(
q̃
(ℓ)
s,h

)⊤
c
(g)
t + β

(ℓ)
s,h. (7)

Thus, each decoder is applied once per query head, and the resulting query scores the shared cache
without reconstructing historical keys. The bias contribution β

(ℓ)
s,h is shared across historical positions

but must be added before the indexer’s ReLU. This reformulation is exact for the effective keys in
exact arithmetic.

Layer-specific Scoring and Selection. Each layer uses its own head weights w
(ℓ)
s,h and indexer

scaling to score the shared cache over valid causal positions Vs:

u
(ℓ)
s,t =

HI∑
h=1

w
(ℓ)
s,h ReLU

((
q̃
(ℓ)
s,h

)⊤
c
(g)
t + β

(ℓ)
s,h

)
, t ∈ Vs. (8)

Each layer independently selects

S(ℓ)
s = TopKt∈Vs

(
u
(ℓ)
s,t ,min(k, |Vs|)

)
, (9)

which its main attention uses with its own KV cache. Thus, layers share the latent cache while
retaining layer-specific scores and token selections.

3.2 TRAINING-FREE LATENTINDEX

Offline Calibration. We instantiate LatentIndex in a frozen pretrained model through offline cali-
bration of the shared projections and layer-specific decoders. For each group, we collect the anchor
hidden states and the native indexer keys of all group members at matching token positions. We treat
the group members’ keys as joint targets and use ridge reduced-rank regression Izenman (1975) to
jointly fit a shared projection from the anchor hidden states and a separate decoder for each layer.
The objective minimizes key-reconstruction error under the prescribed latent-rank constraints, with
ridge regularization on the resulting mappings.

We fit the NoPE and RoPE branches separately. For NoPE, we concatenate the group members’
target keys and fit a mapping of rank at most rN with an output bias. For RoPE, we fit a bias-free
complex reduced-rank mapping independently at each native frequency. Same-frequency decoding
preserves compatibility with positional rotation. Both branches admit closed-form solutions, requir-
ing no gradient-based optimization or updates to pretrained weights. The fitted projections generate
the shared latent cache, and the fitted decoders define the query transformations described above.
All fitted parameters remain fixed during inference. Appendix A provides more details.

Hierarchical Selection. To further accelerate indexing while preserving layer-specific token se-
lection, we restrict follower layers to a shared candidate set, leaving the latent representation and
query-side decoder absorption unchanged. For each query position s, the anchor ag scores all valid
causal positions Vs using Eq. equation 8 and forms a candidate set C(g)

s from the top-B positions,
where B ≥ k. The anchor selects its own top-k positions under the same scores. Each follower
ℓ ∈ Gg \ {ag} independently rescores these candidates using its layer-specific scorer and selects its
own top-k set S(ℓ)

s . Both budgets are capped by |Vs|, and each layer uses its selected positions with
its own main-attention KV cache. Thus, each follower scores at most B positions per query while
retaining layer-specific selection within the shared candidate set.
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3.3 TRAINING-AWARE LATENTINDEX

We also study training LatentIndex on DeepSeek-V2-Lite. Training proceeds in two stages: dense-
attention warmup learns the indexers with a frozen backbone, followed by sparse training that adapts
the backbone and indexers using their selected routes.

Training instantiation. In this instantiation, the anchor hidden state supplies both the shared key
representation and the inputs to all layer-specific query and head-weight projections. Each layer uses
its own NoPE decoder, query projection, and head-weight projection to compute relevance scores
and independently select tokens. On DeepSeek-V2-Lite, we partition the 27 layers into nine consec-
utive groups of three, with top-2048 selection. For this training instantiation, we apply LayerNorm
to the projected NoPE latent in Eq. equation 1, use bias-free NoPE decoders, and fix the rotary de-
coder to the identity. Because all routing inputs are available at the anchor, the group’s routes can
be computed at its entrance and then consumed by their respective layers during sparse execution.

Dense-attention warmup. We first freeze the pretrained backbone and train the indexers to match
each layer’s dense attention. For each query, the teacher distribution averages the core-attention
probabilities across heads, while the indexer distribution applies softmax to its scores over the full
causal prefix. Training minimizes the teacher-to-indexer KL divergence over valid prediction posi-
tions. Each layer’s dense-attention distribution supervises its LatentIndex scoring distribution. In
IndexCache, all three layer-specific teacher distributions supervise the anchor indexer. The method-
specific loss normalization is detailed in Appendix D.2. This stage learns token-selection scores
from dense attention while leaving the backbone and its dense-attention computation unchanged.

Sparse training. Starting from each method’s warmup checkpoint, we activate its top-2048 selec-
tions and train the backbone with next-token language modeling, retaining the main-attention archi-
tecture. The indexers continue to receive KL supervision, now using each layer’s sparse-attention
probabilities, with both distributions normalized over the selected positions. Teacher targets and
indexer inputs are detached from the backbone, and the top-k operation does not pass language-
modeling gradients to the selector. Additional training details are provided in Appendix D.1.

3.4 STORAGE AND COMPUTATION

Indexer cache storage. For a group of m layers, we store one dC-dimensional latent instead of
m separate dI -dimensional keys, giving a payload ratio of dC/(mdI). Including FP8 scales and the
independent native layer, our DeepSeek-V3.2 configuration reduces logical indexer-cache storage
by 61.1%. The main-attention KV cache remains unchanged.

Fixed parameters and computation. Projection and decoder parameters are independent of con-
text length. We generate the shared latent once per group and absorb each layer’s decoder into
its queries. Without hierarchical selection, each layer independently scores the full causal history,
requiring O(HILdC) work per query and O(HIL

2dC) over prefill. With candidate budget B, hier-
archical selection reduces the number of scored positions per query in a group of m layers from mL
to L+ (m− 1)min(B,L). Appendix B details storage accounting and inference implementation.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We compare native DSA, IndexCache, and LatentIndex on DeepSeek-V3.2 (DeepSeek-AI, 2025)
and GLM-5 (GLM-5 Team, 2026). Grouped methods use identical layer boundaries with G = 4 un-
less otherwise stated, and all methods select up to 2048 tokens per query. Training-free LatentIndex
uses offline calibration and segmented FP8 inference, with calibration data disjoint from evaluation
data. We evaluate token-selection quality using attention-mass recall and downstream performance
using RULER (Hsieh et al., 2024) and LongBench (Bai et al., 2023). RULER covers six context
lengths from 4K to 128K, while LongBench reports six task categories. Full configurations and
evaluation protocols are provided in Appendix C.

6



Table 1: Head-wise attention-mass recall on a common native DSA trajectory for each model.

Method DeepSeek-V3.2 GLM-5
4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K 4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K

DSA 99.33 97.40 95.09 93.48 91.10 90.00 99.45 98.33 97.21 96.37 95.16 94.30
IndexCache 98.86 95.86 92.49 90.26 86.68 85.06 99.16 97.49 95.78 94.65 92.79 91.55
LatentIndex 99.21 96.97 94.34 92.40 89.61 88.34 99.32 97.96 96.65 95.67 94.22 93.12

∆ vs. IndexCache +0.35 +1.11 +1.85 +2.14 +2.93 +3.28 +0.16 +0.47 +0.87 +1.02 +1.43 +1.57

Table 2: RULER performance across context lengths. All grouped methods use G = 4.

Model Method 4K 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K Avg.

DeepSeek-V3.2
DSA 97.21 96.84 97.51 97.46 95.89 94.30 96.54
IndexCache 97.28 96.94 97.51 97.18 95.91 93.59 96.40
LatentIndex 97.18 96.92 97.35 97.42 95.85 94.22 96.49

GLM-5
DSA 98.07 97.57 97.69 97.41 97.40 96.74 97.48
IndexCache 97.73 97.42 97.51 96.92 95.70 90.15 95.91
LatentIndex 97.89 97.57 97.64 97.36 97.42 96.81 97.45

4.2 TRAINING-FREE TOKEN-SELECTION QUALITY

Metric. We measure how well an indexer’s selected tokens capture the importance assigned by
core attention. Attention-mass recall directly measures how well the selected tokens preserve the
attention mass prioritized by core attention at a fixed token budget. For a fixed query and layer, let
ph,i denote core-attention head h’s dense attention probability over the full causal prefix, computed
using the native attention scale. Let S be the indexer’s selected set of K = min(2048, N) tokens for
prefix length N , and let Th = TopKi(ph,i,K) be head h’s oracle selection. Head-wise attention-
mass recall is

Rhead =
1

H

H∑
h=1

∑
i∈S ph,i

max
(∑

i∈Th
ph,i, ϵ

) , ϵ = 10−8, (10)

where H is the number of core-attention heads. This metric averages the fraction of each head’s
oracle attention mass captured at the same token budget, giving all heads equal weight. Sampling
and aggregation details are in Appendix C.

Results. LatentIndex outperforms IndexCache at every evaluated length on both models, with
gains increasing toward longer contexts (Table 1). At 128K, it improves recall by 3.28 percentage
points on DeepSeek-V3.2 and 1.57 points on GLM-5. These results support sharing continuous
representations while retaining layer-specific selection to preserve attention mass.

4.3 TRAINING-FREE DOWNSTREAM PERFORMANCE

We further evaluate each method end-to-end, where its token selections affect subsequent hidden
states and generation.

RULER. LatentIndex closely preserves native DSA performance, with average scores only 0.05
and 0.03 points lower on DeepSeek-V3.2 and GLM-5, respectively (Table 2). It improves over
IndexCache in aggregate on both models. On DeepSeek-V3.2 at 128K, it outperforms IndexCache
by 0.63 points and remains 0.08 below DSA. The largest gain over IndexCache occurs on GLM-5 at
128K, where LatentIndex reaches 96.81, compared with 90.15 for IndexCache and 96.74 for DSA.

LongBench. Table 3 covers single-document QA (SQA), multi-document QA (MQA), summa-
rization (Sum), few-shot learning (FS), synthetic retrieval (Syn), and code completion (Code). La-
tentIndex improves the average score over IndexCache by 0.73 points on DeepSeek-V3.2 and 0.30
points on GLM-5, while remaining close to native DSA. LatentIndex improves all six categories
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Table 3: LongBench performance across six task categories.

Model Method SQA MQA Sum FS Syn Code Avg.

DeepSeek-V3.2
DSA 52.05 53.79 22.42 61.87 68.17 73.12 55.24
IndexCache 51.37 53.25 22.24 59.78 67.91 73.11 54.61
LatentIndex 52.00 53.74 22.27 61.06 68.78 74.18 55.34

GLM-5
DSA 53.09 56.02 24.40 68.45 76.50 72.09 58.42
IndexCache 53.01 55.67 24.44 69.28 73.33 72.11 57.97
LatentIndex 53.31 55.71 24.35 68.58 76.33 71.34 58.27
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Figure 2: Cross-layer sharing on DeepSeek-V3.2: (a) additional Rhead loss relative to native DSA
by group offset (G = 4); (b) Rhead across context lengths for G = 4 and G = 8, with native DSA
as a reference.

relative to IndexCache on DeepSeek-V3.2, with the largest gain in few-shot learning. On GLM-5, it
improves three of the six categories, with the largest gain in synthetic retrieval.

4.4 ANALYSIS OF CROSS-LAYER SHARING

Selection quality across layers within a group. We measure additional recall loss rela-
tive to each layer’s native DSA selection: E

(ℓ)
m = R

(ℓ)
head(S

(ℓ)
DSA) − R

(ℓ)
head(S

(ℓ)
m ), m ∈

{IndexCache,LatentIndex}. Within each four-layer group, offset 0 denotes the anchor and off-
sets 1–3 the followers. IndexCache preserves the anchor’s native selection but incurs an immediate
recall loss when that selection is reused by followers (Figure 2a). This loss grows with context
length at every follower offset, reaching 5.97–7.38 percentage points at 128K. LatentIndex reduces
recall loss at every follower offset and context length. At 128K, average follower loss decreases by
73%, from 6.69 to 1.81 percentage points, while anchor loss is 1.32 points. These results show that
layer-specific selection mitigates the loss from cross-layer sharing, particularly at long contexts.

Effect of sharing group size. Figure 2b compares G = 4 and G = 8 with a fixed 192-dimensional
latent. Larger groups reduce recall for both methods, particularly at long contexts, while LatentIn-
dex consistently outperforms IndexCache at either group size. At 128K, LatentIndex with G = 8
achieves 86.21 recall, exceeding IndexCache with G = 8 by 4.07 percentage points and even Index-
Cache with G = 4 by 1.15 points. Increasing G from 4 to 8 also reduces LatentIndex’s shared caches
from 15 to 8 and its logical indexer-cache storage from 3132 to 1732 bytes per token, supporting
larger sharing groups while retaining higher selection quality than index reuse.

4.5 HIERARCHICAL SELECTION: QUALITY–EFFICIENCY TRADE-OFF

We evaluate LatentIndex with hierarchical selection (HS) on DeepSeek-V3.2 using a fixed candidate
budget of 8192. Decode timing covers complete indexer forward calls across all 61 layers, includ-
ing candidate construction and TopK but excluding main attention and other model components;
timing details are in Appendix C.4. HS (Table 4) achieves Rhead = 93.19, compared with 93.48
for full-prefix LatentIndex, with RULER and LongBench scores of 96.58 and 54.81, respectively.
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Table 4: Hierarchical selection on DeepSeek-V3.2. Latency is aggregated over all 61 indexers in
ms per decode token; parentheses show speedup over native DSA. Recall and RULER are averaged
over six context lengths, and LongBench over six task categories.

Quality Decode indexer latency (ms) ↓
Method Rhead ↑ RULER ↑ LongBench ↑ 8K 16K 32K 64K 128K

Native DSA 94.40 96.54 55.24 48.70 52.06 48.28 48.43 49.60
IndexCache 91.54 96.40 54.61 14.31 13.29 14.35 14.28 13.40
LatentIndex + HS 93.19 96.58 54.81 19.89 (2.45×) 19.13 (2.72×) 20.55 (2.35×) 21.10 (2.30×) 20.48 (2.42×)
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Figure 3: Training dynamics on DeepSeek-V2-Lite at 64K: (a) warmup Recall@2048 and (b) sparse-
training LM loss. Values are method minus DSA at matched steps; the dashed line marks zero
difference. Faint and bold curves show raw and EMA-smoothed differences, respectively.

It exceeds IndexCache on all three aggregate quality metrics and achieves 2.30–2.72× decode in-
dexer speedups over native DSA across 8K–128K. Relative to IndexCache, its additional indexer
computation enables layer-specific refinement within shared candidates.

4.6 TRAINING-AWARE EVALUATION

Protocol. We compare DSA, IndexCache, and training-aware LatentIndex on DeepSeek-V2-Lite
at 64K, using eight indexer heads, top-2048 selection, and G = 3 for grouped methods. All methods
complete 400 steps of indexer-only dense warmup, followed by sparse training that updates both the
backbone and indexers. Sparse runs use matching samples at each step. Training configurations,
method-specific loss normalization, and diagnostics are detailed in Appendix D.

Warmup selection quality. Figure 3 (a) reports matched-step Recall@2048 differences from
DSA. The metric measures captured attention mass relative to each head’s top-2048 oracle, averaged
over sampled queries and all 27 layers; diagnostic scaling and sampling are detailed in Appendix D.3.
After an initial widening, LatentIndex’s gap to DSA narrows and stabilizes, whereas IndexCache’s
gap generally grows before leveling off. In later warmup steps, LatentIndex remains approximately
1.3–1.5 percentage points below DSA, compared with 4.4–4.7 for IndexCache. These results show
that LatentIndex learns selections more closely aligned with core attention than index reuse.

Sparse-training behavior. Figure 3(b) shows matched-step differences in training next-token
cross-entropy. LatentIndex generally maintains lower LM loss than IndexCache and fluctuates
closely around the DSA baseline. Together with its higher warmup recall, this indicates that shared
latent indexing preserves selection quality while supporting sparse language-model training with
loss close to DSA.

9



5 CONCLUSION

LatentIndex enables sparse-attention indexers to share continuous key representations across layers
while retaining layer-specific token selection. Training-free results on DeepSeek-V3.2 and GLM-
5 show higher attention-mass recall than index reuse and downstream performance close to native
DSA, with a 61.1% reduction in logical indexer-cache storage on DeepSeek-V3.2. The recall advan-
tage is particularly pronounced for followers at long contexts and persists with larger sharing groups.
Hierarchical selection reduces repeated full-prefix scoring through shared candidates, achieving de-
code indexer speedups while retaining layer-specific refinement. Training experiments provide com-
plementary evidence that shared latent indexers can be learned while maintaining language-model
loss close to DSA. Together, these results support cross-layer representation sharing as a way to
reduce indexer storage while preserving selection quality, with hierarchical selection providing ad-
ditional computational savings.
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A OFFLINE CONSTRUCTION OF LATENTINDEX

We construct training-free LatentIndex by jointly fitting a shared projection and layer-specific de-
coders to each group’s native indexer keys, including those of the anchor. We fit the NoPE and
RoPE branches separately using ridge reduced-rank regression.
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A.1 CALIBRATION DATA AND TARGETS

We freeze the pretrained backbone and collect features along its native DSA trajectory. At matching
token positions, we record the anchor hidden states after input RMSNorm and each group member’s
native indexer keys after key normalization but before RoPE, Hadamard rotation, and quantization.
We fit only key-reconstruction targets.

We draw calibration data from FineWeb-Edu, GitHub source code, OpenMathInstruct-2, SmolTalk,
and PG19, covering general text, code, mathematics, dialogue, and long documents. Each domain
contributes eight 8K and two 32K training requests, plus two 8K and one 32K validation requests.
This yields 50 training and 15 validation requests, totaling 655,360 and 245,760 tokens under the
DeepSeek-V3.2 tokenizer. General-text, mathematics, and dialogue requests may concatenate ex-
amples; each code or book request uses a single repository or book. We check source identities and
text overlap across splits and keep calibration data separate from downstream evaluation. GLM-5
follows the same construction protocol.

All training prompt positions contribute to fitting. We use validation data to select regularization
strengths and retain the training-fitted parameters without refitting on the combined splits.

A.2 ROPE-COMPATIBLE DECODERS

Same-frequency decoding. For each native rotary frequency f , we construct rf complex latent
sources vt,f,j from the anchor hidden state and reconstruct layer ℓ’s pre-RoPE key coordinate as

k̂
(ℓ),R

t,f =

rf∑
j=1

γ
(ℓ)
f,jvt,f,j . (11)

We apply the same native rotary phase to all sources associated with f . Complex linear decoding
within each frequency, without cross-frequency mixing or an output bias, then satisfies

RtD
(ℓ),R = D(ℓ),RQt. (12)

This permits us to rotate the shared latent before caching while retaining layer-specific decoding.

Model-specific layouts and scoring. For DeepSeek-V3.2, we use one complex source per fre-
quency, giving rR = dR = 64, with native NeoX pairs (0, 32), . . . , (31, 63) and Qt = Rt. For
GLM-5, we use two sources per frequency, giving rR = 128 and dR = 64. Each 64-dimensional
source block uses native interleaved real/imaginary pairs, the original position angles, and rotary
base θ = 106. In rank-major order,

Qt = diag(Rt,Rt), D(ℓ),R ∈ R64×128. (13)

At inference, we absorb the decoders into post-RoPE, pre-Hadamard queries, matching the coordi-
nate system of the reconstructed keys. We then quantize and score directly in latent coordinates,
without applying Hadamard rotation or incorporating it into the decoders.

A.3 JOINT NOPE REGRESSION

For a group of m layers and n calibration tokens, let X ∈ Rn×d contain anchor inputs as rows,
where d = dmodel, and concatenate the NoPE targets as YN = [Kℓ1,N , . . . ,Kℓm,N ] ∈ Rn×mdN .
We solve

min
rank(BN )≤rN ,bN

1

n
∥YN −XBN − 1b⊤

N∥2F + λN∥BN∥2F . (14)

We penalize the effective mapping BN and leave the bias unregularized, summing reconstruction
errors across layers without energy normalization. Both models use dN = 64 and rN = 128.

Let µx and µy denote the training means, and define

Cxx = X⊤X/n− µxµ
⊤
x ,

Cxy,N = X⊤YN/n− µxµ
⊤
y ,

AN = Cxx + λNI.

(15)
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With VN containing the leading rN right singular vectors of A−1/2
N Cxy,N , we obtain

PN = A−1
N Cxy,NVN , FN = V⊤

N , BN = PNFN , (16)

and
bN = µy −B⊤

Nµx. (17)

We split FN into blocks (D(ℓ),N )⊤ and bN into layer-specific biases. At inference, we project
uncentered inputs as XPN ; the output biases incorporate the mean correction.

A.4 FREQUENCY-WISE COMPLEX ROPE REGRESSION

We pack each layer’s pre-RoPE key pairs into complex coordinates. For frequency f , let Yf ∈
Cn×m contain the group targets. We fit a bias-free, uncentered mapping:

min
rankC(Bf )≤rf

1

n
∥Yf −XBf∥2F + λR∥Bf∥2F . (18)

Define AR = X⊤X/n + λRI and Cxy,f = X⊤Yf/n. With Vf containing the leading rf right
singular vectors of A−1/2

R Cxy,f , we obtain

Pf = A−1
R Cxy,fVf , Ff = VH

f , Bf = PfFf . (19)

The columns of Pf generate the shared complex sources, and the corresponding layer column of Ff

supplies the decoder coefficients γ(ℓ)
f,j . We fit frequencies independently, using rf = 1 for DeepSeek-

V3.2 and rf = 2 for the final GLM-5 model.

A.5 REGULARIZATION SELECTION AND NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

Validation criterion. We search A = {0, 10−8, 10−7, 10−6, 10−5, 10−4, 10−3, 10−2} and set

λc = αc tr(Cxx)/d, c ∈ {N,R}. (20)

Both branches use the anchor inputs’ centered training variance to scale regularization, and all rotary
frequencies within a group share one λR.

For each branch, we evaluate training-fitted parameters using the mean layer-wise normalized recon-
struction error:

Jc(α) =
1

m

∑
ℓ∈Gg

∑
t∈val ∥k̂ℓ,t,c(α)− kℓ,t,c∥22∑

t∈val ∥kℓ,t,c∥22
. (21)

We accumulate errors and target energies over all validation tokens and retain the training-fitted
NoPE bias. We select the strongest regularization within 0.5% of the minimum validation error:

α⋆
c = max

{
α ∈ A : Jc(α) ≤ 1.005 min

α′∈A
Jc(α

′)

}
. (22)

Reported configurations. For DeepSeek-V3.2, we select regularization independently for each
group and branch. All 15 groups in the 50-request calibration, G = 4 configuration select αN =
αR = 10−2. For G = 8, we refit the groups using the same calibration and selection protocol.

For GLM-5, we first calibrate a configuration with one complex source per rotary frequency. We
retain its NoPE parameters and refit the rotary projections and decoders with two sources per fre-
quency, keeping each group’s previously selected rotary regularization strength fixed.

Numerical implementation. We accumulate training and validation sufficient statistics separately
in FP64, using token counts, feature sums, and the products X⊤X, X⊤Y, and Y⊤Y. We assemble
complex rotary statistics from real-coordinate statistics and solve in complex128. This preserves all
calibration observations without storing token-level features. We evaluate inverse operations spec-
trally, using a tolerance-based pseudoinverse at zero regularization and zero-padding rank-deficient
factors to the prescribed dimensions. We check statistics-based validation errors against explicit
predictions and verify exported FP32 parameters against the high-precision solution.
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B STORAGE AND INFERENCE IMPLEMENTATION

B.1 CACHE STORAGE AND FIXED PARAMETERS

Let NL denote the number of indexed layers, Nind the number of independent native layers, M the
number of sharing groups, L the history length, and b the bytes per stored element. We compute
cache payloads, excluding quantization metadata and allocation overhead, as

MDSA = NLLdIb, MLatentIndex = Lb(NinddI +MdC). (23)

For a group of m layers, we replace m native keys with one shared latent, giving a payload ratio of
dC/(mdI).

In our DeepSeek-V3.2 FP8 implementation, we store each native key in 132 bytes: 128 FP8 values
and one FP32 scale. Each shared latent occupies 200 bytes: 192 FP8 values and separate FP32
scales for the RoPE and NoPE segments. Including the independent native layer, we obtain

mDSA = 61× 132 = 8052 bytes/token,
mG=4 = 132 + 15× 200 = 3132 bytes/token,
mG=8 = 132 + 8× 200 = 1732 bytes/token.

(24)

We thus reduce logical indexer-cache storage by 61.1% for G = 4. This accounting excludes allo-
cation overhead, temporary workspaces, HS candidate indices, fixed parameters, and main-attention
KV caches.

We use dmodeldC shared projection parameters per group. Each group member additionally uses
dNrN NoPE decoder parameters, dN bias parameters, and 2

∑
f rf real rotary decoder parameters.

These parameters are independent of context length.

B.2 QUERY ABSORPTION AND FP8 EXECUTION

We generate the training-free latent through a linear projection without bias, activation, or additional
normalization, using fitted targets that already include native key normalization. We apply RoPE
to the rotary branch and cache the latent once per group. Each layer retains its native query and
head-weight computations.

We perform decoder absorption on post-RoPE, pre-Hadamard queries. For NoPE, we compute
(D(ℓ),N )⊤qN and the bias contribution β = q⊤

Nb(ℓ). For rotary frequency f and latent source j, we
compute

q̃ℓ,f,j = γ
(ℓ)
f,jqℓ,f . (25)

We then score the rotated latent directly, retain the native indexer scaling, and add β before ReLU
and head aggregation. We neither apply Hadamard rotation on this path nor incorporate it into the
decoders.

For DeepSeek-V3.2, we use a RoPE64/NoPE128 layout. We quantize cached latents and absorbed
queries separately by segment using E4M3FN, with independent scales rounded up to powers of
two; cached key scales are stored in FP32. The kernel rescales the segment dot products, sums them,
adds the bias contribution, applies ReLU, and aggregates heads. We export calibration parameters
in FP32, perform online latent projection in BF16, and compute query absorption in FP32 before
conversion to BF16 and FP8 quantization.

For GLM-5, we use a RoPE128/NoPE128 segmented FP8 layout. The rotary segment comprises
two consecutive 64-dimensional source blocks with native interleaved real/imaginary pairs. We
apply the same native cosine and sine values to both blocks and quantize them together as one rotary
segment.

B.3 COMPUTATION WITH AND WITHOUT HIERARCHICAL SELECTION

Without HS, we independently score the full causal history and select top-k tokens at every layer.
NoPE query absorption costs O(HIdNrN ) per query, and rotary absorption costs O(HIrR). Scoring
costs O(HILdC) per layer per query and O(HIL

2dC) over prefill. Each layer separately reads the
shared cache and scores in the dC-dimensional latent space.
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Table 5: Training-free model and latent configurations. Layer indices are zero-based.

Setting DeepSeek-V3.2 GLM-5

Indexed layers NL 61 78
Hidden dimension dmodel 7168 6144
Indexer heads HI 64 32
Native RoPE / NoPE (dR, dN ) 64 / 64 64 / 64
Shared RoPE / NoPE (rR, rN ) 64 / 128 128 / 128
Independent layer indices 0 0, 1
Grouped layer indices 1–60 2–77
Number of four-layer groups 15 19
Complex sources per rotary frequency 1 2

With HS, we let the anchor score the full prefix and each follower score at most B candidates. For a
group of m layers, we therefore score

L+ (m− 1)min(B,L) (26)

positions per query instead of mL. For DeepSeek-V3.2 with one independent layer, 15 anchors, 45
followers, and B = 8192, this gives 16L + 45 × 8192 positions when L > 8192, compared with
61L for native DSA.

These counts cover scoring positions only. In Appendix C.4, we measure complete indexer forward
calls, including candidate construction and TopK, while excluding main attention and other model
components.

C TRAINING-FREE EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

C.1 MODELS AND COMPARISON SETTINGS

We compare native DSA, IndexCache, and LatentIndex on DeepSeek-V3.2 and GLM-5. Native DSA
selects tokens independently at each indexed layer. For IndexCache, we reuse anchor selections with
the same group boundaries as LatentIndex. All methods select K = min(2048, N) tokens for a valid
causal prefix of length N .

We use G = 4, 50-request calibration, and segmented FP8 inference for the main results (Table 5).
We keep fitted parameters fixed throughout evaluation and use the GLM-5 calibration procedure
described in Appendix A.5.

C.2 DOWNSTREAM EVALUATION AND RECALL PROTOCOL

Downstream evaluation. We evaluate RULER on all 13 tasks with 100 examples per task at each
of six context lengths: 4K, 8K, 16K, 32K, 64K, and 128K. We average task scores within each length
and then equally across lengths. For LongBench, we evaluate six categories: single-document QA,
multi-document QA, summarization, few-shot learning, synthetic retrieval, and code completion.
We use completion mode for code tasks and chat mode otherwise, averaging task scores within each
category and then equally across categories. We run each method end to end using its own token
selections.

Recall sampling and aggregation. At each nominal context length, we use 100 examples from
each of the 13 RULER tasks. We evaluate the query at the first token of the question text, using
only the causal prefix through that position; N denotes its actual length. For each example, we
run the native DSA trajectory and compare all selectors at the same query using the same dense
core-attention probabilities, computed over the full causal prefix with the native attention scale.

We compute head-wise oracle-normalized ratios as defined in Section 4.2, average over core-
attention heads, and then over all indexed layers, including independent layers: 61 for DeepSeek-
V3.2 and 78 for GLM-5. We subsequently average examples within each task and give tasks equal
weight. Length averages give the six lengths equal weight. For DeepSeek-V3.2, we use all 128
core-attention heads.
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Figure 4: Additional Rmean loss relative to native DSA by group offset on DeepSeek-V3.2 (G = 4).
We use the same trajectory, sampling, and aggregation as in Figure 2a.

C.3 CROSS-LAYER SHARING ANALYSIS

Group offsets and group size. For the DeepSeek-V3.2 G = 4 analysis, we measure additional
recall loss relative to each layer’s native DSA selection on the same reference trajectory. We aver-
age layers at the same offset across the 15 groups, with offset 0 denoting anchors and offsets 1–3
denoting followers, then aggregate examples and tasks as above. We include independent layer 0 in
overall recall but exclude it from offset analysis.

For G = 8, we retain layer 0 independently, form seven eight-layer groups from layers 1–56, and
place layers 57–60 in one four-layer group. We retain the RoPE64/NoPE128 latent layout and refit
projections and decoders using the same calibration protocol. We use identical group boundaries for
IndexCache.

Mean-attention recall. Using the same dense probabilities as Rhead, we first average probabilities
across heads as p̄i = H−1

∑
h ph,i and define the oracle T = TopKi(p̄i,K). We compute

Rmean =

∑
i∈S p̄i

max
(∑

i∈T p̄i, ϵ
) , ϵ = 10−8. (27)

This metric measures how well a token set shared across attention heads preserves head-averaged
attention mass relative to the optimal shared size-K set. We use it to assess whether the advan-
tage observed under head-wise normalization also holds for aggregate attention mass. We compute
both metrics in the same evaluation pass and apply the same layer, example, and task aggregation.
Figure 4 reports additional Rmean loss relative to native DSA using the same offset analysis.

C.4 HIERARCHICAL SELECTION AND DECODE INDEXER TIMING

Candidate construction. We use B = 8192 candidates and final selection budget k = 2048 at all
lengths. Layer 0 retains native DSA. In each four-layer group, the anchor scores the full prefix and
constructs its candidate set from its top-2048 positions and the next 6144 highest-scoring positions.
Each follower independently rescores the candidates and selects its own top-2048. We cap both
budgets by the valid prefix length and rebuild candidates for each group at every decode step. At 4K,
followers score the full valid prefix; at nominal 8K, measured decode prefixes exceed 8192 tokens
and use the fixed candidate budget.

Workload and aggregation. We measure batch-size-one decoding on eight GPUs with tensor
parallelism 8, using nested prefixes of the same book. Each request generates 65 tokens. We exclude
the first token produced by prefill and measure the following 64 decode steps, whose history lengths
are approximately L+1 through L+64 for nominal input length L. We measure three requests per
method and length.

We place CUDA events around each layer’s complete indexer.forward. Let t
(j,s)
ℓ,r denote

elapsed time for layer ℓ, TP rank r, request j, and decode step s. We report

T indexer =
1

3

3∑
j=1

1

64

64∑
s=1

60∑
ℓ=0

max
r=0,...,7

t
(j,s)
ℓ,r (28)
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Table 6: Training settings. All methods completed both schedules. Batch sizes count sequences; the
global indexer-loss coefficient is distinct from the method-specific layer weights in Appendix D.2.

Setting Dense warmup Sparse training

Sequence length 65,536 65,536
Completed optimizer steps 400 2,426
Global batch size 8 256
Microbatch size 1 1
Gradient accumulation steps 8 4
Learning rate 10−3 4× 10−5

Learning-rate schedule Constant Constant
Learning-rate warmup steps 0 0
Indexer objective Full-prefix KL Selected-support KL
Global indexer-loss coefficient 1.0 1.0
Backbone updates Disabled Enabled
Precision BF16 BF16
GPU count 8 64
TP / PP / CP / EP 1 / 1 / 8 / 8 1 / 1 / 1 / 8

in milliseconds per decode token.

D TRAINING-AWARE EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

D.1 TRAINING CONFIGURATION

We compare DSA, IndexCache, and LatentIndex on DeepSeek-V2-Lite using eight indexer heads
and top-2048 selection. For grouped methods, we partition the 27 layers into nine groups of
three. Dense warmup freezes the backbone and trains only the indexers. Sparse training loads
each method’s own warmup checkpoint, activates its routes, and updates the backbone with next-
token LM loss while continuing indexer supervision. We initialize new indexer linear weights from
a zero-mean normal distribution with standard deviation 0.02, and LayerNorm weights and biases to
one and zero, respectively. For sparse training, we use the same dataset, cached sample and shuffle
indices, seed, and sequential sampler across methods. We use a global batch size of 256, microbatch
size 1, data parallelism 64, and context parallelism 1, aligning sample slots at matched training steps.

D.2 INDEXER CONSTRUCTION AND TRAINING OBJECTIVES

Shared latent indexers. For each group, we project the anchor’s normalized hidden state into a
128-dimensional NoPE latent and a 64-dimensional RoPE key. We apply LayerNorm only to the
NoPE latent and use layer-specific linear decoders to produce 64-dimensional NoPE keys. Each
layer directly reuses the shared RoPE key, corresponding to an identity rotary decoder.

We generate all three layers’ queries and head weights from the anchor hidden state using separate
layer-specific projections. All linear projections are bias-free. After applying RoPE, we apply the
same normalized Hadamard rotation to queries and keys. During sparse training, we compute three
independent top-2048 selections at the group entrance for the corresponding layers to consume.
During warmup, we evaluate each layer’s indexer output against its own dense-attention teacher
using the cached anchor input.

Attention supervision. For layer ℓ and query t, we form the teacher distribution P
(ℓ)
t by averaging

the 16 core-attention heads’ probabilities, using the runtime attention scale, including YaRN scaling.
We form the indexer distribution S

(ℓ)
t by applying softmax to its scores. The indexer’s head weights

include the scaling factor 1/(
√
8
√
128).

During warmup, both distributions cover the full causal prefix. During sparse training, we use the
current layer’s sparse-attention probabilities as the teacher and normalize both distributions over the
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selected positions. With prediction mask mt, we define

Lℓ =

∑
t mtDKL

(
sg[P

(ℓ)
t ] ∥S(ℓ)

t

)
∑

t mt
, (29)

where sg denotes stop-gradient. We detach indexer inputs from the backbone and optimize the
backbone through next-token language modeling during sparse training.

Layer-wise loss normalization. All methods receive supervision from all 27 layers. DSA and
LatentIndex use each layer’s corresponding indexer output, while IndexCache supervises the shared
anchor indexer separately with each group member’s teacher. In both stages, we use

Lidx =

26∑
ℓ=0

cℓLℓ, cℓ =

{
1/3, IndexCache,
1, DSA and LatentIndex.

(30)

We apply the training framework’s microbatch and data-parallel reductions without an additional
division by the number of layers or groups.

D.3 RECALL DIAGNOSTICS AND PLOTTED TRAINING CURVES

Warmup Recall@2048. For each sampled query s and layer ℓ, we measure selected attention
mass relative to each head’s top-K oracle, where K = min(2048, N) for causal prefix length N :

rℓ,s =
1

16

16∑
h=1

∑
t∈Iℓ,s

p̃
(ℓ)
s,t,h∑

t∈Oℓ,s,h
p̃
(ℓ)
s,t,h

. (31)

Here Iℓ,s is the diagnostic indexer selection, Oℓ,s,h is the head-specific oracle, and p̃ is the diagnostic
dense-attention distribution.

We sample at most two evenly spaced local queries per layer and context-parallel rank, using CP=8.
We average query-level recall within each layer, then across ranks and all 27 layers. All methods use
the same sampling procedure and data order. For IndexCache followers, we score with the anchor’s
queries, keys, and head weights against each follower’s own dense-attention reference.

We compute diagnostic attention probabilities with scale 1/
√
576, corresponding to the absorbed

MLA query width 512 + 64. The diagnostic therefore uses the head-wise oracle normalization of
Rhead, with its own attention scaling and query sampling.

LM loss and plotting. We report next-token cross-entropy over valid prediction tokens, with EOD
loss masking and excluding auxiliary losses. We normalize within each microbatch by its valid-token
count, then average across microbatches and data-parallel ranks. Each logged value corresponds to
its optimizer step. We compute method-minus-DSA differences at matched steps without interpola-
tion and apply bias-corrected causal EMA after differencing, using coefficients 0.9 for warmup and
0.6 for sparse training.
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