arXiv:2610.32057v3 [cs.Al] 4 Nov 2026

() Tencent Hy

HyScale: Scaling Long-Context Training for Learned Sparse
Attention

Yangshen Deng’, Xinjing Huang?,

Shuyong Tan?, Chun-Chih Tseng?,

WUniversity of Edinburgh

Yulong Wang?,
Mingji Han?,

Jun Hu?,
Key Zhang?, Luo Mai'

Yunzhuo Liu?,
Ray Ying?,

2Tencent Hunyuan

X yangshen.deng@ed.ac.uk

Abstract

We present HyScale, a long-context training system for learned sparse attention. Learned sparse at-
tention is a promising architecture for million-token contexts, widely adopted in production since
DeepSeek-V3.2. Selection, however, grows into the training bottleneck. For each query, it scores every
previous token whereas sparse attention reads only k; worse, current systems materialize a full score
table and repeat selection during recomputation. Our key insight is that the output of selection is not
an activation, but rather a set of indices. Building on it, HyScale introduces FlashTopK and selection
replay. FlashTopK finds each query’s exact top-k on the fly without a score table, while selection replay
reuses forward-pass selection in recomputation. Together with holistic system optimizations tackling
end-to-end challenges, HyScale speeds up GLM-5.1 training on 1M-token sequences by 2.07x over
Megatron-LM on 512 H20 GPUs. It also speeds up the CSA layers of DeepSeek-V4-Flash and the
QSA layers of Qwen3.8-Flash-Next by 2.01 x and 1.57x at 1M tokens on 32 H800 GPUs.

1 Introduction

Long context has become a core capability of large lan-
guage models, driving training sequence lengths from
128K to 1M tokens across long documents, code repos-
itories, and agent trajectories. At these lengths, full at-
tention dominates training cost: its computation grows
quadratically with context length because each query at-
tends to every previous token. Learned sparse atten-
tion (Yuan et al., 2025; DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025) reduces
this cost by splitting attention into two steps. In selec-
tion, a lightweight indexer scores every previous token
for each query and keeps the top-k. In sparse attention,
each query attends only to the selected tokens. Token-
level designs, pioneered by DeepSeek Sparse Attention
(DSA) (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025), are widely adopted in
production models such as GLM-5.1 (GLM-5-Team et al.,
2026) and Hy4 preview (Tencent-Hunyuan, 2026). Block-
level variants select contiguous token blocks instead, in-
cluding CSA in DeepSeek-V4 (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026),
QSA in Qwen3.8-Flash-Next (Qiu et al., 2026), and MSA
in MiniMax-M3 (Lai et al., 2026).

Selection, however, grows into the new training bottleneck.
While sparse attention reads only & tokens per query, selec-
tion still scores every previous token. Worse, current sys-
tems amplify this cost in two ways. First, they materialize a
full score table across all previous tokens, even though top-
k keeps only k entries per query. Second, they repeat se-

lection during activation recomputation (Chen et al., 2016;
Korthikanti et al., 2023) by rerunning the entire layer from
scratch. In Megatron-LM (Shoeybi et al., 2019), selection
consequently consumes 47% of a GLM-5.1 training step at
1M tokens, excluding the pipeline wait—6.6x the time of
sparse attention (§2.3).

Both inefficiencies stem from treating the output of selec-
tion as a standard activation. Our key insight is that the
output of selection is not a continuous activation, but
rather a discrete set of indices. Unlike standard activa-
tions, top-k selection is non-differentiable: the backward
pass requires neither the intermediate score table nor a re-
run of top-k search. Specifically, sparse attention uses
only the selected indices, and the indexer loss differentiates
through only the & selected scores. Consequently, training
can find these indices on the fly without materializing the
full score table, and directly reuse them during recomputa-
tion instead of repeating selection.

Realizing this insight in end-to-end training raises three
challenges. First, on-the-fly top-k selection must de-
cide whether to retain or discard each score immediately
upon computation. Existing sampling-based top-k oper-
ators (Yin et al., 2026; Meng & Fang, 2026) estimate a
score threshold for inference, but break down in training:
their neighbor sampling is incompatible with context par-
allelism (CP), their sampling and key pruning both fail in
early training, and selection becomes non-deterministic.
Second, existing selective recomputation policies (Kor-
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Figure 1: HyScale architecture.

thikanti et al., 2023; PyTorch, 2026) operate at the granu-
larity of whole operators, whereas the indexer loss requires
only the k selected scores. Consequently, recomputation
must either retain the full score table or rescore all previ-
ous tokens merely to recover k values per query. Third,
once selection is accelerated, CP communication and in-
efficient sparse kernels become exposed. Existing sys-
tems gather indexer keys and KV states synchronously be-
fore selection—stalling selection on KV transfers it never
reads—while their sparse kernels assign each thread block
a single query, repeating the loads and updates of entries
adjacent queries share.

To address these challenges, we present HyScale (Fig-
ure 1), a long-context training system for learned sparse
attention. We make three contributions:

(1) FlashTopK, an on-the-fly top-% selection operator
via optimistic thresholding. FlashTopK selects top-k
entries while scoring, eliminating the score table entirely.
The key insight is that threshold-based filtering can tolerate
optimistic thresholds as long as failures are rare and cheap
to recover from. Built with optimistic strided sampling and
adaptive key pruning, FlashTopK delivers fast, exact, and
deterministic top-k selection with full CP compatibility.

(2) Selection replay, a fine-grained recomputation pol-
icy for selection. Rather than operating at the operator
level, selection replay records forward-pass selection re-
sults and replays only the k selected entries during recom-
putation. This fine-grained replay eliminates repeated se-
lection with negligible memory overhead, reducing recom-
putation cost by orders of magnitude over existing selective
policies.

(3) HyScale, a holistic training system for learned
sparse attention. Built on Megatron-LM, HyScale inte-
grates FlashTopK and selection replay with end-to-end sys-
tem optimizations: decoupled CP overlap hides the CP col-

lectives of sparse attention behind selection, while locality-
aware sparse kernels process two adjacent queries together
so that they load and update their shared entries once.
HyScale supports diverse learned sparse attention architec-
tures, including DSA, CSA, and QSA.

Across 512 H20 GPUs, HyScale accelerates end-to-end
GLM-5.1 training on 1M-token sequences by 2.07x over
Megatron-LM, with speedups scaling further as context
length grows. Beyond token-level DSA, HyScale gener-
alizes seamlessly to block-level architectures: at 1M to-
kens on 32 H800 GPUs, it accelerates the CSA layers
of DeepSeek-V4-Flash by 2.01x and the QSA layers of
Qwen3.8-Flash-Next by 1.57x. HyScale is deployed in
production, powering large-scale LLM training at million-
token contexts.

2 Background and Motivation

2.1 Learned Sparse Attention

Learned sparse attention lets each query attend to only a
few entries. An entry is an earlier token or a block of ear-
lier tokens. Each layer runs in two steps. Selection uses a
learned indexer to score every earlier entry of a query and
keeps the k highest. Sparse attention then reads only the
KV states of the selected entries (Appendix A). Selection
thus costs up to O(L) in computation per query for L to-
kens, while sparse attention costs only O(k).

In training, gradients likewise reach only the selected en-
tries. Top-k is not differentiable. The indexer therefore
learns from a loss of its own, defined on its & selected
scores. This loss pulls these scores toward the attention
distribution over the selected entries. Sparse attention also
back-propagates only to the selected entries (Appendix B).

Designs differ mainly in what an entry is and how it is
scored. DSA (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025) scores single to-
kens with a multi-head lightning indexer. All indexer heads
share one indexer key per token. Its sparse attention uses
multi-head latent attention (MLA) (DeepSeek-Al et al.,
2024). All attention heads likewise share one compressed
KV latent per token. Block-level designs score blocks of
tokens instead. CSA in DeepSeek-V4 (DeepSeek-Al et al.,
2026) and QSA in Qwen3.8-Flash-Next (Qiu et al., 2026)
compress or mean-pool every four tokens into one entry.
MSA in MiniMax-M3 (Lai et al., 2026) takes the maxi-
mum token score within each block of 128 tokens.

2.2 Long-Context Training

Context parallelism. To train on sequences that are
too long for one GPU, context parallelism (CP) splits
a sequence of length L across a group of P GPUs, so
each GPU holds only n = L/P queries. Ring Atten-
tion (Liu et al., 2024) and DeepSpeed-Ulysses (Jacobs
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Figure 2: One training step of GLM-5.1 in Megatron-
LM on 512 H20 GPUs with full recomputation and 8K to-
kens per GPU, first pipeline stage. Step times exclude the
pipeline wait. The attention layer is in color.

et al., 2023), the widely-used CP methods designed for full
attention, do not fit learned sparse attention (§3.4.1). Ex-
isting systems instead reuse the KV all-gather method of
Llama 3 (Grattafiori et al., 2024). Before selection, the
forward pass synchronously all-gathers the indexer keys
and the KV states over the CP group. The backward pass
reduce-scatters their gradients.

Activation recomputation. The backward pass needs
the activations of the forward pass. At long context that
storage can exceed GPU memory, so training often uses ac-
tivation recomputation (Chen et al., 2016). It discards some
activations during the forward pass and recomputes them
when the backward pass needs them, trading compute for
memory. Under full activation recomputation, each layer
keeps only its input and reruns its forward pass right before
the backward pass. Selective recomputation (Korthikanti
et al., 2023; PyTorch, 2026) keeps more activations and re-
runs only parts of the layer, such as the core attention. It
works at the granularity of operators, either keeping an op-
erator’s output or rerunning the operator in full.

2.3 The Selection Bottleneck

Although sparse attention is cheap, the attention layer re-
mains the bottleneck of long-context training, and selection
accounts for most of it. Figure 2 profiles GLM-5.1 train-
ing in Megatron-LM, a state-of-the-art training system, on
512 H20 GPUs with 8K tokens per GPU. Excluding the
pipeline wait, the attention layer takes 49% of the step at
256K tokens and 61% at 1M. At 1M tokens, selection alone
takes 47% of the step, 6.6x as long as sparse attention.

Figure 3a shows how Megatron-LM executes one learned
sparse attention layer in a training step and marks two inef-
ficiencies in selection ((1) and (2)).

Inefficiency 1: Materialized scores. Selection material-
izes every score before selecting any ((1)). Current systems
run it as two kernels. The scoring kernel scores the n lo-
cal queries against all L keys and writes the scores to GPU
memory as an n X L table. The top-k kernel then reads
the table back and keeps k entries per query. In the 1M-
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Figure 3: One learned sparse attention layer on one GPU
under CP and full recomputation (not to scale). Red num-
bers in (a) mark the score table ((1)) and the repeated se-
lection ((2)). Blue numbers in (b) mark where FlashTopK
(M) and selection replay ((2)) remove them. HyScale also
overlaps the CP collectives with computation. k! denotes
the indexer keys, and c the KV states.

token step (n=8K, £k=2048), the table of one layer takes
32 GiB on each GPU, whereas the selected indices take
only 64 MiB. Since top-k keeps only 0.2% of the scores,
materializing them wastes GPU memory and memory traf-
fic, a cost that grows with the context.

Inefficiency 2: Repeated selection. Under full activa-
tion recomputation, selection runs twice in every training
step ((2)). Before each layer’s backward pass, the rerun
of its forward pass scores all L keys and selects the top-k
again. As Figure 2 shows, this rerun takes about as long
as selection in the forward pass. At 1M tokens, it thus ac-
counts for half of the 47% of the step that selection takes,
and like the forward selection, its cost grows with the con-
text.

2.4 Key Insight

Both inefficiencies stem from the same root cause. Current
systems handle the output of selection, the selected indices,
like a regular activation. They compute it with two dense
operators, scoring and top-k, so the score table becomes an
intermediate tensor in GPU memory ((1)). Recomputation
regenerates it by rerunning both operators ((2)).

Our key insight is that the output of selection is not a
continuous activation, but rather a discrete set of in-
dices. Two properties of learned sparse attention support
this view. First, the score table serves only to find these in-
dices. Sparse attention reads only the selected entries, and
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the indexer loss reads only their scores, so nothing reads
the scores of the other keys. Second, the backward pass
needs only these indices and their scores. Top-k is not dif-
ferentiable, so no gradient flows through selection, and the
backward pass never needs the score table or any other in-
termediate result of selection (Appendix B).

This insight motivates our design in two ways. First, se-
lection need not materialize the score table. Since only
the scores of the selected entries are used, the scoring ker-
nel can keep or drop each score as soon as it computes it
(FlashTopK, §3.2). Second, recomputation need not repeat
selection. Since the backward pass needs only the selected
indices and their scores, recomputation can reuse the in-
dices from the forward pass and rescore only the selected
entries instead of all entries (selection replay, §3.3).

3 HyScale Design

3.1 Overview

HyScale builds on Megatron-LM and changes only its
learned sparse attention layers. Every GPU in the CP group
runs one copy of HyScale (Figure 1). Two techniques ap-
ply the insight of §2.4 to remove both inefficiencies (Fig-
ure 3b). FlashTopK (§3.2) selects each query’s top-k while
scoring, without writing the score table ((1)). Selection re-
play (§3.3) reuses the forward indices and rescores only
their k£ entries in the recomputation ((2)). Accelerating se-
lection exposes two remaining costs, CP communication
and the sparse kernels. Decoupled CP overlap (§3.4.1) and
locality-aware sparse kernels (§3.4.2) reduce them respec-
tively.

3.2 FlashTopK

Fused sampling-based top-£ selection. Current systems
run unfused selection with two kernels. The scoring kernel
writes all n x L scores to GPU memory, and a top-k kernel
reads them back to keep k per query ((1)). Fused selection
merges the two with a sampled threshold. It first estimates
the threshold from a sample of keys. The scoring kernel
then compares every score with it on chip and writes only
the passing keys to a small buffer per query. If every key
of the true top-k passes, selecting from these candidates is
exact. The score table thus never reaches GPU memory.

The performance of this design depends on the quality of
the sample. A poor sample would give a threshold far be-
low the true k-th score, which lets many keys through, adds
memory traffic and selection work, and can overflow the
buffer. LiteTopK (Yin et al., 2026) pioneered this design for
inference. Its threshold is the k-th largest score among the
keys that nearby queries selected, as nearby queries tend to
select similar keys. This guaranteed lower bound never ex-
ceeds the true k-th score and lets every key of the true top-%

Table 1: Design of fused sampling-based top-k selection.

LiteTopK DoSA FlashTopK
Sample from Neighbors  Neighbors Own context
Threshold Guaranteed Guaranteed Optimistic
Works under CP X X v
Key pruning X Always Adaptive
1.0
I S
117 median L7 13X median
» 6 —b-

= = Trained weights
=== Untrained weights

CDF of queries
=}
W
\

. / X
0.0 T T T T T
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(a) Keys passing the sampled threshold (b) Keys surviving pruning

Figure 4: Sampling and pruning efficiency of DoSA
(GLM-5.1, 1M). (b) uses the exact k-th score as threshold.

pass. If too many keys still pass, it raises the threshold dur-
ing the scan so that the candidates fit a fixed-size buffer.
DoSA (Meng & Fang, 2026) further speeds up this design
with key pruning: it first computes a cheap upper bound of
each key’s score, and skips the full scoring of keys whose
bound falls below the threshold. Both designs, however,
build their sampling and pruning around inference prefill
and break down in three ways during training (Table 1).

Challenges in training. CI: Neighbor sampling breaks
under CP. LiteTopK and DoSA use neighbor sampling:
they sample the keys that nearby queries selected. This
sample covers most of the true top-k, keeping their guar-
anteed lower bound tight. Inference has these selections
at hand, as it processes a long prompt chunk by chunk on
one GPU (Agrawal et al., 2024). Under CP, however, other
GPUs score nearby queries at the same time (§2.2). Their
selections are thus not yet available. Without them, a guar-
anteed lower bound must come from some other sample of
the query’s context. Such a bound can be so loose that far
too many keys pass, slowing down selection.

C2: Neighbor sampling and key pruning fail in early train-
ing. They both rely on a trained indexer, but training
starts from untrained weights. First, with random weights,
nearby queries no longer select similar keys. Neighbor
sampling thus sets the threshold far too low: 17X more
keys pass at the median than with trained weights (Fig-
ure 4a). Second, key pruning skips far fewer keys: even
with the exact k-th score as threshold, 13 x more keys sur-
vive at the median (Figure 4b). In our practice, as a result,
DoSA can run even slower than unfused selection with un-
trained weights.

C3: Training requires deterministic selection. Training
needs bitwise reproducible kernels to replay a run and de-
bug loss spikes or hardware faults (DeepSeek-Al et al.,
2026; Sul et al., 2026). Existing sampling-based operators
break this, as they append the passing keys to each query’s
buffer with atomics. The key order thus varies across runs
and changes the output in two ways. First, when several
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keys tie at the k-th score, the order decides which are kept.
Second, it decides the floating-point rounding of the sum in
sparse attention. Sorting each query’s candidates by posi-
tion fixes both, but costs even more than selecting the top-k
itself.

FlashTopK. To bridge the gap between sampling-based
top-k selection and training, we propose FlashTopK (Ta-
ble 1). Its key insight is that the threshold need not be
a guaranteed lower bound, as long as it rarely fails and
each failure is cheap to recover from. The threshold then
only has to be close to the k-th score, yet selection stays
exact. FlashTopK therefore estimates the threshold from
each query’s own context (C1, C2). It also prunes keys only
when a sample predicts a gain (C2), and makes its selection
deterministic (C3). Appendix C details its kernels.

Optimistic strided sampling (C1, C2). FlashTopK gives
up the guarantee and estimates each query’s threshold from
a strided sample of its own context. It thus needs no other
query’s selection and works under CP. First, FlashTopK
samples once for all queries on a GPU: it takes the middle
key of each of M = min(max(2048, L/128),8192) equal
segments of the L keys. Second, FlashTopK scores this
sample for all queries in one matrix multiplication. Query
t uses the m; samples within its context of L; keys, each
standing for about L;/m; keys. Third, FlashTopK sets the
threshold to the [2.5km;/L;]-th best of them, an estimate
of the 2.5k-th best score. About 2.5k candidates thus pass,
2.5x the k keys to select. The sample spans the whole con-
text, so the threshold rarely rises above the k-th best score.
For the few queries that still end with fewer than k candi-
dates or overflow the buffer, the GPU redoes their selection
over all keys without host synchronization.

Adaptive key pruning (C2). FlashTopK uses DoSA’s
score bound but prunes adaptively, unlike DoSA’s always-
on pruning. In early training, the bound loosens and prun-
ing may not pay off (C2). FlashTopK thus decides before
each selection whether to prune. It first estimates the share
of keys the bound keeps, on one query in 16 against 256
sampled keys. If this share is at most 20%, a pruning pass
marks keys that any of 8 adjacent queries could select, and
the scan scores only these keys. Otherwise, it scans every
key.

Deterministic selection (C3). FlashTopK keeps the fast
atomic writes in its kernels and restores determinism after-
wards. It orders keys only within the smallest sets whose
order affects the output. First, when more keys share the
k-th highest score than there are places left in the selection,
the select kernel runs a radix select (Alabi et al., 2012) over
the positions of just these tied keys and keeps those with
the smallest positions. The selected set then depends only
on the scores. Second, a radix sort (Merrill & Grimshaw,
2011) orders the k selected entries of each query by score,

Full recomputation X L
© Keep indexer inputs

Keep top-k indices
Index replay

Keep scores
Score replay o

Recomputation
(ops)
3

T\ T T T
0 64 MiB 512 MiB 4 GiB 32 GiB

Extra memory per layer and GPU
Figure 5: Costs of selection recomputation policies for one
GLM-5.1 layer at 1M tokens on one GPU. Appendix D de-
rives them.

breaking ties by position, so sparse attention sums over
them in the same order in every run. Two runs on the same
inputs thus produce the same exact top-k, bit for bit.

3.3 Selection Replay

Under activation recomputation, current systems rerun se-
lection before the backward pass ((2) in Figure 3a). They
score all L keys of every query and select the top-k again,
although the layer input has not changed and the selection
is the same, which doubles the cost of selection.

Our insight is that this rerun is unnecessary, because the
output of selection is only indices. Top-k is not differen-
tiable, so gradients reach the k selected entries but never
pass through the selection itself. The backward pass thus
needs only the selected indices and the k scores at them
(§2.1), not the scoring of all L keys. This insight motivates
us to keep the indices from the forward pass and, in the re-
computation, rescore only the entries they point to, cutting
selection recomputation from O(L) to O(k) per query.

The challenge is that existing selective recomputation (Ko-
rthikanti et al., 2023; PyTorch, 2026) cannot rescore only
these keys. It decides for each operator whether to keep the
operator’s output or to rerun the operator in full. Even if
it keeps the indices that top-k outputs, it cannot rerun the
scoring operator for only the k entries they point to. Ev-
ery policy it can express therefore wastes either memory
or computation (Figure 5). Keeping all activations or the
score table avoids rescoring but wastes memory, because
both grow with the context. Keeping nothing, the indexer’s
inputs, or only the top-k indices wastes computation, be-
cause the recomputation still scores all L keys to obtain the
k scores that the backward pass needs.

Selection replay. To address this challenge, we design
selection replay, a recomputation policy for selection that
decides what to keep and what to rerun per entry rather
than per operator. The forward pass keeps the selection of
each query, and the recomputation computes at most the k
scores that the backward pass reads. Replay comes in two
variants that differ in what the forward pass keeps. Index
replay keeps only the k indices of each query and rescores
only the k entries they point to. Score replay also keeps the
k scores and rescores nothing.
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Cost comparison. Table 2 in Appendix D derives the
cost of every policy, and Figure 5 plots these costs for one
GLM-5.1 layer at 1M tokens with 8K tokens per GPU.
Both variants of replay sit in the lower-left corner, while
every operator-level policy in the figure costs at least two
orders of magnitude more in memory or in recomputation.
We use index replay by default, since its rescoring costs
under 1% of a training step at 1M and it saves about 5 GiB
per GPU over score replay in GLM-5.1.

Implementation of index replay. We describe index re-
play in detail. Figure 3b shows index replay in one layer of
HyScale ((2)). First, the forward pass scores all L keys and
selects the top-k as in §3.2, and keeps the & selected indices
of each query. Second, the recomputation does not score all
keys or select again. It loads the kept indices, scores only
the k entries they point to with a gather-and-score kernel,
and runs sparse attention on the same indices. Third, the
backward pass runs exactly as without replay.

To save GPU memory, the kept indices can be offloaded
to pinned host memory with nearly zero overhead. The for-
ward pass copies them to the host on a separate stream right
after selection, overlapping with sparse attention. The re-
computation copies them back when it enters the attention
layer, overlapping with the projections.

Generality. Selection replay applies to any learned
sparse attention that selects by top-k, whether its entries are
tokens as in DSA or blocks as in CSA and QSA. Each such
layer learns its selection only through the & selected scores
(§2.1), so replay rescores only these entries (§4.5). Replay
is also compatible with existing recomputation policies. It
keeps the interface of the operator that scores and selects,
so policies that decide per module what to rerun, such as
Megatron-LLM’s, work with replay unchanged.

3.4 Holistic System Implementation

The two techniques cut the work of selection but leave two
other costs of learned sparse attention. First, CP commu-
nication runs synchronously before selection and sparse at-
tention. Second, sparse kernels incur heavy global mem-
ory traffic. HyScale addresses each cost with a property
of learned sparse attention. Selection and sparse attention
consume different CP data. Decoupled CP overlap there-
fore hides each transfer behind computation independent
of it (§3.4.1). Adjacent queries also select largely the same
keys. Locality-aware sparse kernels thus process two adja-
cent queries in one thread block (§3.4.2).

3.4.1 Decoupled CP Overlap for Selection and

Attention

Bottleneck of CP communication. Under CP, each GPU
holds only its own queries but needs the indexer keys and

the KV states of all earlier tokens. Existing systems there-
fore all-gather both before selection, in the forward pass
and again in the recomputation, and reduce-scatter their
gradients in the backward pass (Figure 3a). These collec-
tives are large and synchronous. Figure 2 shows the result-
ing cost when Megatron-LM trains GLM-5.1: the exposed
CP transfer grows 4.8 x from 256K tokens (CP32) to 1M
(CP128).

Limits of existing CP optimizations. Existing CP opti-
mizations designed for full attention do not carry over to
learned sparse attention. Ring Attention (Liu et al., 2024)
overlaps each transfer with the attention that consumes it,
but sparse attention reads only a few selected entries per
query and has too little computation to hide the transfer.
DeepSpeed-Ulysses (Jacobs et al., 2023) saves communi-
cation by splitting attention across GPUs by heads, so that
each GPU gathers only the KV of its own heads. In DSA,
however, all attention heads read the same KV latent and
all indexer heads read the same indexer key, so each GPU
would still gather the whole latent and key of every token,
exactly what all-gather transfers.

Opportunity from disjoint inputs. To optimize trans-
fers in learned sparse attention, we propose decoupled CP
overlap. Its key insight is that the two steps of learned
sparse attention consume different CP data: selection reads
only the indexer keys, and sparse attention, which runs af-
ter selection, reads only the KV states.

Design. HyScale decouples the CP communication of the
two steps, sending the indexer keys and KV states sep-
arately, and overlaps each transfer with computation that
does not consume it (Figure 3b). Each transfer is issued
as soon as its data is ready and waited for only before its
first consumer. In the forward pass and recomputation, the
indexer-key gather overlaps the query projections, and the
KV-state gather overlaps the query projections and selec-
tion. In the backward pass, the reduce-scatter of the KV-
state gradient overlaps the indexer backward, and that of
the indexer-key gradient overlaps the query projections’
backward.

3.4.2 Locality-Aware Sparse Kernels

Bottleneck of sparse kernels. Besides selection, learned
sparse attention adds three sparse kernels to training: the
sparse attention forward, its backward, and the indexer
backward (Figure 3). Existing implementations (Li et al.,
2025; NVIDIA, 2026; Wang et al., 2025a) assign each
thread block a single query (Figure 6a). This per-query
split costs L2 traffic in two forms. First, per-query loads
((@): the forward kernel loads each query’s selected en-
tries separately. Second, per-query atomics ((2)): the back-
ward kernels load entries the same way. They also add each
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(a) Existing kernels: one query per thread block

selected keys o shared keys
loaded twice
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— load (backward: also an atomic)

Figure 6: Locality-aware sparse kernels. Existing kernels
(a) assign each thread block a single query; HyScale (b)
processes two adjacent queries in one thread block over the
union of their selections. Each row in a block marks the
keys that one query uses.

query’s gradient to its entries with separate atomics. Profil-
ing the backward kernels for GLM-5.1 at 512K tokens on
HS800 confirms both costs. The L2 cache runs at 53—65% of
its peak throughput, and warps stall on memory in 40-44%
of their cycles. The tensor cores are only 21-32% busy.

Opportunity from selection locality. To address these
bottlenecks, we propose locality-aware sparse kernels.
Their key insight is selection locality: adjacent queries se-
lect largely the same keys, as prior work has observed (Yin
et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2026a; Meng & Fang, 2026). In
GLM-5.1, for example, two adjacent queries share 71% of
their top-2048 keys on average, measured over 21 of its 78
layers on real documents of 128K and 192K tokens; the
union of their selections is thus only 1.29 times one selec-
tion. Locality-aware kernels therefore process two adjacent
queries in one thread block over the union of their selec-
tions (Figure 6b), which reduces both bottlenecks. First,
each kernel loads a shared key once for both queries ((1).
Second, the backward kernels sum both queries’ gradients
of a shared key before adding them with one atomic ((2)).

Design. Once per layer, a lightweight preprocessing step
builds the unions of all adjacent query pairs in one batch.
All three sparse kernels reuse these unions. Each thread
block reads the union of its own pair. The union lists
the keys selected only by the first query, then the shared
keys, then the keys selected only by the second (Figure 6b).
The first query uses the first two parts. The second query
uses the last two. Each query masks out the remaining
part, the hatched cells, so outputs and gradients stay ex-
act. This design spends otherwise idle tensor-core cycles
on the masked part to save L2 traffic on the shared keys.

3.4.3 Implementation Details

HyScale is implemented on top of Megatron-LM with
about 3.4K lines of Python and 14.7K lines of GPU kernels
(CUDA, Triton, CuTe DSL). Besides the two optimizations
above, four techniques target two overheads in Megatron-
LM’s attention layers: host synchronizations and wasted
GPU work. The first two remove host synchronizations.
(1) CP layout cache: Megatron-LM rebuilds the CP lay-
out with its masks in every layer and pass, synchronizing
with the host for every CP rank. HyScale builds it once per
micro-batch. (2) Sequence boundaries cache: Megatron-
LM’s RoPE also synchronizes in every call to read the se-
quence boundaries, which HyScale copies to the host once
per micro-batch. The other two remove wasted GPU work.
(3) Kernel fusion: HyScale fuses chains of elementwise
operators, such as the indexer’s KL loss, normalizations,
and RoPE. (4) Permutation-free KV gather: Megatron-LM
reorders the gathered KV states into token order in every
pass, so that sparse attention can index them by token.
HyScale instead adjusts the indices to the gathered order.

4 Evaluation

4.1 Setup

Testbed. Our experiments run on an H20 cluster and an
HS800 cluster. Each H20 node has eight NVIDIA H20
GPUs with 96 GB of memory, two 96-core AMD EPYC
9K84 CPUs, and 2.2TiB of DRAM. Each H800 node
has eight NVIDIA H800 GPUs with 80 GB of memory,
two 48-core Intel Xeon Platinum 8476C CPUs, and 2 TiB
of DRAM. Nodes in both clusters connect through eight
400 Gb/s RoCE NICs (NVIDIA ConnectX-7).

Baseline and configuration. We compare HyScale with
Megatron-LM, which runs Megatron Core 0.19.2 with the
cuDNN DSA backend. HyScale builds on the same code
base, ensuring the two systems differ only in the attention
layers. All runs use BF16, zigzag all-gather CP, and full ac-
tivation recomputation unless noted otherwise. In HyScale,
index replay and the offloading of its indices are enabled.

4.2 End-to-End Training

We train the full GLM-5.1 from its released weights on 512
H20 GPUs, fixing the global batch at 4M tokens and the
tokens per GPU at 8K. Each sample is a single sequence of
256K, 512K, or 1M tokens from real documents. The runs
use PP8xCP32xDP2xEP64 at 256K, PP8 x CP64 x EP64
at 512K, and PP4xCP128 xEP128 at 1M.

HyScale trains much faster with similar memory.
HyScale is up to 2.07x faster than Megatron-LM, and the
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Figure 7: Full GLM-5.1 on 512 H20 GPUs. Both systems
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with Megatron-LM’s distributed optimizer. Step times av-
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Figure 8: Breakdown of one full GLM-5.1 training step at
IM.

speedup grows with the context, from 1.23x at 256K to
2.07x at 1M (Figure 7a). HyScale achieves this speedup
with about the same peak GPU memory (Figure 7c). Even
without offloading the replay indices (§3.3), it would only
use at most 11% more.

HyScale becomes more efficient at longer contexts.
From 256K to 1M, with the same 4M tokens in every
step, HyScale’s step time grows only 1.27x, and its MFU
even rises, from 20.9% to 27.8% (Figure 7b). Over the
same range, Megatron-LM’s step time grows 2.13x, and
its MFU falls from 17.1% to 13.5%.

HyScale’s advantage stems mainly from faster selection,
the main bottleneck that grows with the context. On the
first pipeline stage at 1M (Figure 8), FlashTopK cuts the
forward selection from 35.9 s to 20.8 s, and selection replay
cuts the recomputed selection from 37.0s to 1.0s. Faster
attention layers also halve the pipeline wait, from 106.6s
to 51.7s.

4.3 Context-Parallel Scalability

We benchmark a single GLM-5.1 attention layer on 8 to
512 H20 GPUs, with the CP size equal to the GPU count,
under two standard settings (Jacobs et al., 2023) (Fig-
ure 9). First, strong scaling fixes the context length and
adds GPUs. Second, weak scaling fixes the queries per
GPU and grows the context with the GPUs.

HyScale keeps speeding up with more GPUs. At both
256K and 512K context, HyScale runs faster every time

=== Megatron-LM = HyScale

s ® 16K/GPU 5
O 8K/GPU e

Layer time (ms)

0 512K

1‘6 3‘2 6‘4 158 2%6 512
(b) Weak scaling, 8-512 GPUs

é 1‘6 3‘2 6‘4 158 2;6 512 é

(a) Strong scaling, 8512 GPUs
Figure 9: (a) Strong and (b) weak CP scaling of one GLM-
5.1 attention layer on H20. Layer time covers the forward,
recomputation, and backward passes on the slowest rank.
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Figure 10: Cumulative ablation of one attention layer, as a
share of Megatron-LM’s layer time: (a) GLM-5.1 on H20
at 8K queries per GPU, (b) CSA and QSA on 32 H800
GPUs.

the GPU count doubles (Figure 9a). Up to 256 GPUs, each
doubling cuts the layer time by 1.65 to 1.96x. Beyond 256
GPUs, the gain drops to 1.18 to 1.54 x, because each GPU
holds too few queries to hide the CP transfers. HyScale’s
speedup over Megatron-LM grows with the GPU count,
from 1.44 to 11.7x at 256K and from 1.79 to 8.1x at
512K. In fact, Megatron-LM stops improving as early as
128 GPUs, and even slows down beyond 128 GPUs. This
slowdown mainly stems from rebuilding the CP layout in
every layer, incurring host synchronizations that grow lin-
early with the GPU count. HyScale avoids this cost with its
CP layout cache (§3.4.3). The cache alone does not explain
HyScale’s speedup, however. At 1M context on 128 GPUs,
all system optimizations together, the cache included, save
only 11% of Megatron-LM’s layer time (§4.4). Even if the
cache saved all of it, HyScale would still run 2.6x faster
than Megatron-LM.

HyScale’s CP extends the context gracefully. HyScale
is faster than Megatron-LM at all context lengths, and its
layer time grows far more slowly as the context grows
(Figure 9b). With 16K queries per GPU, from 128K to
8M context, HyScale’s layer time grows only 11X, while
Megatron-LM’s grows 190 x. HyScale is 1.24 x faster than
Megatron-LM at 128K context, and by 8M, this speedup
climbs to 22.3 x. The runs with 8K queries per GPU show
the same trend, with an 11.2x speedup at 4M.
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4.4 Ablation Study

We measure the layer time of one GLM-5.1 attention layer
at 256K context on 32 GPUs and at 1M on 128 GPUs, with
the CP size equal to the GPU count and 8K queries per
GPU (Figure 10a). Starting from Megatron-LM, we add
FlashTopK (§3.2), selection replay (§3.3), and the system
optimizations of §3.4 one at a time. Each step is measured
on top of the previous ones. We report each step’s saving
as a share of Megatron-LM’s layer time.

FlashTopK and selection replay bring most of the
speedup. At IM context, HyScale saves 66% of
Megatron-LM’s layer time (Figure 10a). The two tech-
niques deliver 84% of this saving. FlashTopK saves 37%
of the layer time, because it removes the score table from
both the forward pass and the recomputation. Selection
replay saves another 18%, because it skips the recomputed
selection. The system optimizations save the remaining
11%. FlashTopK’s share also grows fastest, from 8% at
256K to 37% at 1M, because it replaces Megatron-LM’s
unfused selection, whose cost grows faster than the con-
text. Megatron-LM cannot hold the 32 GiB score table at
1M, so it splits the queries into chunks whose score tables
fit a fixed memory limit. Longer contexts leave fewer
queries per chunk, too few at IM to keep the GPU busy.
FlashTopK avoids this trade-off: it writes no score table,
so it scores all queries at once. Selection replay keeps
16-18% at both contexts, because FlashTopK already
accelerates the selection it skips.

4.5 Generality

This experiment tests whether HyScale carries over to
block-level architectures. We implement the CSA layer
of DeepSeek-V4-Flash (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026) and the
QSA layer of Qwen3.8-Flash-Next (Qiu et al., 2026) in
Megatron-LLM from their papers. We repeat §4.4’s ablation
on 32 H800 GPUs at 1M context with CP32 (Figure 10b).

HyScale generalizes across learned sparse attention.
HyScale runs CSA 2.01x and QSA 1.57x faster than
Megatron-LM. Every ablation step speeds up both layers,
showing that HyScale can also accelerate block-level archi-
tectures. FlashTopK’s gain on block-level layers is smaller
than on token-level DSA (§4.4), since they score 4 x fewer
keys per query, making selection less significant.

4.6 FlashTopK Efficiency

Operator efficiency. We compare FlashTopK with
Megatron-LM’s cuDNN selection on one H20 GPU. We
benchmark all selections captured from full GLM-5.1 train-
ing at 256K, 512K, and 1M context, on all 78 layers
and CP ranks. Each selection picks £ = 2048 keys for
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=) 4 2 [ LiteTopK (ported) Untrained
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Figure 11: FlashTopK efficiency for GLM-5.1 on one H20
GPU.

(b) Selection time

""" LiteTopK (fixed) =-= LiteTopK (rising)
= =+ DoSA (fixed) FlashTopK (fixed)
5 100%7 911K
2 S 911K
5 1% Ko
~
% 0.01% TR
= 1074% 1 SN
= —60, 59 [\ \\ .
107°% T T T
4K 64K IM 4K 64K M
Buffer slots per query Buffer slots per query
(a) Trained (b) Random init

Figure 12: Sampling efficiency: share of failed queries at
each buffer size. Labels count failures at FlashTopK’s de-
fault 16K-slot candidate buffer (red line), 1 GiB per GPU.

8K queries. Among fused sampling-based methods, only
FlashTopK supports CP and determinism (§3.2). More-
over, LiteTopK and DoSA release kernels only for FP§ on
Blackwell GPUs. We thus reimplement both in BF16 on
H20 following their code, and run them without CP. Both
are also non-deterministic, while FlashTopK keeps its de-
terministic sort.

FlashTopK removes the memory—time trade-off of se-
lection. FlashTopK uses the least memory and runs the
fastest at every context (Figure 11a). Including its buffers,
it peaks at only 1.3—1.4 GiB per layer. Megatron-LM must
instead trade memory for time. With its default 1 GiB
limit on the score table, it peaks at 3.1 GiB but runs 1.84—
2.80x slower than FlashTopK. With the whole score table,
it needs 12-48 GiB and still runs 55-80% slower. The limit
saves memory, but it splits the queries into chunks too small
to keep the GPU busy (§4.4). FlashTopK avoids both costs
because it never writes the score table.

FlashTopK is fast with both trained and untrained
weights. It matches or outperforms LiteTopK and DoSA
in both settings (Figure 11b). With trained weights,
FlashTopK runs 1.70-1.79x faster than LiteTopK and
1.04-1.10x faster than DoSA. FlashTopK and DoSA
both outpace LiteTopK mainly through pruning. Prun-
ing cuts FlashTopK’s time by 39—42%, while LiteTopK
never prunes. FlashTopK further outpaces DoSA because
neighbor sampling forces DoSA’s query blocks to run one
after another. With untrained weights, FlashTopK runs
1.34-1.58x faster than DoSA and 0.99-1.06x as fast as
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LiteTopK. The lead over DoSA is large because DoSA al-
ways prunes, and pruning adds large overhead once the
bound loosens (C2 in §3.2). With neighbor sampling and
a fixed threshold, 20% of DoSA’s queries also overflow at
IM. FlashTopK stays on par with LiteTopK because prun-
ing rarely pays off, yet adaptive pruning still turns on in
some calls. Overall, optimistic strided sampling and adap-
tive pruning keep FlashTopK fast and robust.

Sampling efficiency. Next, we compare FlashTopK’s op-
timistic strided sampling with the neighbor sampling of
LiteTopK and DoSA. We count the candidates of all
81.8M queries in one GLM-5.1 training step at 1M, with
the trained weights and with a randomly initialized in-
dexer. LiteTopK raises its threshold during the scan (§3.2),
while DoSA and FlashTopK keep theirs fixed. We show
LiteTopK both ways.

Optimistic thresholds outperform guaranteed lower
bounds. With fixed thresholds and trained weights,
FlashTopK fails on over 15,000x fewer queries than
LiteTopK and DoSA at its 16K-slot candidate buffer (Fig-
ure 12a). With random weights, both baselines fail on 82%
of the queries, and FlashTopK on only 5 of the 81.8M
(Figure 12b). Raising the threshold during the scan cuts
LiteTopK’s failures to 483 with trained weights, still 8x
more than FlashTopK, and to none with random weights.
FlashTopK’s lightweight recovery rescores only the failed
queries on the GPU, with near-zero overhead.

These results reflect the limits of neighbor sampling in
training. Its bound comes from the keys that nearby
queries selected. Their k-th best can thus lie deep in this
query’s ranking and let many extra keys pass. With ran-
dom weights, nearby queries also barely share keys (C2
in §3.2). Under CP, their selections are not even available
(C1). FlashTopK instead samples evenly from each query’s
own context. Combined with lightweight recovery, opti-
mistic strided sampling thus suits training better.

5 Related Work

Selection acceleration for learned sparse attention.
HPC-Ops Top-K (Liu et al., 2026b), GVR (Cheng et al.,
2026), DeepSelect (Qian et al., 2026), and Prof-K (Dziar-
maga et al., 2026) accelerate the top-k step but leave scor-
ing in a separate kernel. The score table thus still makes
a round trip through GPU memory. Fusing scoring with
top-k selection removes it. LiteTopK (Yin et al., 2026) pio-
neered this fusion with sampling-based selection, taking its
threshold from nearby queries’ selections. DoSA (Meng
& Fang, 2026) further skips part of the scoring with
cheap per-key bounds. Both, however, build their sam-
pling around prefill and face challenges in training (§3.2).
FlashTopK addresses them with optimistic strided sam-
pling, adaptive key pruning, and deterministic selection.

Orthogonally, PIVOT (Liu et al., 2026a), IndexCache (Bai
et al., 2026), HISA (Xu et al., 2026), and MISA (Zhou
et al., 2026) cut selection work by reusing selections or
scoring fewer entries or heads.

Activation recomputation. Activation recomputation
saves memory by rerunning the forward pass during back-
propagation (Chen et al., 2016), at the cost of extra com-
putation. Prior work cuts this cost by choosing what to re-
compute. Checkmate (Jain et al., 2019) and DTR (Kirisame
et al., 2020) pick tensors offline or at runtime; selective re-
computation (Korthikanti et al., 2023; PyTorch, 2026) re-
runs only cheap operators with large outputs. DeepSeek-
V4 (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026) further makes this choice
per tensor by extending automatic differentiation. All of
them, however, rerun whole operators. In learned sparse
attention, this wastes memory or computation (§3.3). Se-
lection replay avoids both by rescoring only the selected
entries.

Context parallelism. The basic CP design all-gathers all
KV states before attention (Grattafiori et al., 2024), leav-
ing this communication exposed. Two schemes optimize it.
Ring Attention (Liu et al., 2024), Striped Attention (Bran-
don et al., 2023), and DistFlashAttn (Li et al., 2023) hide it
behind attention computation by passing KV blocks around
aring. DeepSpeed-Ulysses (Jacobs et al., 2023) reduces it
by splitting attention heads across GPUs. USP (Fang &
Zhao, 2024) and LoongTrain (Gu et al., 2024) further com-
bine both for hierarchical GPU networks. Both schemes,
however, fall short in learned sparse attention (§3.4.1).
Ring designs lack the computation to hide transfers (Bu
et al., 2026), and Ulysses cannot split KV states shared
across heads, such as in DSA. HyScale instead hides the
KV communication behind selection. Orthogonally, Ma-
giAttention (Tao & Huang, 2025), ByteScale (Ge et al.,
2025), WLB-LLM (Wang et al., 2025c), and FlexSP (Wang
et al., 2025b) balance the CP workload across GPUs.

6 Conclusion

We presented HyScale, a long-context training system for
learned sparse attention. Its key insight is that selection out-
puts only indices, not activations. FlashTopK thus selects
the top-k without writing the score table, and selection re-
play skips repeated selection in recomputation. HyScale
trains GLM-5.1 on 1M-token sequences 2.07 x faster than
Megatron-LM on 512 H20 GPUs and generalizes across
learned sparse attention architectures. Future work in-
cludes extending FlashTopK to inference, other precisions
such as FP8, and newer GPUs such as Blackwell.
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A Formulation of Learned Sparse
Attention

Consider a sequence of L tokens. For the query at position
t, let U; be the set of entries it can select from. Selection
scores every entry and keeps the k highest,

I, = (Score(q; ,ki))ueut7 T: = Top-k(I), (1)
where q! is the indexer’s query, k. is the indexer’s key of
entry u, I; € Rl is the score vector, and T; C U, is
the index set of size k. Sparse attention then attends from
query q; to the selected entries alone,

O = Attn(qta {Cu}uE'Tf,)v (2)

where c,, is what sparse attention reads for entry u, e.g., a
KV latent, and o, is the output. The indexer learns from a
loss of its own,

£h= )\ZKL (p¢ || Softmax (T 7)), 3)
t

where )\ is a scalar weight, p; € R* is the attention
distribution of query ¢ over 7; averaged over heads, and
I; 7, € R¥ holds the indexer’s scores on those entries. Both
p: and the indexer’s inputs are detached. This loss thus up-
dates only the indexer, through the % selected scores alone.

DSA scores each token with a lightning indexer of H;j
heads of dimension d;,

Hy
Score(q/, k!) = Z win ReLU(af p ki), @)

h=1
where qf , € R is the query of head h, the heads share
one key k, € R9 per token, and wy, p, weighs each head. In

MLA, all heads share one compressed KV latent per token.
This latent serves as c,,.

B Backward Pass of Learned Sparse
Attention

This appendix derives the backward pass of one learned
sparse attention layer in the notation of Appendix A, for
DSA with MLA. The backward passes of selection and
sparse attention use only the selected entries.

Selection. With z,, . = qf} k!, Equation (4) reads

It s = >, we,n ReLU(2 5,5). Let py = Softmax(I; 7;)
be the indexer’s distribution over the selection. The target
p: is detached, and 7; is piecewise constant in the scores.
The indexer loss of Equation (3) thus has the score gradient

oct A(Prs —prs) SET,
goo = 25 = [APrea—Peo) )
0l s 0 otherwise.
Let 8¢ n,s = gt,s Wi, 1[0, > 0]. The chain rule gives
oLt
= ¢ s ReLU(z¢ 4 5), (6)
dwrp Sez%gf, ( t,h )
oLt
——— = binskl, ©)
TP
oLt el
Okl = Z Z Ot,h,s Qf,h- ®)
s t:s€T; h=1

Every sum runs over the k selected entries of a query. The
backward pass thus needs z; 5, s only for s € Tz, or kH;
per-head scores per query. The forward scan instead com-
putes all LH;. Selection replay recomputes exactly these
scores (§3.3). The indexer’s inputs are detached. The gra-
dients thus reach only the indexer’s projection weights.
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Figure 13: One selection call of FlashTopK. All steps run
on the GPU without host synchronization.

kept > 20%

(111 k indices

Sparse attention. In MLA, head h of query ¢ attends
to the selected latents with logits 4, = qI nCs/ Vd
for s € T7;. Together with its positional part, c, serves
as the key. Its latent part ¢! serves as the value. Let
agp,s = softmaxger, (¢ 5, 5) be the attention weights and
Oy p = Eseﬁ At h,s c;/ the output. The standard attention
backward (Dao et al., 2022) restricted to T; gives

dli h,s = agn,s (dOZhC;/ - d02h0t7h)7 ©
dagn = o= ¥ dlnscs, (10)
se€T:
H
deg = 30 0 (L dlns s+ ansdon ).

t:s€Ty h=1

an

The first term of dc, comes from c; as a key. The second
comes from c; as a value and lands on c;/. The target p;
averages a s over heads and is detached. The indexer
loss thus sends no gradient into sparse attention.

Context parallelism. Under CP, k! and c, are all-
gathered. Each GPU thus computes partial 9L /0k! and
dcg from its own n queries for every position s. The back-
ward reduce-scatter of §2.2 sums these partial gradients.
Each GPU then receives the gradients of its own positions.

C FlashTopK Implementation

Figure 13 shows one selection call of FlashTopK. Opti-
mistic strided sampling first sets each query’s threshold
(§3.2). Adaptive key pruning then estimates the share of
keys that DoSA’s bound keeps. If this share is at most
20%, FlashTopK prunes by the bound and scans only the
kept keys. Otherwise, it scans every key. Either scan writes
each query’s passing keys to its 16K-slot candidate buffer.
About 2.5k keys pass on average. The deterministic select
then keeps each query’s k best candidates and breaks ties
at the k-th score by position. Recovery rescores the failed
queries. The deterministic sort finally orders the k indices
by score, then by position. Each branch reads a flag on the
GPU. No step thus synchronizes with the host.

Optimistic strided sampling. The scan kernel scores the
sampled keys of §3.2 with its own arithmetic. A sample’s
score thus has the same bits as in the scan. Each query
reads only the samples inside its window. FlashTopK keeps
LiteTopK’s bucketed threshold. Its 256 buckets span the
range of a query’s sample scores.

Adaptive key pruning. FlashTopK estimates the kept
share on one query in 16 against 256 sampled keys. Ev-
ery call launches both paths. The other path sees empty
windows and returns at once.

Prune by bound. FlashTopK adapts DoSA’s upper
bound on the score of key k for query ¢,

U=Y;cn®;ReLU(q; - k) — ReLU(a - k) + E |[k].

The set R holds the 14 positive heads with the largest
wp|lqn||. Each other positive head is projected onto its
most aligned head in R. Its residual joins the allowance E.
The allowance also covers rounding. The aggregate a sums
the negative heads active on at least half of the keys. These
heads can only lower the score. A key with a bound below
the threshold thus cannot pass it. Each query’s bound takes
16 columns, 14 for the retained heads and two for the nega-
tive aggregate. The pruning kernel takes 16 queries per tile.
It writes one bit per key for each group of 8 queries.

Scan kept keys. The scan locates the kept keys with a
prefix sum and a binary search. It packs them into dense
tiles and scores them with the same arithmetic as the scan
of every key.

Rescore failed queries. A check kernel marks a query
as failed if its candidates overflowed the buffer or number
fewer than min(k, L,). Recovery kernels then rescore up to
64 failed queries over their windows and reselect them in
place. They run after every selection with a fixed grid. Each
returns at once when no query failed. With more than 64
failures, every query is rescored. This never occurred in our
runs. At 1M, one failed query adds 0.3% to the selection
time, and 64 add 2.6%.

Deterministic select and sort. The scans write candi-
dates with atomics. Their order thus varies between runs.
Sometimes more candidates tie at the k-th score than there
are places left. The select kernel then runs a radix se-
lect over the positions of just these tied keys. It keeps
the tied keys with the smallest positions. The selected set
thus depends only on the scores. A radix sort then orders
each query’s k indices by score and breaks ties by position
(§3.2). At 1M, the sort adds 0.8% to the selection time.
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D Costs of Selection Recomputation

Table 2 gives the cost of every policy in Figure 5, in general
and for GLM-5.1.

Table 2: Selection recomputation costs per layer and GPU.
Memory excludes the layer input. It counts 4 B per index
or score and 2 B per indexer input element. Recomputation
counts 2 ops per multiply-add of scoring and 1 per score for
top-k. GLM-5.1 has L = 1M, n = 8K, k =2048, H; = 32,
and dy = 128.

Memory (B) Recomputation (ops)
Policy General GLM-5.1 General GLM-5.1
Operator-level policies
No recomp. all all 0 0
Full recomp. 0 0 2nLH;d;+nL 70.4T
Keep scores 4nL 32Gi nL 8.6G
Keep top-k  4nk 64Mi 2nLHidr 704T

Keep inputs 2(L+nH;)dr  320Mi 2nLHidi+nL  704T

Selection replay
Index replay 4nk 64Mi 2nkH;dr 137G
Score replay 8nk 128Mi 0 0
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