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Abstract
Efficiently handling long contexts is crucial for
large language models (LLMs). While rotary po-
sition embeddings (RoPEs) enhance length gener-
alization, effective length extrapolation remains
challenging and often requires costly fine-tuning.
In contrast, recent training-free approaches suf-
fer from the attention sink phenomenon, leading
to severe performance degradation. In this pa-
per, we introduce ParallelComp, a novel training-
free method for long-context extrapolation that
extends LLMs’ context length from 4K to 128K
while maintaining high throughput and preserving
perplexity, and integrates seamlessly with Flash
Attention. Our analysis offers new insights into
attention biases in parallel attention mechanisms
and provides practical solutions to tackle these
challenges. To mitigate the attention sink issue,
we propose an attention calibration strategy that
reduces biases, ensuring more stable long-range
attention. Additionally, we introduce a chunk
eviction strategy to efficiently manage ultra-long
contexts on a single A100 80GB GPU. To further
enhance efficiency, we propose a parallel KV
cache eviction technique, which improves chunk
throughput by 1.76×, thereby achieving a 23.50×
acceleration in the prefilling stage with negligi-
ble performance loss due to attention calibration.
Furthermore, ParallelComp achieves 91.17% of
GPT-4’s performance on long-context tasks us-
ing an 8B model trained on 8K-length context,
outperforming powerful closed-source models
such as Claude-2 and Kimi-Chat.

1. Introduction
Processing long contexts is a fundamental capability of large
language models (LLMs) (Achiam et al., 2023; Touvron
et al., 2023; Dubey et al., 2024). Rotary position embed-
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Figure 1: Upper: The distribution of two types of attention.
Lower: The heatmaps of two types of attention.

dings (RoPEs) (Su, 2023) are adopted to train LLMs due to
their ability to encode relative positions. However, achiev-
ing length extrapolation through retraining or fine-tuning
the entire model remains a challenging problem (Press et al.,
2022; Chi et al., 2022; Peng et al., 2023; Fu et al., 2024),
especially in resource-constrained situations.

To address this, many researchers explored training-free
approaches for context length extrapolation. One prominent
direction involves modifying positional encodings to facili-
tate length extrapolation (LocalLLaMA, 2023b;a; An et al.,
2024). Another promising strategy employs text chunking
techniques (An et al., 2024; Xiao et al., 2024; Ratner et al.,
2022; Zhu et al., 2024), which form a type of parallel at-
tention mechanism. These methods often build upon the
classic RoPE mechanism to enhance the model’s length
extrapolation capability. However, both approaches suffer
from the attention sink phenomenon (Liu et al., 2024; Xiao
et al., 2023; Han et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2024), where high
attention scores tend to be assigned to the first few tokens or
the last few tokens in the input sequence, making the model
fail to capture essential contextual information. Figure 1
illustrates this phenomenon and contrasts the attention dis-
tributions in normal and parallel attention. In the upper part
of Figure 1, we observe the distribution of attention scores
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across tokens. In the normal attention distribution (left), the
attention is heavily skewed towards the first and last few
tokens, a common issue that limits the model’s ability to
capture long-range dependencies. In contrast, the parallel
attention distribution (right) attempts to spread the attention
more evenly, but it still shows noticeable patterns of concen-
tration in certain regions, indicating room for improvement
in handling long-contexts effectively. The corresponding
heatmaps (c) and (d) further reveal the attention matrices
for both normal and parallel attention, where (c) shows the
typical concentration of attention in the initial tokens, and
(d) illustrates the fragmentation and partial concentration
in parallel attention. In this paper, we focus on the unique
phenomenon of attention sink in parallel attention for length
extrapolation and explore solution to tackle this challenge.

Apart from the attention sink phenomenon, we also observe
some unique biases in parallel attention. The impact of these
attention biases on the model’s length extrapolation ability
is still under exploration. To promote the understanding of
the effects of special attention biases on parallel attention,
we propose the following questions in this paper: Q1: What
types of attention patterns can be summarized? Q2: Is
there any difference between the attention bias in parallel
attention and the attention bias in classical attention? Q3:
Can the calibration strategy alleviate attention bias?

To address the above questions, we propose ParallelComp,
a parallel long-context compression method to extrapolate
length. While maintaining high throughput, we extrapolate
the length from 4k to 128k on a single GPU, without increas-
ing perplexity. Overall, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose ParallelComp, a novel training-free
method that enables efficient length extrapolation for
LLMs. Our approach extrapolates from a 4K context
length to up to 128K tokens on a A100 80GB GPU.

• We conduct a detailed analysis of the unique attention
biases in parallel attention mechanisms and introduce
an attention calibration strategy that effectively alle-
viates these biases, recovering the performance loss.

• Our chunk eviction strategy enables parallel atten-
tion to handle contexts exceeding 128K on a single
A100, while parallel KV cache eviction further en-
hances chunk throughput by 1.76x, thereby achieving
a 23.50x acceleration in the prefilling stage with negli-
gible performance loss due to attention calibration.

• Experiments show that ParallelComp achieves 91.17%
of GPT-4’s performance on ultra-long context tasks
with an 8B model trained on 8K-length context, sur-
passing powerful closed-source models such as Claude-
2 and Kimi-Chat.

2. Related Work
Positional Encoding. Existing absolute positional encod-
ing (APE) (Vaswani, 2017; Devlin, 2018) incorporates ei-
ther fixed or learnable positional encodings into input rep-
resentations through vector addition. However, APE faces
challenges when dealing with long contexts. To overcome
these limitations, relative positional encoding (RPE) meth-
ods—such as rotary and additive positional encodings (Su,
2023; Su et al., 2024; Press et al., 2021)—are developed
to offer improved generalization in longer contexts. In
addition, some data-dependent positional encoding meth-
ods (Golovneva et al., 2024; Zheng et al., 2024) are gaining
widespread attention. These positional encodings are gener-
ated based on the input data.

Some reecent works (Press et al., 2022; Chi et al., 2022;
Li et al., 2023) also focus on designing better positional
encodings to enhance the pre-trained model’s capability for
length extrapolation. Another line of works (Peng et al.,
2023; bloc97, 2023; Chen et al., 2023a) focus on enhancing
the LLM’s length extrapolation capability by fine-tuning.

Furthermore, there are two categories of training-free extrap-
olation methods. The first category, such as LocalLLaMA
(2023b); Chen et al. (2023b); LocalLLaMA (2023a); Chen
et al. (2024), directly modifies positional encodings to en-
able extrapolation or interpolation, aiming to enhance the
model’s length extrapolation capability. The second cate-
gory (An et al., 2024; Xiao et al., 2024; Ratner et al., 2022;
Zhu et al., 2024) achieves extrapolation solely by reusing
positional encodings. In this work, we focus primarily on
the training-free setting.

Attention Sink. A series of studies (Gu et al., 2024; Xiao
et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024) reveal the phenomenon of at-
tention sink, where certain tokens in the sequence (referred
to as sink tokens) consistently receive abnormally high at-
tention scores. When the sequence length increases, the
attention scores in the middle of the sequence are signifi-
cantly lower compared to the beginning and the end. This
often prevents the model from focusing on the correct parts
of long sequences. Xiao et al. (2023) attributes this phe-
nomenon to the softmax function, which forces the query to
assign attention scores to all preceding tokens, even when
the preceding tokens lack essential information, resulting
in high scores being assigned to initial tokens. Gu et al.
(2024) proposes a simple solution by replacing the softmax
attention with alternative attention mechanisms (e.g., un-
normalized sigmoid attention) to alleviate this dependency.
Chen et al. (2024) alleviates this phenomenon by simply
removing certain low-frequency components from RoPE.
Yu et al. (2024) deals with this issue by calibrating the atten-
tion distribution. In our work, we focus primarily on three
phenomena of attention bias within parallel attention: the
attention sink at the beginning of the input, the attention
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Figure 2: Overview of ParallelComp. Parallel Attention – The input sequence is split into multiple chunks based on the
model’s maximum context length. Each chunk undergoes local attention computation independently, and the self-information
score of the query is calculated. Parallel KV Cache Eviction – Based on the self-information score, low-score tokens
(marked in yellow, Rl) and attention bias tokens (marked in red, Rh) are selectively evicted to optimize memory usage and
attention bias. Global Attention – The remaining KV caches are ranked by self-information, and less relevant chunks are
discarded. The selected chunks are then concatenated, and a global attention operation is applied to ensure comprehensive
information aggregation before the final autoregressive decoding stage.

sink at the end of the input (i.e. recency bias Peysakhovich
& Lerer 2023), and the scattered attention in the middle of
the input (Yu et al., 2024). These biases provide insights
into how LLMs utilize parallel contextual information.

3. Method
In this section, we introduce ParallelComp, our proposed ap-
proach for achieving efficient long-context inference. Then
we introduce its unique bias phenomenon. Figure 2 offers a
high-level overview of ParallelComp.

3.1. ParallelComp

Parallel Attention. Inspired by previous studies (Chen
et al., 2023c; An et al., 2024), we split the text into chunks
according to the model’s maximum context size and concate-
nate them with the input query for parallel encoding. This
step is typically performed using local attention. For a given
input sequence X ∈ RN×d, the sequence is divided into
C = ⌈N/w⌉ chunks, each containing at most w tokens (the
maximum context length of each chunk). Let fQ(·), fK(·),
and fV (·) represent the linear transformation functions for
query, key, and value projections, respectively. Then, the
attention computation is performed parallelly within each
chunk1:

Ac
l = Softmax

(
fQ(X

c) · fK(Xc)T√
d

)
, (1)

where Xc ∈ Rw×d represents the c-th chunk of the input
sequence and Ac

l ∈ Rw×w is the corresponding attention

1We use multi-head attention in implementation but omit the
head information for simplicity in our description.

matrix. The feature update is performed for each chunk:

F c = Ac
l · fV (Xc), (2)

where F c ∈ Rw×d is the updated feature for the c-th chunk.

Below, we discuss how to design chunk eviction strategies
and parallel KV cache eviction strategies to maintain high
throughput while minimizing redundant computations.

Chunk Eviction. To ensure that the computation of paral-
lel attention can be performed on a single 80GB A100 GPU,
we design a chunk eviction strategy to control memory over-
head as shown in Figure 2 step 3. Inspired by Ye et al.
(2023), we introduce a chunk eviction mechanism that lever-
ages the self-information of the query tokens Xq to further
enhance parallel processing efficiency. This mechanism uti-
lizes an online priority queue to manage memory, retaining
only the most relevant chunks, thereby enhancing language
modeling. For a given chunk c, the self-information score
for the query tokens Xq is calculated as follows:

Ic = − logP (Xq | Xc), (3)

where Xc represents the context of chunk c and Xq cor-
responds to the chunk of the query. Chunks with lower
self-information scores are considered more relevant and
are retained. The set of indices c corresponding to the se-
lected chunks is denoted by:

S = {c | Ic ≤ τ}, (4)

where τ is a threshold that determines whether a chunk will
be selected or not. The selected set of chunks is stored in a
fixed-size priority queue to ensure that the prefilling stage
remains within the memory limit.

3
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Parallel KV Cache Eviction. To further increase the
throughput of chunks, we design a KV cache eviction strat-
egy as shown in Figure 2 step 2. We utilize Flash Attention
to perform fast attention computation. Since it is hard to
obtain the complete attention distribution from Flash At-
tention (Dao, 2023), we use the local attention of Xq to
quickly estimate tokens with relatively low attention scores
and evict them in advance before sending them into Flash
Attention:

Sc,j =

wq∑
i=1

Ac
l (X

q
i , X

c
j ), j = 1, 2, ..., w, (5)

where Sc ∈ Rw represents the cumulative attention score
for each token in the chunk and Ac

l is the local attention
score between the i-th token of the query Xq and the j-
th token of the chunk Xc, wq denotes the length of the
query sequence. The cumulative attention score aggregates
the attention distributions from each token in the query to
each token in the chunk, thereby measuring the relevance of
each token in the chunk to the query Xq. Tokens with low
cumulative attention scores within the chunk are evicted,
and the retained tokens are used to form the compressed KV
cache.

Kr = Kx[Rl], Vr = Vx[Rl], (6)

where Kx and Vx represent the KV cache of the input
chunk, and Rl denotes the set of indices corresponding
to the evicted tokens with low attention scores. The no-
tation [·] indicates indexing into Kx and Vx to evict only
the tokens corresponding to the indices in Rl. Kr and Vr

denote the retained KV cache. The compression strategy
of the KV cache typically helps reduce memory overhead
while increasing chunk throughput, but it often exacerbates
attention bias. Next, we introduce a simple and effective
strategy to calibrate attention distribution.

Attention Calibration. To alleviate the attention bias ex-
acerbated by Parallel KV Cache Eviction, we design an-
other token eviction strategy using Eq. 5. Specifically, we
evict tokens with excessively high attention scores. Let Rh

correspond to those with extremely high attention scores
exceeding λ (a manually-set threshold), then we have:

K ′
r = Kr[Rh], V ′

r = Vr[Rh]. (7)

Evicting tokens with exceptionally high scores guarantees
that the segmented computation of softmax in Flash Atten-
tion can produce calibrated attention distributions. We will
thoroughly investigate the impact of this calibration method
on the attention distribution in Section 4.

Global Attention. After obtaining the attention outputs
for each chunk, we concatenate the key-value (KV) caches

from all chunks into a unified representation. Specifically,
the concatenated KV cache is given by:

K =
[
KX1

,KX2

, . . . ,KXC

,KXq ]
,

V =
[
V X1

, V X2

, . . . , V XC

, V Xq ]
,

(8)

where KXc

and V Xc

are the key and value projections of
the c-th chunk.

Next, we perform a global attention operation. This global
attention enables the model to aggregate information across
all chunks, ensuring that global dependencies are captured.
The global attention computation for Xq is given by:

Ag = Softmax
(
fQ(X

q) ·KT

√
d

)
, (9)

where Ag ∈ Rwq×(C·w+wq) is the global attention score
matrix for the query chunk. The corresponding output of
the global attention is computed as:

Fg = Ag · V, (10)

where Fg ∈ Rwq×d represents the globally updated features
for the query chunk. Finally, the updated global representa-
tion is passed through the feedforward and autoregressive
decoding stages, enabling the model to generate outputs
while leveraging information from all chunks efficiently.

3.2. Parallel Attention Bias

Theoretical Insights into Parallel Attention Bias. In
this section, we provide a theoretical framework for un-
derstanding Parallel Attention Bias, extending the concept
of attention collapse (Dong et al., 2021) to parallel atten-
tion mechanisms described in Section 3.1. Specifically, we
analyze the sparsity behavior of the local attention matri-
ces computed over parallel chunks and its implications for
efficiency and accuracy.
Theorem 3.1. Consider the following setup:

• Part 1: For any ϵ > 0, the sparsity threshold of effec-
tive entries in Ac

l increases with w. ϵ is a user-defined
threshold that controls sparsity in the attention matrix.
With more chunks (C), ϵ affects the balance between
retaining information within each chunk and computa-
tional efficiency.

• Part 2: The number of effective entries k in each row
of Ac

l is upper-bounded as:

k ≤ w − exp

(
O

(
log2(ϵ · w)

R2

))
· δ

wd
,

where R represents the rank of the sparse attention
matrix, which determines the effective dimensionality
of retained attention entries, and δ is a probability
bound controlling the confidence level of the sparsity
constraint.
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• Part 3: With high probability (1 − δ), the number of
ineffective entries in each row satisfies:

lim
w→∞

|S(c)
ϵ (Ac

l [i, :])| = w − k.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.1. Proof sketch of Part 1:
From the softmax scaling property, the sparsity threshold
for effective entries in Ac

l can be bounded as:

ϵ ≥ exp
(
O(R) ·

√
log(w · (w − k)/δ)

)
.

This inequality shows that as w increases, the threshold for
retaining effective entries becomes stricter, limiting the num-
ber of such entries. Proof sketch of Part 2: Rearranging
the above inequality, we derive an upper bound on k, the
number of effective entries:

k ≤ w − exp

(
O

(
log2(ϵ · w)

R2

))
· δ

wd
.

This implies that the number of effective entries in each row
of the attention matrix is given by w − k. Proof sketch of
Part 3: Substituting the bound of k into the definition of
|S(c)

ϵ |, the number of ineffective entries, we find:

lim
w→∞

|Sc
ϵ (A

c
l [i, :])| ≥ w − k.

Finally, observing that R = O(
√
log(w)) ensures that the

sparsity growth is bounded as w → ∞. Appendix A pro-
vides a more detailed proof.

Discussion. Theorem 3.1 highlights the inevitability of
attention collapse in parallel attention mechanisms. De-
spite dividing the input sequence into C smaller chunks,
the effective number of attention entries within each chunk
diminishes as the chunk size w increases. Key observations
include: i) Each local attention matrix Ac

l exhibits spar-
sity behavior similar to the global attention matrix, with
most entries becoming negligible for large w. ii) When a
super-long matrix is input into attention in parallel, attention
bias inevitably occurs. The attention mechanism repeatedly
focuses on a small number of tokens due to its inherent
limitations, even with more information provided. Selecting
an appropriate sparsity parameter ϵ can mitigate this issue.
iii) Dividing the input into chunks reduces computational
overhead while maintaining sparsity within each chunk.

4. Empirical Study of Parallel Attention Bias
In this section, we investigate the attention sink phenomenon
in parallel attention mechanisms and compare its similarities
and differences with the regular attention sink phenomenon.
Specifically, we explore the following question:

Q1: What types of attention patterns can be summa-
rized? In summary, three main types of attention patterns
emerge, as illustrated in Figure 3: U-shape, Mountain-shape,
and Uniform-shape.
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Figure 3: Several types of attention distribution. The Token
ID represents the token position in the input text.

Observations. These attention distributions give rise to
three corresponding biases: i) Attention sink, where focus
is concentrated on the initial few tokens. ii) Recency bias,
where attention is more strongly concentrated at the tail. iii)
Middle bias, where attention is disproportionately focused
on a few tokens in the middle of a sequence. iv) These biases
manifest in a wavelike pattern, with Rh containing three
token types (Rs, Rm, Rr) corresponding to these biases.

Q2: Is there any difference between the attention bias
in parallel attention and the attention bias in classical
attention? In this part, we provide a detailed analysis of
some bias phenomena in parallel attention mechanisms. We
observe in Figure 4 that there are relatively more peaks
within the contexts.
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Figure 4: Comparison of local and parallel attention patterns.
The blue lines show the local attention distribution within a
chunk, while the yellow lines represent the parallel attention
patterns in global attention.
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Figure 5: Several types of attention bias and patterns. In the figure, Parallel KV Cache Eviction performs independent
KV cache eviction within each chunk, while KV Cache Eviction unifies this process during global attention. Parallel KV
Cache Eviction significantly reduces the computational load of global attention.
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Figure 6: The distribution of tokens with abnormally high
attention scores. Blue represents outliers.

Observations. i) Similar to the blue local attention, the
yellow curve shows the U-shaped attention sink phe-
nomenon repeatedly appearing. ii) Parallel attention and
local attention both exhibit severe recency bias, but the ef-
fect is significantly mitigated in parallel attention compared
to local attention. iii) When computing global attention
Ag, the model suffers from the most severe recency bias,
though it is still less pronounced than within Ac

l (blue line).
iv) Compared to the classical attention distribution, i.e., the
local attention, the peaks of Ag within the chunk are sig-
nificantly weakened, indicating that global attention can
significantly mitigate recency bias. In other words, the
parallel attention mechanism itself can mitigate atten-
tion bias.

Q3: Can the calibration strategy alleviate attention bias?
By evicting different types of Rh at different layers, we have
the following observations:

Observations. i): From Figure 5, we can see that KV
cache eviction exacerbates the bias phenomenon. However,
parallel KV cache eviction can achieve a more stable distri-
bution. ii): Evicting sink bias tokens in the early layers may
exacerbate attention bias, but evicting them in the deeper
layers can mitigate this attention bias. iii): Evicting recency
bias tokens in the intermediate layers can mitigate attention
bias, while evicting recency bias tokens in the deeper layers
redistributes the attention scores obtained by the recency
bias tokens to the intermediate tokens. iv): Simultaneously
evicting sink bias and recency bias tokens can alleviate at-
tention bias in the intermediate layers (Layer 16). v): From
Figure 6, by evicting tokens with abnormally high attention
scores, the model can mitigate attention bias, which means
it can also alleviate the performance loss. We will further
validate this in our experiments.

5. Experiment
5.1. Experimental Settings
Models, Baselines, and Tasks We compare our method
with existing length extrapolation approaches, including
Position Interpolation (PI) (Chen et al., 2023b), NTK-
Aware (LocalLLaMA, 2023b), ChunkLlama (An et al.,
2024), AttenCalibration (Yu et al., 2024), and InfLLM (Xiao
et al., 2024), on LongBench (Bai et al., 2023) and In-
finiteBench (Zhang et al., 2024), evaluating them on
Llama2-7B-chat-hf (Touvron et al., 2023) and Llama-3-
8B-Instruction (AI, 2024). We also compare our method
with the following open-source and closed-source models
that have been trained on long-context data: ChatGLM-3-
6B-128K (GLM et al., 2024), Kimi-Chat (AI, 2023), Yi-
6B-200K (01.AI, 2023a), Yi-34B-200K (01.AI, 2023b),
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Methods

Single-Document QA Multi-Document QA Summarization Few-shot Learning Synthetic Code

Avg.

NtrvQA
Qasper

MF-en
HotpotQA

2WikiMQA

Musique

GovReport

QMSum
MultiN

ews

TREC
TriviaQA

SAMSum

PCount
PRe Lcc RB-P

Max Length 84123 24204 17727 20325 19001 20520 60515 34477 16271 13049 26756 21884 32699 17158 37628 58822 30657

Llama2-7B-chat-hf(4k)

FullKV(4k) 18.62 19.53 35.49 31.07 26.15 9.91 25.52 20.87 26.28 62.00 82.68 40.86 5.50 10.50 61.04 55.30 33.21
Dynamic-PI 9.69 20.05 33.10 16.40 23.83 3.62 27.83 18.75 16.53 62.00 67.00 40.37 1.58 5.14 55.30 55.49 28.54
NTK-Aware 13.02 14.25 31.51 29.55 30.64 11.83 28.78 16.96 26.30 62.50 74.88 39.35 4.08 4.50 49.74 49.39 30.46
ChunkLlama 22.97 20.52 33.71 28.91 26.14 13.84 14.84 21.62 18.13 62.50 77.15 40.83 2.03 4.00 59.81 54.33 31.33

InfLLM 18.14 22.11 29.86 30.99 30.74 9.41 26.33 20.63 26.18 62.50 84.24 39.92 3.36 6.00 60.15 55.99 32.91
AttenCalibration-NTK 14.05 12.49 32.52 30.61 31.22 12.84 29.72 18.24 24.40 61.50 72.88 39.54 2.33 3.00 48.86 50.36 30.29

Ours 23.20 17.50 37.07 38.67 32.68 20.22 25.00 22.79 25.84 64.00 84.63 40.67 4.00 31.50 59.37 58.53 36.60
Ours-calibration 24.95 19.07 38.16 39.53 32.62 22.64 25.42 22.82 26.01 63.00 85.41 40.36 5.00 32.50 59.04 58.84 37.21

Ours-compression 23.32 16.97 35.25 39.49 32.47 20.17 24.33 21.97 25.68 63.50 84.46 40.81 4.00 31.50 59.43 58.54 36.37
Ours-calibration-compression 24.04 18.39 38.03 39.89 35.38 22.15 24.26 22.46 24.51 63.50 84.83 40.73 4.00 31.50 57.67 58.48 36.86

Llama3-8B-instruct(8k)

FullKV(8k) 24.31 38.13 39.69 44.16 35.66 21.00 28.35 23.06 26.96 73.00 90.13 42.46 4.61 68.50 60.46 56.11 42.29
Dynamic-PI 21.71 36.66 38.24 33.70 35.48 14.28 29.41 22.04 25.55 74.50 82.61 42.62 2.33 85.59 58.22 47.16 40.63
NTK-Aware 25.92 37.54 42.23 48.32 36.96 27.51 33.74 24.13 26.35 50.50 88.84 42.53 7.24 95.61 34.84 39.04 41.33
ChunkLlama 25.01 37.39 43.52 49.37 37.56 30.95 17.57 23.51 19.72 76.00 90.38 42.14 4.71 67.95 61.10 52.57 42.47

InfLLM 19.93 43.52 40.58 48.31 35.99 23.25 30.49 21.60 26.53 74.00 90.93 42.30 8.00 74.00 58.98 52.46 43.18
AttenCalibration-NTK 26.54 37.52 41.13 47.56 38.98 26.51 34.21 23.35 25.64 45.50 89.23 42.21 4.81 93.51 36.86 42.82 41.02

Ours 26.67 39.05 42.66 49.58 40.02 33.25 29.10 24.18 26.74 69.00 91.03 42.07 7.81 92.38 58.84 53.54 45.37
Ours-calibration 26.05 42.32 43.81 49.32 40.81 32.86 28.94 24.81 27.42 68.50 91.14 42.33 7.29 93.10 58.72 54.46 45.74

Ours-compression 26.18 36.56 39.72 47.10 34.89 30.10 27.03 23.86 24.52 67.00 89.55 41.20 7.37 92.29 58.51 52.15 43.61
Ours-calibration-compression 26.37 40.18 44.06 47.83 40.77 33.46 26.91 24.35 26.17 69.00 89.74 40.73 6.99 92.47 57.60 54.31 45.06

Table 1: Length Extrapolation Performance Comparison across Different Tasks. Ours-calibration and Ours-compression
both represent parallel KV Cache Eviction, where the former evicts tokens of Rh, and the latter evicts tokens of Rl. Ours-
calibration-compression represents the simultaneous adoption of both eviction strategies. FullKV refers to truncating the
context to 4k or 8k lengths (without extrapolation) for generation.

Llama2-7B-chat-hf(4k)

Methods R.PK R.Num R.KV En.MC Math.F Code.Debug Average
Max Length 125k 125k 175k 834k 120k 258k 273k

FullKV 1.36 1.86 0.4 0.44 17.43 21.57 7.18

Dynamic-PI 0.17 0.00 0.00 7.42 2.00 21.32 5.15
NTK-Aware 2.54 0.00 0.00 3.06 7.71 18.78 5.35
ChunkLlama 12.88 13.22 0.20 0.87 17.14 22.08 11.07

InfLLM 100.00 96.61 2.40 29.80 16.86 22.34 44.67
AttenCalibration-NTK 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.06 5.71 19.24 4.34

Ours 100.00 97.63 20.60 33.62 19.71 25.13 49.45
Ours-calibration 100.00 98.64 30.20 36.24 19.71 31.47 52.71

Ours-compression 97.80 87.96 5.00 35.81 15.86 27.41 44.97
Ours-calibration-compression 97.97 90.14 10.80 35.46 15.86 28.21 46.41

Llama3-8B-instruct(8k)

Methods R.PK R.Num R.KV En.MC Math.F Code.Debug Average
FullKV 6.10 6.27 4.80 42.79 38.57 22.34 20.15

Dynamic-PI 0.00 0.00 0.00 28.82 29.71 24.62 13.86
NTK-Aware 3.39 8.47 9.40 35.37 39.43 17.77 18.97
ChunkLlama 3.05 9.15 3.60 13.54 34.29 11.42 12.51

AttenCalibration-NTK 4.58 8.47 12.40 34.28 36.57 22.68 19.83
InfLLM 100.00 99.00 5.00 43.70 23.70 22.08 48.91

Ours 100.00 99.83 92.80 54.59 40.00 22.84 68.34
Ours-calibration 100.00 99.49 93.80 56.77 40.00 23.24 68.88

Ours-compression 100.00 99.83 89.20 55.48 40.00 21.32 67.64
Ours-calibration-compression 100.00 99.83 91.00 56.77 40.00 22.20 68.30

Other proprietary models

Models R.PK R.Num R.KV En.MC Math.F Code.Debug Average
GPT-4 100.00 100.00 89.00 67.25 60.00 37.06 75.55

Kimi-Chat 98.14 95.42 53.60 72.49 12.57 17.14 58.23
Claude-2 97.8 98.14 65.40 62.88 32.29 17.77 62.38

Other open-source models

Models R.PK R.Num R.KV En.MC Math.F Code.Debug Average
YaRN-Mistral-7B-128k 92.71 56.61 <5 27.95 17.14 60.00 42.82

Yi-6B-200K 100 94.92 <5 36.68 <5 <5 39.85
Yi-34B-200K 100 100 <5 38.43 <5 25.71 44.86

ChatGLM-3-6B-128K 92.2 80.68 <5 10.48 <5 7.71 32.68

Table 2: The model’s performance on the InfiniteBench
dataset across different datasets.

Claude-2 (Anthropic, 2023), Yarn-Mistral-7b-128k (Peng
et al., 2023), and GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023). Since
AttenCalibration only calibrates the attention distribution
and lacks length extrapolation capability, we implemented
NTK-aware technology for it to achieve length extrapolation
(AttenCalibration-NTK). We describe our hyperparameters
in the Appendix C.

Llama2-7B-chat-hf(4k)

Methods 2k 4k 8k 16k 32k 64k 128k
Llama2-7b 7.03 6.71 > 102 > 102 > 102 > 102 > 102

Dynamic-PI 7.03 6.71 7.02 11.62 59.31 > 102 > 102

NTK-Aware 8.61 8.41 8.29 7.19 40.71 > 102 > 102

ChunkLlama 7.03 6.71 6.42 5.01 4.82 12.36 43.57
InfLLM 23.24 23.46 21.86 20.40 19.84 18.26 18.97

Ours 8.01 9.71 11.97 10.46 11.34 11.58 12.56

Llama3-8B-instruct(8k)

Methods 2k 4k 8k 16k 32k 64k 128k
Llama3-8b 9.90 9.15 7.94 63.13 > 102 > 102 > 102

Dynamic-PI 9.90 9.15 17.25 69.96 > 102 > 102 > 102

NTK-Aware 10.71 9.66 8.16 6.74 8.06 77.63 > 102

ChunkLlama 9.88 9.14 7.92 6.57 6.13 5.33 5.40
InfLLM 8.50 9.30 8.72 9.47 8.98 9.66 9.10

Ours 5.85 6.75 6.65 6.30 5.61 5.13 5.72

Table 3: We test the perplexity on the NarrativeQA (Kočiskỳ
et al., 2018) test set.

5.2. Length Extrapolation Settings

Main Results We present our method in Table 1, showing
the performance of several strong baselines on LongBench.
We have the following main findings: i): Our method is
the only one that surpasses FullKV (i.e., the baseline with-
out any length extrapolation) across different backbones.
ii): Section 4 reveals that parallel KV cache compression
exacerbates attention bias. However, combining it with
the eviction Rh method to calibrate the attention distribu-
tion, i.e., Ours-calibration-compression, can significantly
restore the performance to that of the original KV cache
size. iii): Chunk-based length extrapolation methods, such
as InfLLM and ChunkLlama, generally perform better than
position encoding-based methods such as Dynamic-PI and
NTK-Aware. iv): Directly calibrating the attention distribu-
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tion for NTK-aware length extrapolation methods, namely
AttenCalibration-NTK, achieves good performance only on
longest datasets, such as NtrvQA, GovReport, and RB-P.

Extrapolating beyond 128K context lengths. We eval-
uate the performance under extremely long contexts in Ta-
ble 2, comparing it with several powerful open-source and
closed-source models. These models are trained on context
lengths exceeding 128K, and thus do not require additional
extrapolation capabilities to handle ultra-long contexts. We
have the following findings: i): Our method performs excep-
tionally well on needle-in-a-haystack retrieval tasks (R.PK,
R.Num, R.KV), being the only model capable of achiev-
ing over 90% accuracy across all tasks, surpassing even
the strongest closed-source model, GPT-4. ii): Position
encoding-based length extrapolation methods, such as NTK-
Aware, Dynamic-PI, generally struggle to achieve good
performance on tasks with ultra-long contexts compared to
chunk-based extrapolation approaches. iii): Our training-
free extrapolation method, using an 8K window, is the only
approach that surpasses the powerful closed-source mod-
els Kimi-Chat and Claude-2, achieving 91.17% of GPT-4’s
performance on ultra-long contexts with an 8B model.

Language Modeling. We present the results of perplex-
ity (PPL) calculations on the NarrativeQA test set in Ta-
ble 3, which reflect the model’s performance in long-context
language modeling. i): Chunk-based position extrapola-
tion methods (ChunkLlama, InfLLM, and Ours) achieve
significantly lower PPL compared to position encoding-
based methods (Dynamic-PI and NTK-Aware). ii): Position
encoding-based methods start to collapse in performance
for language modeling when the length exceeds 32k. iii):
As the number of chunks increases (from 2K to 128K),
our method still demonstrates consistent perplexity stability
across different lengths.

Llama2-7B-chat-hf(4k)

Methods R.PK R.Num R.KV En.MC Math.F Code.Debug Average
Max Length 125k 125k 175k 834k 120k 258k 273k

Ours 100.00 97.63 20.60 33.62 19.71 25.13 49.45
Ours-calibration 100.00 98.64 30.20 36.24 19.71 31.47 52.71

Sink-eviction-layer-1-8 54.24 42.37 4.60 33.62 18.86 25.13 29.80
Sink-eviction-layer-9-16 89.83 81.36 14.60 34.50 18.00 30.66 44.82

Sink-eviction-layer-17-23 98.81 98.31 20.40 32.75 18.86 29.87 49.83
Sink-eviction-layer-24-31 98.98 97.29 20.60 36.24 17.71 31.23 50.34

Recency-eviction-layer-1-8 98.47 97.63 22.40 31.12 19.71 28.98 49.72
Recency-eviction-layer-9-16 98.98 97.97 25.60 32.75 19.71 31.23 51.04
Recency-eviction-layer-17-23 99.15 97.97 27.60 35.20 20.29 21.47 50.28
Recency-eviction-layer-24-31 98.98 97.97 29.80 37.33 19.71 22.38 51.03

Middle-eviction-layer-1-8 98.64 98.31 24.80 38.46 19.14 25.38 50.79
Middle-eviction-layer-9-16 99.32 98.31 23.20 36.24 19.43 30.21 51.12

Middle-eviction-layer-17-23 98.47 98.47 28.40 35.12 19.71 29.45 51.61
Middle-eviction-layer-24-31 99.15 98.14 30.00 31.01 19.71 27.95 50.99

Table 4: Ablation of Llama2-7B-chat-hf on InfiniteBench.
Ours-calibration refers to the approach where layers 9-16
adopt the recency bias token eviction method, while layers
25-32 evict sink bias tokens, and layers 1-8 evict middle bias
tokens. Other methods follow the naming format [Evicted
Token Type]-eviction-layer-[Evicted Layer Range].

5.3. Ablation of Attention Bias

We present in Table 4 the impact of evicting different bias
tokens at various layers on different tasks. We have the
following observations: i): The Rs in the shallow layers
(1-8) is crucial for retrieval tasks. Without these tokens, the
model’s performance will be significantly impaired. ii): The
Rr in the deeper layers (layers 17-24 and 25-32) is crucial
for the model’s coding abilities. Evicting these tokens will
lead to a decline in coding performance. iii): Shallow Rm

(layers 1-8) damages the model’s understanding ability, and
evicting them can improve the model’s performance. iv): Rr

in the early layers (layers 1-8) is important for the model’s
in-context learning ability. For a detailed analysis of this
phenomenon, please refer to Appendix B.

Chunk Number Ours Ours-compression

prefill(s) / generation(ms/token) max memory used(MB) prefill(s) / generation(ms/token) max memory used(MB)

1 1317.72 / 24.30 19394 1317.72 / 22.16 16994
4 321.40 / 43.69 35518 321.40 / 23.28 24734
8 160.70 / 72.53 47758 160.70 / 31.21 36396
12 111.67 / 102.94 65980 111.67 / 39.61 48458
16 - Out-of-Memory 82.36 / 49.25 59140
20 - Out-of-Memory 65.23 / 56.25 71302
23 - Out-of-Memory 56.07 / 57.19 79742
24 - Out-of-Memory - Out-of-Memory

Table 5: Throughput analysis. We evaluate on Llama2-7B-
chat-hf and compare the improvement in chunk throughput
with the use of parallel KV cache compression. Time tests
were performed on the narrativeqa dataset.

5.4. Throughput Analysis

We mainly focus on the throughput of chunks during context
parallelism. Therefore, we compare the maximum number
of parallel chunks and the memory usage before and after
parallel KV cache compression. Table 5 presents the mem-
ory usage of the model using the parallel KV cache eviction
strategy. On a single GPU, by compressing the KV cache
size of each chunk to half of its original size, we achieve a
1.76x improvement in chunk throughput, thereby achieving
a 23.50x acceleration in the prefill stage with negligible
performance loss.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose ParallelComp, a training-free ap-
proach to enhance the long-context extrapolation capability
of LLMs. By leveraging parallel attention mechanisms and
an efficient compression strategy, our method effectively
mitigates attention bias while maintaining high efficiency.
Experimental results on LongBench and InfiniteBench show
that ParallelComp achieves strong performance, surpass-
ing existing extrapolation methods and handling context
lengths up to 128K tokens. Notably, our approach achieves
91.17% of GPT-4’s performance on ultra-long context
tasks with an 8B model, demonstrating its effectiveness
with lower memory overhead. ParallelComp provides a
scalable and efficient solution to training-free extension of
context lengths in LLMs, enabling lossless improvement in
throughput while reducing latency during the prefill stage.
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A. Proof for Parallel Attention Collapse
Theorem A.1. Consider a parallel attention mechanism where:

• The input sequence X ∈ RN×d is divided into C chunks, where each chunk Xc ∈ Rw×d contains at most w tokens,
for c ∈ [C].

• Define the query, key, and value matrices for each chunk as:

Qc = fQ(X
c), Kc = fK(Xc), V c = fV (X

c),

where Qc,Kc, V c ∈ Rw×d.

• The local attention matrix for chunk c is:

Ac
l = Softmax

(
QcKc⊤
√
d

)
∈ Rw×w.

• Let S(c)
ϵ denote the set of effective entries in the normalized attention matrix row for chunk c, where:

S(c)
ϵ (Ac

l [i, :]) = {j | Ac
l [i, j] > ϵ}, i ∈ [w].

• Assume the sparsity parameter R = O(
√
log(w)).

Then, for any ϵ > 0, with high probability (1− δ), the number of ineffective entries in each row satisfies:

lim
w→∞

|S(c)
ϵ (Ac

l [i, :])| = w − k.

Proof. In the parallel attention setting, the sparsity of the local attention mechanism is analyzed within each chunk. For a
specific chunk c, the softmax scaling property governs the behavior of the attention matrix Ac

l . The sparsity threshold ϵ for
effective entries in Ac

l can be expressed as:

ϵ ≥ exp
(
O(R) ·

√
log(w · (w − k)/δ)

)
,

where k represents the number of ineffective entries in a row of the attention matrix. This inequality indicates that as the
chunk size w increases, the threshold for retaining effective entries becomes stricter, reducing the number of effective entries.

Rearranging the inequality, we derive an upper bound on k, the number of effective entries:

k ≤ w − exp

(
O

(
log2(ϵ · w)

R2

))
· δ

wd
.

Substituting this bound into the definition of |S(c)
ϵ |, we find that the number of ineffective entries is:

|S(c)
ϵ (Ac

l [i, :])| ≥ w − k.

As w → ∞, the remaining effective entries approach w − 1, as R = O(
√
log(w)) ensures that the sparsity growth remains

bounded. Thus, the number of ineffective entries in each row satisfies:

lim
w→∞

|S(c)
ϵ (Ac

l [i, :])| = w − k,

which completes the proof.
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Methods

Single-Document QA Multi-Document QA Summarization Few-shot Learning Synthetic Code

Avg.

NtrvQA
Qasper

MF-en
HotpotQA

2WikiMQA

Musique

GovReport

QMSum
MultiN

ews

TREC
TriviaQA

SAMSum

PCount
PRe Lcc RB-P

Max Length 84123 24204 17727 20325 19001 20520 60515 34477 16271 13049 26756 21884 32699 17158 37628 58822 30657

Llama2-7B-chat-hf(4k)

No-eviction 23.20 17.50 37.07 38.67 32.68 20.22 25.00 22.79 25.84 64.00 84.63 40.67 4.00 31.50 59.37 58.53 36.60
Sink-eviction-layer-1-8 23.75 18.69 38.41 39.86 32.91 20.75 24.86 22.10 25.56 63.00 84.42 40.78 4.50 30.00 54.67 59.30 36.47

Sink-eviction-layer-9-16 23.34 19.10 38.21 38.73 30.42 21.04 25.31 21.86 25.16 62.00 85.53 41.26 3.00 29.50 56.75 58.31 36.22
Sink-eviction-layer-17-24 24.46 17.75 36.84 38.79 30.59 19.67 25.42 22.20 25.58 62.00 85.35 40.24 4.00 28.50 58.41 58.17 36.12
Sink-eviction-layer-25-32 23.87 18.40 35.91 38.96 31.02 20.21 25.32 22.00 25.81 64.00 84.19 39.77 3.50 30.00 58.58 58.21 36.23

Recency-eviction-layer-1-8 22.71 16.95 35.24 36.14 30.60 17.19 25.21 22.11 26.22 59.00 68.00 40.03 2.50 31.00 58.07 51.47 33.90
Recency-eviction-layer-9-16 24.95 13.54 35.67 34.13 30.69 17.77 25.14 22.85 25.43 54.50 79.23 39.16 5.00 27.50 57.73 57.57 34.43
Recency-eviction-layer-17-24 21.68 15.17 34.97 32.79 26.93 13.95 25.29 22.10 25.42 62.50 80.47 38.60 6.00 34.00 58.31 57.76 34.75
Recency-eviction-layer-25-32 24.15 17.32 37.82 36.76 29.86 18.48 25.21 22.06 25.67 64.00 83.20 36.67 5.00 30.50 56.13 56.52 35.58

Middle-eviction-layer-1-8 22.41 16.84 37.94 39.99 33.24 19.62 24.74 22.02 25.80 63.50 83.67 40.00 5.00 32.50 59.22 56.71 36.45
Middle-eviction-layer-9-16 22.96 17.63 37.39 40.51 30.68 21.09 25.14 21.94 25.66 62.00 85.02 40.57 4.00 35.50 59.28 57.88 36.70

Middle-eviction-layer-17-24 21.72 17.06 35.88 39.99 31.76 19.06 25.00 22.20 25.77 58.00 83.62 40.02 4.50 38.00 59.38 57.98 36.25
Middle-eviction-layer-25-32 21.64 17.04 36.32 40.51 32.80 19.14 25.07 22.14 25.86 63.50 84.39 40.50 3.00 30.00 59.15 57.86 36.18

All-eviction-layer-1-8 0.33 0.05 1.24 0.32 0.68 0.38 1.76 3.25 1.59 1.50 5.40 1.75 0.41 0.50 23.61 12.17 3.43
All-eviction-layer-9-16 1.60 1.97 5.06 0.65 1.44 0.81 21.75 36.22 1.81 35.00 30.77 10.54 3.00 0.50 33.25 22.89 12.95
All-eviction-layer-17-24 12.20 10.26 16.30 20.30 18.10 8.54 13.63 20.43 17.61 49.00 11.93 29.74 5.50 26.00 41.92 23.67 20.32
All-eviction-layer-25-32 11.19 7.62 11.11 12.49 8.83 1.79 11.45 16.21 12.87 43.00 30.77 9.94 3.50 22.00 24.42 22.19 15.59

Ours-calibration 24.95 19.07 38.16 39.53 32.62 22.64 25.42 22.82 26.01 63.00 85.41 40.36 5.00 32.50 59.04 58.84 37.21

Table 6: Bias Token Eviction Ablation. Sink-eviction-layer-1-8 typically means evicting sink bias tokens in layers 1 to 8,
and other naming conventions follow the same pattern. Ours-calibration refers to the approach where layers 9-16 adopt the
recency bias token eviction method, while layers 1-8 evict middle bias tokens, and layers 25-32 evict sink bias tokens.

B. Ablation Study
In this section, we analyze the impact of different attention biases on the LongBench dataset. As shown in Table 6, the
exceptionally low performance of Recency-eviction-layer-1-8 on both in-context learning tasks, TREC and TriviaQA, as
well as SAMSum, indicates that the recency bias tokens in the model’s early layers are crucial for developing in-context
learning abilities.

C. Hyperparameter
The Dynamic-PI method interpolates dynamically according to the length of the input token. NTK-Aware refer to (Lo-
calLLaMA, 2023b) and the maximum length is set to 280k. ChunkLlama, InfLLM and AttenCalibration-NTK use
hyperparameters from open source repositories. About our method, when performing parallel KV Cache compression, we
use last 8 token’s cumulative attention scores to compress the KV cache size within each chunk to 2000. On Longbench, we
retain 3 chunks from the priority queue, while on InfiniteBench, we retain 1 chunk for retrieval tasks and 3 chunks for other
tasks from the priority queue. In our setup, the total number of chunks processed in parallel and the chunks in the
priority queue is 23. In all datasets, the context length of each chunk, including the query, is the maximum pre-training
length of the model. τ is set to 0.1 for llama2 and 0.3 for llama3. Rs is obtained from the first 200 tokens of the chunk, Rr

is obtained from the last 200 tokens of the chunk, and the remaining part of the chunk obtains Rm. All experiments are
performed on 80G A100.
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