
StreamingDialogue: Prolonged Dialogue Learning via
Long Context Compression with Minimal Losses

Jia-Nan Li1* Quan Tu1*

Cunli Mao2 Zhengtao Yu2 Ji-Rong Wen1 Rui Yan1†

1Gaoling School of Artificial Intelligence, Renmin University of China
2Kunming University of Science and Technology

jinaleejnl@gmail.com, {quantu,jrwen,ruiyan}@ruc.edu.cn,

{maocunli}@163.com, {ztyu}@hotmail.com

Abstract
Standard Large Language Models (LLMs)
struggle with handling dialogues with long con-
texts due to efficiency and consistency issues.
According to our observation, dialogue con-
texts are highly structured, and the special to-
ken of End-of-Utterance (EoU) in dialogues
has the potential to aggregate information. We
refer to the EoU tokens as “conversational at-
tention sinks” (conv-attn sinks). Accordingly,
we introduce StreamingDialogue, which com-
presses long dialogue history into conv-attn
sinks with minimal losses, and thus reduces
computational complexity quadratically with
the number of sinks (i.e., the number of utter-
ances). Current LLMs already demonstrate the
ability to handle long context window, e.g., a
window size of 200k or more. To this end, by
compressing utterances into EoUs, our method
has the potential to handle more than 200k
of utterances, resulting in a prolonged dia-
logue learning. In order to minimize infor-
mation losses from reconstruction after com-
pression, we design two learning strategies of
short-memory reconstruction (SMR) and long-
memory reactivation (LMR). Our method out-
performs strong baselines in dialogue tasks and
achieves a 4 × speedup while reducing mem-
ory usage by 18 × compared to dense attention
recomputation.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) (Raffel et al.,
2020; Yang et al., 2023; Achiam et al., 2023; Anil
et al., 2023) are rapidly advancing and finding
widespread use in various conversational applica-
tions. However, LLMs’ performance is constrained
by context size during pre-training, especially for
dialogue tasks (Tu et al., 2022; Lee et al., 2021;
Bebensee and Lee, 2023; Lv et al., 2023). For
example, with a context size of 4,096, the infer-
ence capability of LLaMA2 (Touvron et al., 2023b)

* Equal contribution.
† Corresponding author.

sharply drops when the context length exceeds the
preset limit. Moreover, the attention mechanism
(Vaswani et al., 2017) incurs quadratic growth in
computational complexity with text length, which
leads to increased GPU memory usage and slowed
generation speed. Hence, standard LLMs are in-
feasible to support prolonged dialogues with long
conversation histories.

In order to support conversations with long con-
texts, a natural solution is to reduce the computa-
tion of inter-token correlations by modifying the
implementation of attention. Beltagy et al. (2020)
proposed local attention, which confines attention
within a k window size, reducing computational
complexity to linear. However, when the text length
exceeds k, the generation performance substan-
tially declines. StreamingLLM (Xiao et al., 2023)
introduced the concept of “attention sinks” with
initial tokens consistently attended to based on lo-
cal attention to enhance long context streaming,
which supports stable long-term interactions, and
efficient generation. However, it is prominent that,
during the auto-regressive generation process, ini-
tial tokens are blind to the subsequent tokens, and
StreamingLLM continuously updates the cached in-
formation within the fixed-size window in addition
to attention sinks, leading to the loss of historical
information as the dialogue context grows longer.

We find an interesting phenomenon that in dia-
logue contexts, tokens used to separate utterances
(namely End-of-Utterance, EoU), such as “</s>”
and “\n”, generally aggregates more attention than
other words and tokens (Figure 1 (a)). We refer
to these separator tokens as “conversational at-
tention sinks” (conv-attn sinks). Based on these
insights, we propose StreamingDialogue, which
supports the efficient conversations with high long-
term memory capability. Figure 1 (b) demon-
strates that, in contrast to the highly dispersed atten-
tion pattern of StreamingLLM, StreamingDialogue
maintains focus on critical positions like conv-attn
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Figure 1: Attention map visualization. (a) Llama-2-7B/Chat with “</s>” and “\n” as EoU (“</s>” counts as one
token, “\n” as two). (b) StreamingLLM versus StreamingDialogue attention on Llama-2-7B with “</s>” as EoU.

sinks, thereby utilizing them to aggregate utter-
ance information, compressing lengthy dialogues
to only require caching conv-attn sinks’ key-values
to improve efficiency and reduce memory consump-
tion. However, solely preserving conv-attn sinks
in long-term generation is inadequate. While they
memorize historical dialogues for retrieval, they
cannot ensure stable output beyond a certain infer-
ence length or smooth generation of consecutive
replies. Therefore, caching the first token and the
previous and current utterances is essential.

To better characterize the conv-attn sinks, we
introduce two self-learning strategies: (1) we de-
vise a reconstruction task, where the reconstruction
process can only attend to the conv-attn sink of the
target utterance, thereby encouraging the conv-attn
sink to restore information from the target sentence,
namely short-memory reconstruction (SMR); (2)
we propose a recall task, treating the final utterance
as a query and attending solely to conv-attn sinks
in the dialogue history to retrieve the matching
response, thus prompting the model to reactivate
information from lengthy dialogues, named as long-
memory reactivation (LMR). These two tasks will
be jointly optimized before dialogue learning.

Experiments on widely-used dialogue datasets
demonstrate that our proposed method outperforms
other sparse attention and memory-enhancement
methods (in terms of evaluation metrics of Perplex-
ity, BLEU, ROUGE, and Distinct). In terms of
efficiency, our method achieves a 4 × speedup and
an 18 × reduction in memory usage compared to
dense attention with recomputation. In particular,
currently some LLMs support handling long con-
texts, such as Claude 2.11 with a 200K context win-
dow. In this way, leveraging our method with such
long context LLMs enables the completion of nu-
merous utterances within the conversation session,
which indicates one big step towards prolonged di-
alogue learning with long contexts. In summary,

1https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-2-1

our main contributions are as follows:
(1) We discover that EoU tokens have the poten-

tial to aggregate utterance information. By defining
these separator tokens as “conv-attn sinks”, we pro-
pose StreamingDialogue, which efficiently handles
long context by only caching the first token, conv-
attn sinks, and tokens from the most recent two
utterances.

(2) We propose two learning strategies: short-
memory reconstruction (SMR) and long-memory
reactivation (LMR), enhancing the capability of
conv-attn sinks to aggregate information and the
ability to store historical information.

(3) We demonstrate that StreamingDialogue sig-
nificantly reduces computational complexity ex-
perimentally, ensuring the efficiency of streaming
conversations.

2 Related Work

StreamingDialogue efficiently handles long con-
text, improving the model’s long-term memory for
conversation history. Existing methods for pro-
cessing long context in transformer-based models
broadly fall into three categories: efficient trans-
former design, long-term memory enhancement,
and length extrapolation techniques.

2.1 Efficient Transformers

Due to attention’s computational bottleneck in
transformers, some methods aim to explore effi-
cient attention mechanisms. Solutions include trad-
ing accuracy for speed, e.g., Longformer (Beltagy
et al., 2020) employs sliding window attention, ex-
panding the receptive field with a dilated sliding
pattern and optionally integrating global attention.
BP-Transformer (Ye et al., 2019) balances com-
plexity and capacity with fine-to-coarse attention
across multiple scales using binary partitioning.
Linformer (Wang et al., 2020) approximates self-
attention with a low-rank matrix, simplifying op-
erations to linear ones. LongLoRA (Chen et al.,

https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-2-1


2023c) uses block-wise attention and token shifting
to enhance communication between blocks. An-
other solution lies in system-level optimizations,
e.g., FlashAttention (Dao et al., 2022; Dao, 2023)
optimizes memory access by perceptually reading
and writing, improving efficiency without sacri-
ficing accuracy. However, these methods don’t
preserve dialogue history or expand the context
window sufficiently for prolonged dialogue with
long-term memory.

2.2 Long-Term Memory

Some methods enhance models’ long-term memory
to improve long-text modeling. One approach is in-
troducing recurrent mechanisms into attention, en-
abling the model to maintain information over long
sequences. For example, Transformer-XL (Dai
et al., 2019) introduces segment-level recurrence,
reusing previous time step hidden states to model
long dependencies. ∞-former (Martins et al., 2022)
employs continuous-space attention for arbitrary
context modeling with fixed computational cost.
Another approach is utilizing existing models as
interfaces to external knowledge bases, enhancing
contextual input and long-term memory through
reading and writing to these bases during inference
(Huang et al., 2023), e.g., MemGPT (Packer et al.,
2023) employs hierarchical memory for LLMs, op-
timizing information transfer between context win-
dows and external storage. However, they require
retraining LLMs from scratch or additional infor-
mation retrieval, lacking efficiency.

2.3 Length Extrapolation

Length extrapolation in models refers to their abil-
ity to maintain good performance beyond the train-
ing length during inference. A mainstream solution
is based on position encoding. LLMs (e.g., Roziere
et al., 2023; Bai et al., 2023; Touvron et al., 2023a)
employ rotary position embedding (RoPE) (Su
et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023b) for length extrapo-
lation without fine-tuning. Initially introduced by
Chen et al. (2023a), position interpolation propor-
tionally extends the inference length by reducing
rotation angles. NTK-aware2 and NTK-by-parts3

interpolations balance high and low-frequency in-
formation to optimize performance. YaRN (Peng
et al., 2023) combines NTK-by-parts interpolation

2https://www.reddit.com/r/LocalLLaMA/comments/
14lz7j5/ntkaware_scaled_rope_allows_llama_
models_to_have/

3https://github.com/jquesnelle/yarn/pull/1

with an attention distribution correction strategy,
reducing rotation angles for low frequencies and
adjusting attention distribution. Additionally, ran-
domized position encoding (Ruoss et al., 2023) ex-
tends context exposure by decoupling pre-training
length from inference length, utilizing random po-
sitions during training for broader context coverage.
Due to current methods’ inability for infinite length
extrapolation, they’re unsuitable for prolonged dia-
logue in streaming applications.

3 StreamingDialogue

3.1 Empirical Observation

StreamingLLM (Xiao et al., 2023) focuses on ini-
tial tokens as attention sinks, i.e., initial tokens
attract a significant amount of attention. After visu-
alizing the attention maps of all layers and heads
for both Llama-2-7B and Llama-2-7B-Chat, we
observe a similar phenomenon in structured texts
such as multi-turn dialogue, where LLMs tend to
attend more to tokens used to separate dialogue
when speakers switch (i.e., the end symbol “</s>”,
newline symbol “\n”, or other symbols, known as
End-of-Utterance), and their attention aggregation
is even greater than that of initial tokens (shown
in Figure 1). Based on the attention map, we sug-
gest that each EoU captures the information of the
current utterance, and EoUs are visible to subse-
quent utterances. These EoUs imply the potential
for information aggregation, which we refer to as
“conversational attention sinks” (conv-attn sinks).

According to the observation, rather than
caching entire utterances to retain information as
done in dense attention, we cache conv-attn sinks
as a replacement. Let T represent the number
of utterances, and L denote the average length of
each utterance. By caching only the corresponding
conv-attn sinks, the space complexity reduces from
O(TL) in dense attention to O(T ), and the time
complexity from O(T 2L2) to O(T 2). Moreover,
given the infrastructure of LLMs based long con-
text modeling, our method is capable of efficiently
handling dialogues with prolonged conversational
histories. To this end, conv-attn sinks matter be-
cause they memorize the context information not
only effectively, but also efficiently.

3.2 Framework Overview

3.2.1 Fine-tuning LLMs with Conv-Attn Sinks
We compress the content of each utterance into
the subsequent conv-attn sink and recall histori-

https://www.reddit.com/r/LocalLLaMA/comments/14lz7j5/ntkaware_scaled_rope_allows_llama_models_to_have/
https://www.reddit.com/r/LocalLLaMA/comments/14lz7j5/ntkaware_scaled_rope_allows_llama_models_to_have/
https://www.reddit.com/r/LocalLLaMA/comments/14lz7j5/ntkaware_scaled_rope_allows_llama_models_to_have/
https://github.com/jquesnelle/yarn/pull/1
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Figure 2: StreamingDialogue Framework. During SMR & LMR, both strategies co-train the model. SMR attention
spans from all tokens to the initial token, from u to itself, and from u′ to itself and to the conv-attn sink in u. LMR
attention spans from all tokens to the initial token, from all tokens to the conv-attn sinks before themselves, from
each utterance to itself, and from r (excluding its conv-attn sink) to the conv-attn sink in its corresponding q. In
supervised learning, the model from SMR & LMR is fine-tuned using dialogue datasets. During inference, only
tokens allowed to attend are cached. Key historical dialogue information awakened in subsequent conversations is
highlighted in bold italics.

cal information during the dialogue by attending to
conv-attn sinks. To achieve this, we adjust the atten-
tion pattern A ∈ {0, 1}N×N , where N represents
the conversation length and 0 indicates masked at-
tention values, i.e., specifying the specific keys and
values that a query can attend to. Each token within
an utterance can focus on the first token to uphold
stable output during extended conversations, all
preceding conv-attn sinks to extract historical con-
text, and tokens from both the previous and current
utterances to ensure continuity with the preced-
ing utterance. Formally, we denote an utterance as
u = d</s>, where d represents the dialogue content
and </s> denotes the EoU token, a.k.a., conv-attn
sink. Thus, a conversation can be organized as D =
<s>u1u2...ut, where t is the number of utterances.
Attention mask matrix A is defined as:

Aij =



1, j = kl ≤ i (k ∈ N), 0 ≤ i < N

1, 1 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ l

1, j ̸= kl (k ∈ N),

(⌈ i
l
⌉ − 2) · l < j ≤ i < N

0, otherwise,

where l denotes the average length of each utter-
ance, N represents a non-negative integer, and ⌈·⌉
represents the ceiling function. During fine-tuning,
all tokens are treated as predicted tokens to partici-
pate in the loss calculation.

While this method excels in managing long
contexts compared to sparse attention methods
like StreamingLLM, it falls short in characteriz-
ing short-term memories. To learn towards a more
robust model with balanced memory capacity for
both long and short memories, we propose two
learning strategies to co-train the model and ad-
dress these issues: short-memory reconstruction
(SMR) and long-memory reactivation (LMR). The
final version of StreamingDialogue is conducted in
three stages, including SMR & LMR, supervised
learning, and inference, as illustrated in Figure 2.

3.2.2 Short-Memory Reconstruction

We propose a learning strategy to guide model
behavior, enabling conv-attn sinks to consciously
aggregate information through short-memory re-
construction (SMR). We reorganize data formats,
modify the attention pattern, and adjust the loss
function. More specifically, training samples are
organized as D = <s>u1u′1u2u

′
2 . . . usu

′
s, where

u1, u2, . . . , us are randomly selected from the orig-
inal dataset, and s represents the number of ran-
domly selected utterances. Each “uu′” pair can be
regarded as a reconstruction task, where tokens in u
can attend to <s> and tokens that appear before the
token in the current utterance. u′ can additionally
attend to the conv-attn sink in u. The task objective



Data Data Type Train Test
Utts. Avg. L Utts. Avg. L

PersonaChat Total 122499 13.59 14602 13.85

MSC

Session 1 59894 14.16 6572 15.47
Session 2 46420 31.44 5939 30.86
Session 3 47259 32.90 5924 32.94
Session 4 11870 32.25 5940 34.67
Session 5 - - 5945 36.43

Total 165443 25.66 30320 29.77

Table 1: Details of dialogue datasets. We present the
number of utterances (Utts.) and the average length per
utterance (Avg. L) for each session in the training and
test sets.

is to reconstruct u in u′, encouraging the conv-attn
sink in u to aggregate information from u for ut-
terance reconstruction. The attention pattern A in
SMR is defined as:

Aij =



1, j = 0

1, ⌈ i
l
⌉ = 2k (k ∈ N∗),

(⌈ i
l
⌉ − 1) · l ≤ j ≤ i < N

1, ⌈ i
l
⌉ = 2k + 1 (k ∈ N),

(⌈ i
l
⌉ − 1) · l < j ≤ i < N

0, otherwise,

where N∗ represents a positive integer.
Since the goal is to reconstruct the contents of

u′1, u
′
2, . . . , u

′
s into u1, u2, . . . , us, the loss calcula-

tion is defined as:

LSMR = −
∑

(x,y)∈Z

|y|∑
t=1

log (PΦ (yt | x, y<t)) ,

where Z = {(xi, yi)}i=1,...,N denotes the set of
(u, u′) pairs. x denotes the target utterance u, and
y represents the reconstructed utterance u′. The
model learns to aggregate information into conv-
attn sinks during SMR with minimal training.

3.2.3 Long-Memory Reactivation
The model is required to both aggregate dialogue
information into conv-attn sinks and retrieve infor-
mation from them. To ensure consistency in multi-
turn dialogue, our proposed model must efficiently
extract long context information during dialogue
generation. Therefore, we introduce long-memory
reactivation (LMR) to enhance its long-term mem-
ory capability.

Each pair of utterances in the dialogue dataset,
denoted as qr, represents a query-response pair
with q and r from distinct roles. We organize train-
ing samples as D = <s>q1r1 . . . qxrx . . . qlrlq′xr

′
x,

with l denoting the number of training pairs. Each
pair q′xr

′
x at the end of the sample is randomly se-

lected from historical dialogues.
We design a response recall task where the goal

is to recall r′x from the historical context qxrx given
query q′x. Concurrently, we adjust A so that each
utterance can only attend to the first token, all conv-
attn sinks, and itself. Moreover, each response
in a training pair can attend to the corresponding
query, while the conv-attn sink of the response is
restricted to attending only to the response itself,
ensuring that the conv-attn sink aggregates infor-
mation solely from its associated utterance, i.e.,

Aij =



1, j = 0

1, ⌈ i
l
⌉ = 2k (k ∈ N∗),

(⌈ i
l
⌉ − 2) · l < j ≤ i < N

1, j = kl (k ∈ N∗) or

j > ⌈ i
l
⌉ − 1, j ≤ i < N

0, otherwise.

Since the objective is to evoke historical dialogue
within the response of the last training pair in the
sample, the loss function of LMR is defined as:

LLMR = −
∑
(m,n)

|n|∑
t=1

log (PΦ (nt | m,n<t)) ,

where m represents <s>q1r1 . . . qxrx . . . qlrlq′x,
and n denotes r′x.

The model now effectively utilizes historical in-
formation through LMR. We co-train the model
using SMR and LMR, fully harnessing the infor-
mation aggregation potential of conv-attn sinks and
enhancing both short and long-term memory capa-
bility of the proposed model.

Following SMR & LMR, the model requires
additional refinement through fine-tuning on dia-
logues using the methods outlined in Section 3.2.1.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets & Baselines We conduct experiments
on PersonaChat (Zhang et al., 2018) and Multi-
Session Chat (MSC) (Xu et al., 2022) datasets.
MSC, known for its extended conversational con-
text, differs from PersonaChat, which is single-
session. MSC’s training set includes up to 4 ses-
sions, and the test set comprises 5 sessions. Read-
ers please refer to Table 1 for details.



Data Method PPL BLEU (%) ROUGE (%) Distinct (%)
↓ ↑ R-1 ↑ R-2 ↑ R-L ↑ D-1 ↑ D-2 ↑ D-3 ↑

PersonaChat

Dense 8.41 • 13.15 ◦ 13.98 ◦ 3.07 ◦ 13.44 ◦ 16.37 • 41.61 • 63.36 •

Local 11.59 • 13.01 ◦ 13.83 ◦ 2.69 ◦ 13.29 ◦ 12.49 • 32.17 • 51.12 •
Big Bird 9.00 • 12.93 • 13.78 ◦ 2.64 ◦ 13.33 ◦ 11.83 • 32.46 • 52.17 •
StreamingLLM 8.96 ◦ 13.16 ◦ 13.94 ◦ 2.73 ◦ 13.36 ◦ 12.00 • 32.64 • 52.36 •

MemBART 13.15 • 11.18 • 13.11 ◦ 2.56 ◦ 12.78 ◦ 12.86 • 30.87 • 48.86 •

Ours 8.71 13.63 13.96 3.05 13.43 14.43 37.23 58.07

MSC

Dense 7.58 ◦ 19.47 ◦ 16.93 ◦ 2.92 ◦ 15.48 ◦ 12.85 • 37.75 • 57.51 •

Local 8.92 • 13.34 • 13.48 • 1.88 • 12.61 • 7.89 • 22.71 • 35.89 •
Big Bird 8.42 • 16.54 • 15.32 • 2.34 ◦ 14.15 • 8.72 • 25.81 • 40.34 •
StreamingLLM 8.38 • 16.76 • 15.25 • 2.44 ◦ 14.21 • 9.18 • 26.93 • 41.62 •

MemBART 13.73 • 17.11 • 14.93 • 2.61 ◦ 13.76 • 10.86 • 30.55 • 47.37 •

Ours 7.99 19.33 17.18 2.77 15.86 11.54 32.58 50.27

Table 2: Main results on the PersonaChat and MSC datasets. PPL: perplexity scores. BLEU: average BLEU-1
to BLEU-4 scores. R-1/2/L: ROUGE scores for generated dialogues (unigram, bigram, and longest common
subsequence (LCS)). D-1/2/3: Distinct scores for generated dialogues (unigrams, bigrams, and trigrams). ↓ indicates
lower values are better, while ↑ indicates the opposite. The best result for each metric is presented in bold, while the
second-best one is underlined. •/◦ indicates significance (p < 0.05) or insignificance via pairwise t-test compared
to other methods.

Baseline methods include dense attention
(Vaswani et al., 2017) for capturing all informa-
tion, local attention (Beltagy et al., 2020) with a
fixed window size restriction, Big Bird (Zaheer
et al., 2020) combining sliding window, global,
and random attention, and StreamingLLM (Xiao
et al., 2023) attending to attention sinks alongside
the recent fixed window. Additionally, we compare
our method with MemBART (Wu and Yu, 2022), a
memory-augmented Transformer encoder-decoder
model4.

Evaluation Metrics We report the model perfor-
mance in the dialogue generation task using BLEU
(Papineni et al., 2002), ROUGE (R-1 / R-2 / R-L)
(Lin, 2004), Distinct (D-1 / D-2 / D-3) (Li et al.,
2016), and compute perplexity (PPL).

4.2 Main Results

Table 2 shows evaluation results for each method
on the test sets. For generation, we use the last
utterance from each test set episode as the target
for the model to generate. We also calculate the
overall PPL for the entire test sets.

Our method outperforms sparse attention base-
lines and memory-augmented baselines, achiev-
ing higher scores in BLEU, ROUGE, and Dis-
tinct while maintaining a lower PPL. For exam-

4Appendix A provides attention features and implementa-
tion details for both the baselines and StreamingDialogue

ple, in MSC, StreamingDialogue demonstrates sig-
nificant improvements over the second-best base-
line, StreamingLLM, with BLEU increasing from
16.76% to 19.33% and R-L rising from 14.21%
to 15.86%. In PersonaChat, specifically in D-
2, StreamingDialogue increases from 32.64% to
37.23% compared to StreamingLLM. The notable
superiority of StreamingDialogue can be attributed
to its focus on conv-attn sinks, which compress
historical information into them and cache them to
enhance long-term memory, unlike baselines that
rely on local attention windows and cannot handle
extended dialogues effectively.

Furthermore, StreamingDialogue exhibits com-
parable performance to dense attention, e.g., in
PersonaChat, the difference in ROUGE is less than
0.02%. It also outperforms dense attention in terms
of R-1 and R-L in MSC and achieves better BLEU
scores on PersonaChat. This validation highlights
the more accurate information conveyance capabil-
ities of text generated by our method.

4.3 Human Evaluation

34% 35% 31%

41% 22% 37%

44% 27% 29%

Fluency

Coherence

Consistency

Win Tie Loss

Figure 3: Fluency, coherence, and consistency distribu-
tion in human evaluation for ours vs StreamingLLM.

In human evaluation, we generate dialogues



from 100 randomly selected episodes of the MSC
test set. Four crowdsource evaluators compare our
method with StreamingLLM in fluency, coherence,
and consistency, categorizing the outcome as win,
tie, or loss. Figure 3 demonstrates our method’s
superiority across all metrics, particularly in con-
sistency, showcasing StreamingDialogue’s superior
long-term memory capacity.

4.4 Ablation Results

Model PPL BLEU R-L D-3

Ours 7.99 19.33 15.86 50.27

Base 8.21 17.32 10.25 46.15
LMR 8.01 18.87 15.66 49.44
SMR 8.40 18.25 15.24 48.57

Table 3: Results of ablation experiments with different
learning strategies on MSC. “Base” denotes the model
fine-tuned without SMR and LMR learning.

We conduct an experiment to test the effective-
ness of SMR and LMR. Results, shown in Table
3, highlight a significant decline in model perfor-
mance when either strategy is ablated, indicating
the importance of both strategies. The absence of
SMR results in prominent declines in BLEU and
ROUGE scores, indicating inadequate information
aggregation in conv-attn sinks. Consequently, the
model struggles to extract valuable information
from conv-attn sinks during lengthy conversations,
resulting in reduced text quality.

Similarly, without LMR, the model’s perfor-
mance declines significantly, indicating that relying
solely on SMR leads to excessive guidance, limit-
ing the model’s ability in extended conversations.
Thus, both SMR and LMR are crucial for enhanc-
ing information gathering and text extraction across
conversations of long contexts.

4.5 Performance on Different Context Length
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Figure 4: Average perplexity and BLEU of
StreamingLLM and StreamingDialogue on the MSC
test set under different numbers of utterances.

Conversation History

I just saw the greatest sunset so far this year. I know you like movies more 

than sunsets, but I heard there are supposed to be some great sunsets this 

week and I figured I should let you know that there may be some great ones.

I do like movies quite a bit, but I don't mind sunsets at all. After all, 

there are great sunsets where I live in California. Sometimes, you'll 

have the entire evening sky in shades of orange and violet. It's stunning.

Generate

StreamingDialogue

StreamingLLM

…

Do you live in the states? I live in california..

…

…

I enjoy foods like Spam musubi, loco mocos, and poi. My favorite might be 

kalua pork. The way they prepare the pig makes it taste so good.

I've never heard of any of those dishes, but I'm sure I'll be 

able to find them on the menu.

I've never heard of any of those dishes, but I'm sure I'll 

love them. I'm excited to try new things. I'm sure I'll be 

able to find some good Hawaiian food in California.

11 utterances

43 utterances

Figure 5: The generated dialogues by StreamingLLM
and StreamingDialogue for the same input dialogue
history from an MSC test set episode, with an average
utterance length of L = 32 tokens. Bold italic indicates
key information in the dialogue and its latest occurrence.

We evaluate the model performance across differ-
ent conversation lengths in terms of perplexity and
BLEU under varying context length (i.e., the num-
ber of utterances in the dialogue context) during
inference, as shown in Figure 4. As dialogue length
increases, StreamingDialogue exhibits greater supe-
riority over StreamingLLM, with perplexity stabi-
lizing and nearing convergence, and BLEU improv-
ing. Furthermore, StreamingDialogue maintains
stable perplexity even with prolonged conversa-
tions over 25K tokens in inference (see Appendix
B). This highlights our method’s stability in han-
dling long dialogues and emphasizes the impor-
tance of conv-attn sinks in enhancing long-term
memory.

4.6 Information Preservation

BLEU-1 ROUGE-1 ROUGE-L

89.19 76.79 72.94

Table 4: Dialogue reconstruction performance.

To assess our method’s information compression
loss, we use SMR-trained models to reconstruct
dialogue content from the MSC test set, leveraging
only the conv-attn sink of each utterance. Ran-
domly selecting 6,000 utterances from the MSC
test set, we present the average results in Table 4.
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Figure 7: Average per-token latency and memory usage
during generation of different methods on the MSC test
set for various input lengths. Reported memory usage
values are calculated by subtracting fixed memory usage
from the total memory usage.

Our method achieves a BLEU-1 score of 89.19%,
signifying effective compression of dialogue infor-
mation with minimal losses.

4.7 Case Study: Memory Capacity

To validate StreamingDialogue’s effectiveness in
enhancing long-term memory, we conduct a case
study comparing it with StreamingLLM. Figure
5 illustrates content generated by both methods.
StreamingLLM responds solely based on recent
utterances, lacking connection to distant context
and coherence, thus reaffirming its unsuitability
for open-domain dialogue. In contrast, Stream-
ingDialogue effectively recalls distant historical
information (e.g., 44 utterances ago), demonstrat-
ing the model’s enhanced ability to remember long
conversations through SMR and LMR.

4.8 Impacts of SMR & LMR Learning

Since the motivation of SMR and LMR learning
is to improve conv-attn sinks aggregation capabil-
ity, we examine the attention maps after SMR and
LMR co-training, comparing them with the base
model to confirm enhancement.

Results are illustrated in Figure 6. Guided by

SMR and LMR, the model’s attention patterns
transform into maps that sharply concentrate on
conv-attn sinks, showcasing our effective enhance-
ment of their information aggregation ability.

4.9 Speedup for Inference
Figure 7 depicts the average per-token latency
and memory usage during dialogue generation
with NVIDIA A100 GPU using various meth-
ods. As input lengths increase, StreamingDia-
logue shows minimal growth in memory usage for
caching conv-attn sinks, with latency exhibiting lin-
ear growth. This suggests that as dialogue length in-
creases, StreamingDialogue’s advantage becomes
more promising. At an input length of 2,048, our
method demonstrates a 6 × improvement in mem-
ory usage compared to dense attention and an 18
× improvement compared to dense attention with
re-computation. In terms of per-token latency, our
method shows a 4 × improvement compared to
dense attention with re-computation. Moreover,
our method maintains similar latency and memory
usage as StreamingLLM as context length varies.

5 Conclusion

Generating high-quality open-domain dialogues
with prolonged contexts is quite challenging. Exist-
ing solutions, like dense attention, have efficiency
issues. While StreamingLLM supports efficient
language modeling, it struggles to preserve his-
torical information, leading to low-quality genera-
tion in prolonged conversations. In this paper, we
introduce StreamingDialogue, a framework capa-
ble of facilitating efficient and prolonged dialogue.
By identifying separator tokens EoU as “conv-attn
sinks” and compressing dialogue information into
them with minimal losses, StreamingDialogue con-
serves memory, enhances efficiency, and augments
long-term memory capabilities. Additionally, we
propose two learning strategies to enhance conv-
attn sink aggregation and memory reactivation. Our



method shows better performance compared to
strong baselines. In the future, we will explore ex-
tending StreamingDialogue towards never-ending
dialogue in the context of lifelong learning.

Limitations

While StreamingDialogue effectively enables pro-
longed conversations with long-term memory,
there’s merit in exploring selective caching of conv-
attn sinks, focusing only on those aggregating key
information. This will further enhance inference
speed and reduce memory usage. Additionally,
our utilization of dialogue structure is somewhat
limited, and we aim to leverage conv-attn sinks
to explore more intricate dialogue features in the
future. Furthermore, evaluating our method across
a wider range of structured texts will offer a more
comprehensive assessment.

Ethics Statement

The datasets we utilized, including PersonaChat
and MSC, along with the pre-trained models Llama-
2-7B and Llama-2-7B-Chat, were sourced from
their respective publishers via official open-source
channels. We strictly adhere to ethical guidelines
and legal regulations governing the use of these
datasets and models.
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A Attention Patterns & Implementation
Details

We visualize the attention maps of StreamingDia-
logue and several other baselines focusing on differ-

ent attention patterns, as shown in Figure 8. Below
are the details of the experiments for each method.

During the SMR & LMR phase, we construct
a short-memory reconstruction dataset comprising
ns = 6857 samples, each containing a random se-
lection of s = 28 utterances from dialogue datasets.
Simultaneously, for the long-memory reactivation
dataset, we generate nl = 8000 samples, each con-
sisting of a random selection of l = 24 query-
response pairs from the full set of query-response
pairs in dialogue datasets, with one additional pair
randomly chosen from the l pairs appended to the
end of each sample. The SMR and LMR datasets
are merged and shuffled for co-training Llama-2-
7B. We only train the attention layer for 1 epoch,
with the learning rate set to 5e-5, utilizing cosine
annealing for adjusting the learning rate, and set-
ting the warm-up step to 0.

In the supervised learning phase, StreamingDi-
alogue undergoes fine-tuning based on the model
trained with SMR & LMR, while baselines focus-
ing on different attention patterns are fine-tuned
on Llama-2-7B. All models fine-tune only the at-
tention layer for 2 epochs, with the learning rate
set to 5e-5, utilizing cosine annealing for adjusting
the learning rate, and setting the warm-up step to 0.
MemBART can be fine-tuned directly on dialogue
datasets.

In inference, we set the maximum generation
length to 120 and report the average results of all
episodes.

B Experiments on Super Long Dialogues

We prove StreamingDialogue’s capability in re-
liably processing exceptionally lengthy dialogue
texts. By concatenating the MSC test set, we show-
case StreamingDialogue’s perplexity under a 25K
token dialogue in Figure 9. Aside from fluctuations
stemming from conversation switches, its perfor-
mance remains consistently stable, affirming our
method’s support for prolonged dialogue.

C Hyper-parameter Sensitives

We investigate the impact of two hyper-parameters
in our method: the number of utterances in SMR
samples (s) and the number of query-response
pairs in LMR samples (l). Both s and l range
from {8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32}, while ensuring the
total number of utterances in the training set re-
mains constant, e.g., s = 8 × samples = 24, 000,
s = 12 × samples = 16, 000, etc. Results in Fig-
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Figure 8: Attention maps’ visualization of StreamingDialogue and various other methods. In a dialogue with T
utterances, each averaging L tokens, dense attention caches TL tokens, local attention caches R tokens (where R is
the window size), Big Bird caches global size + random size + R tokens, StreamingLLM caches R+ 1 tokens, and
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Figure 9: The perplexity for StreamingDialogue under
the concatenated MSC test set, evaluating approximately
25K tokens.
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Figure 10: Normalized performance scores (PPL,
BLEU, R-L, and D-3) on MSC for various l with s
fixed at 28 and various s with l fixed at 24.

ure 10 suggest that StreamingDialogue performs
optimally with relatively high values of s and l,
specifically when s is between {28, 32} and l is
between {20, 24, 28}. These results indicate that
longer texts positively influence the model’s learn-
ing.
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