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Abstract

Sparse Mixture-of-Experts (SMoE) models enable scaling language models effi-
ciently, but training them remains challenging, as routing can collapse onto few
experts and auxiliary load-balancing losses can reduce specialization. Motivated
by these hurdles, we study how routing decisions in SMoEs are formed mechanisti-
cally. First, we reveal a geometric coupling between routers and their corresponding
experts. For a given token, the router weights for the selected expert and the expert
weights processing it receive gradients along the same input direction, differing
only in scalar coefficients. Thus, matched router—expert directions accumulate the
same routed token history. This theoretical coupling also appears empirically in
routing dynamics. In a 1B SMoE trained from scratch, higher router scores predict
stronger expert neuron activations, showing that routing decisions are mirrored in-
side the selected expert. Next, we analyze the effects of auxiliary load balancing on
the router—expert geometric coupling, showing that such losses break this structure
by spreading input-directed gradients across router weights, making distinct router
directions nearly three times more similar to each other. Last, we demonstrate the
centrality of geometric coupling for effective routing with a parameter-free online
K-Means router, in which each expert maintains a running average of the hidden
states routed to it and tokens are assigned based on cosine similarity. Compared
with auxiliary-loss and loss-free balancing, this router achieves the lowest load im-
balance with only a modest perplexity increase, indicating that geometric coupling
captures a substantial part of what the router learns. Overall, our results explain
how routers form assignment geometry that supports an effective division of labor.

1 Introduction

Sparse Mixture-of-Experts (SMoE) has emerged as a leading architecture for scaling language model
parameters without a proportional increase in inference latency [[1H3]]. Recent implementations, such
as DeepSeek-V3 [4]] and OLMOoE [5], match or outperform dense models while activating only a
fraction of their total parameters. These efficiency gains stem from a division of labor in which a
router, typically implemented as a small gating network, directs each input to a subset of independent
expert networks [1}, 2]]. Still, despite their wide adoption, training SMoEs with effective routing
remains a challenge. Without intervention, routing concentrates on a shrinking subset of experts,
leading to representation collapse [6]. Approaches to mitigate this apply auxiliary load-balancing
losses [} 13l 2], which encourage balanced routing but often reduce expert specialization [7 /4].
Motivated by these pathologies, we seek to understand the inner dynamics of routing in SMoEs,
focusing on how routing decisions are derived mechanistically.

We tackle this question from a geometric view. First, we analyze the gradients that shape both sides
of the routing decision. Although routers and experts are often treated as separate modules [} 8],
SMOoE gradients reveal a shared input-directed structure. For each assigned token, the router weights
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Figure 1: Router—expert geometric coupling in SMoEs. The router scores a hidden state x and
selects a sparse set of top- K experts. For each selected expert, the matched router direction and expert
input-side weights receive backpropagation updates proportional to the same hidden-state direction
x. Repeated updates make matched router—expert pairs accumulate a common routed-token history,
which is read out at inference as higher router scores predicting stronger gate-neuron activations.

associated with the selected expert and the expert weights that process the token receive updates
along the same input direction, differing only in scalar coefficients. Notably, this alignment is not a
generic consequence of joint training: a shared computation graph derives both modules to receive
gradients, but does not imply that their updates accumulate along shared input directions. In SMoE
layers, however, the chain rule enforces this proportional form, inducing a geometric coupling where
matched router—expert directions evolve as coupled accumulators of their shared routed token history.

Next, we investigate if this theoretical coupling translates into empirical routing dynamics. To this
end, we compare the router’s score for an expert and that expert’s neuron activations in response to the
same token. In a 1B SMOoE trained from scratch for approximately 50B tokens, we find that experts
ranked higher by the router consistently exhibit stronger activations than experts not selected by the
router. This shows that routing decisions are not merely an external assignment, but are mirrored in
the computation of the selected expert, thus providing empirical evidence of the geometric coupling
between the router and experts.

Having established the router—expert geometric coupling, we revisit common routing instabilities and
load-balancing side effects. Specifically, we study how the router’s geometry is influenced by the
common auxiliary load-balancing loss employed in existing models [[1, 13} [2]. This loss encourages
balanced routing by penalizing uneven expert load. From a theoretical point of view, this optimization
sends input-directed gradients to every router weight vector on every token, regardless of which
experts were chosen. This is expected to unify different router directions over training, weakening
the geometric coupling between the router and the experts. We evaluate this prediction by training
two 1B SMoEs that differ only in the balancing rule, finding that distinct router weight vectors
become nearly three times more similar with the auxiliary loss than without it. These results show that
auxiliary balancing regulates expert usage, yet breaks the geometric coupling, unifying expert-specific
directions and eroding the specialization that coupling produces.

Last, we demonstrate the centrality of geometric coupling in routing by evaluating a parameter-free
centroid router that follows this natural coupling. Concretely, if router weights learn to summarize



the hidden states assigned to each expert, then explicit summaries may recover much of their role.
Following this idea, we implement the centroid router using online K-Means [9]. Each expert
maintains a centroid of its assigned hidden states, and tokens are routed by cosine similarity to these
centroids. On our 1B SMoE setup, this router achieves the lowest load imbalance among all variants
while maintaining comparable perplexity to the learned loss-free router. This indicates that geometric
coupling is not only a byproduct of training, but a substantial component of what routers learn.

In conclusion, our work makes the following contributions:

1. We reveal a geometric coupling between routers and experts in SMoEs, where matched
router—expert pairs receive gradient updates along the same routed-token directions and
evolve as coupled accumulators of their shared token history.

2. We show empirically that router scores are reflected in the selected expert’s internal compu-
tation, with higher-ranked experts exhibiting stronger activations for the same tokens.

3. We show that common auxiliary load-balancing losses act directly on router geometry,
injecting input-directed gradients into every router weight vector regardless of selection and
making distinct router directions nearly three times more similar.

4. Motivated by coupling, we instantiate a simple online K-Means router in which non-learnable
EMA centroids replace learned router weights, and tokens are routed by cosine similarity
with sign-updated biases. This router achieves the lowest load imbalance among our variants
with only a modest perplexity increase.

Taken together, our results answer how routers form assignment geometry that supports an effective
division of labor. More broadly, they suggest that future routing methods may benefit from preserving
the natural router—expert geometry that emerges during training. We release our code at https:
//github.com/sagearc/router-expert-geometry.

2 SMOoE architecture and training

The SMoE architecture SMoEs are typically built on top of the Transformer architecture [10]],
replacing feed-forward blocks with a set of N distinct expert networks { £y, ..., Enx} and a router R
that selects a small subset of experts for each input 1,13, 12, [11]]. For a hidden state x € RY, the router
computes one score per expert:

p=o(z+m), z = W,x. (1)

where W, € RV X4 are the router weights, with the i-th row r; corresponding to the expert i, m € RV
is a mask for selecting the top-K entries in z, and o is a nonlinear activation function. Throughout
the paper, we refer to z; and p; as the router’s score and the routing weight of expert 7, respectively,
and denote the set of top-K selected experts by Tx. The SMoE layer combines only the selected

expert outputs:
y=>_ pEi(x). 2
€Tk

Each expert E; maps the hidden state through an intermediate expert dimension. In the gated SwiGLU
experts used by recent SMoEs [12} 15 4], this computation can be written as

Ey(x) = WiV (o(WE"x) © W Px) , 3)

where o is the SiLU activation and W&, W,"» € R%*¢ are input-side expert matrices with an

intermediate dimension d;. Throughout the paper, we refer to the coordinates of J(Wigatex) as the

expert’s gate-neuron activations; these are the activations measured in our empirical analysis.

SMOoE training and load balancing Training SMoEs requires both meaningful token-to-expert
assignments and balanced expert utilization. For a batch of training examples B, let f; denote the
fraction of top-K assignments received by expert i:

1 ‘ 1
fi:mzl{ZETK}’ T=1 (4)
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Here Ty is the set of top-K expert indices for x, and 7 is the target uniform utilization. Standard
SMOoE training often adds an auxiliary load-balancing loss [[1} [3 2],

L= ELM + )\auxﬁbalancea (5)

where La1ance penalizes the unequal distribution of tokens across experts, and A, dictates the
strength of this penalty. In contrast, recent loss-free methods instead add adaptive per-expert routing
biases [7, 4],

Zi =z + by, bi < b; + ysign(r — fi), (6)
where v > 0 is the bias update rate. In our experiments, this bias affects top-K selection but is not
added to the expert weights used in Eq. (2)).

3 Router—expert geometric coupling

We formalize the gradient structure underlying the learned routing, showing that for a token represen-
tation x routed to expert ¢, both the corresponding router weight vector r; and the input-side weights
of expert ¢ receive updates proportional to x. Over training, matched router—expert pairs accumulate
the same routed token history with different weights, a structure that follows from the chain rule
rather than from an added constraint.

To derive the coupling between router weight vectors and expert input matrices, we consider a
standard backpropagation step through the SMoE layer in Eq. (2). On the expert side, each row of
Wigate takes an inner product with x to produce one coordinate of the gate activations. Let w; j, be
k-th row of W5**° its respective gradient can be written as

Vw, L =10ik x xx', 7

where &; ;. collects all scalar factors other than the input direction. Therefore, the rows of W&
evolve into weighted sums of the hidden states processed by expert 7. Notably, the same input-directed
form also applies to W;'P, with a different scalar coefficient. For a detailed mathematical derivation,
see Appendix [A]

Simultaneously, the router weight vector r; follows the same input-directed update structure. Given
the logit z; = x " r;, the gradient with respect to r; is

o oL 8]?1' o
vrz,‘C - (apZ azl) X =7iX XX, (8)

where ~; is the scalar coefficient for the router update (see Appendix [A.3|for the full router-gradient
derivation). For both the router and the expert input-side matrices, weights are updated by adding
the hidden-state direction x when it reduces the loss and subtracting x when it increases it. Thus,
over training, matched router—expert pairs accumulate the same routed token history with different
weights, making this coupling a direct consequence of backpropagation through the SMoE layer
rather than an added constraint. This shared gradient structure suggests that the paired router and
expert weights should develop aligned geometry in hidden space (Figure|T).

This accumulation is expert-specific, as experts outside the top-K set do not contribute to the layer’s
output. For such an expert j ¢ T, the routing weight p; is zero, and its router weight vector r;
receives no gradient from this token. Each router weight vector therefore accumulates only the tokens
routed to its expert, yielding the expert-specific accumulation that drives geometric coupling. This
view implies that router preference should be reflected inside the selected expert. Specifically, if r;
and the rows of Wfate are shaped by the same routed hidden states, then a token that receives a high
router score for expert ¢ should also activate that expert’s gate neurons more strongly. Section [4] tests

this relationship directly.

4 Empirical evidence of geometric coupling

The derivation in Section |3|shows that router scores and expert activations share a common geometry
because both are shaped by the same routed hidden states. Here, we examine this relationship
empirically, asking whether router preference is reflected inside the selected expert’s computation.



For a token x, the router score z; = r; x measures the router’s preference for expert i. For the same
token, the expert’s gate-neuron activations are the coordinates of a(Wigatex). Importantly, these
quantities are computed independently in the same forward pass, i.e., the router score is not used to
compute the expert activations. If r; and the expert input-side vectors are shaped by the same routed
inputs during training, then higher router scores should correspond to stronger expert activations. We
measure expert activations by averaging over the expert’s gate neurons.

For our experiment, we use the 1B SMoE con-
figuration from Wang et al. [7], and train it from
scratch on the OLMoE-mix-0924 [3]] dataset for
~50B tokens. Each model has L=9 SMoE layers,
hidden size d=1024, N=64 routed experts, top-
K =6 routing, N;=2 shared experts, and expert 05
hidden width 512. Specifically, we use the model

trained with the loss-free balancing rule of Wang 0.0

et al. [7], which raises the routing bias of under- o5 /
used experts and lowers it for overused experts, so

no balancing gradient reaches the router and per- -1.0
expert input accumulation is preserved. This is the
regime in which the geometric coupling derived
in Section [3] should be most directly observable.
We evaluate the model on token sequences from
English Wikipedia. For each routed token—expert
pair and each SMoE layer ¢, we record the raw
router score z; (x(*)) = r x(*) and, independently
inside the selected expert, the average activation

.Of its gate neurons for the same .tOk?n' We normal- layer and expert before pooling. We observe that
1ze rguter scores and expert activations separately router scores and expert activations are corre-
within each layer and expert, then pool all routed lated (p = 0.43, p-value 1.2x 1051

pairs.
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Figure 2: Expert activations increase with
router score. For each routed token—expert pair,
we compare the router score with the average ac-
tivation of that expert’s gate neurons. Scores and
activations are normalized separately for each

Router scores predict expert activations Figure 2] shows a monotone relationship between router
score and expert activation. Tokens with higher router scores produce stronger expert activations, as
predicted by the router—expert coupling. During the same forward pass, the router score comes from
r;, while expert activations are measured from U(Wigatex). This monotone trend therefore gives
direct functional evidence of geometric coupling. Inputs that shaped r; during training also shaped
the input vectors of Wfate, so a new token aligned with that history receives a higher router score
and produces stronger expert activations. This complements the static observation of Lo et al. [[13]]
by showing that router—expert correlation is not only visible in trained weights, but also appears in
token-level expert activations during routing.

5 Auxiliary load-balancing breaks geometric coupling

The previous section showed that router preferences are reflected inside experts when coupling
is preserved. We now examine what happens to the geometric coupling under the auxiliary load-
balancing loss, a widely used practice for avoiding load-imbalance across experts.

The auxiliary loss breaks expert-specific accumulation In Section [3| we showed that, under
the language-modeling loss, only selected experts contribute to the SMoE layer output. For an
unselected expert j ¢ T, the routing weight p; is zero and r; receives no gradients from this token.
This preserves expert-specific accumulation. Conversely, we observe that the standard auxiliary
load-balancing loss [1} 2] breaks this expert-specific structure:

N
Cosance = NS fiP Pi= =S p, ©)

i=1 |B| xeB

where P; is computed from an unmasked softmax over all N experts, i.e., softmax(z), and therefore
depends on every router weight vector, not only on the selected experts. The chain rule yields, for
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Figure 3: Auxiliary loss collapses router geometry. Each panel shows pairwise cosine similarities
between router weight vectors within one model layer. The top row uses auxiliary load-balancing
loss. The bottom row uses bias-only balancing with the same 1B architecture and training setup.
Off-diagonal means () appear below each panel.

every token x in the batch and every expert j,

Vrj‘cbalance = 53' X, ﬂj 7é 0 (10)

where 3; is a scalar coefficient that depends on the auxiliary loss and routing probabilities. Every
router weight vector therefore absorbs an input-directed contribution from every token, regardless
of which experts were chosen. Instead of accumulating only the tokens routed to expert j, r; also
accumulates signal from the global token stream. Notably, these are the “interference gradients”
of Wang et al. [7]. Since hidden states at a given layer are not centered across the token stream,
their average over many tokens can be nonzero. Because the auxiliary-loss gradient on each router
weight vector is proportional to x on every token, all router weight vectors can accumulate a shared
mean component, and across training this shared component can pull the vectors together, giving a
coupling-failure signature which we now measure directly.

The auxiliary loss collapses router weight vectors We train two 1B SMoEs from scratch using
the same setup as in Section[d] starting from the same initialization and training for the same number
of tokens. The models use the same SMoE architecture and differ only in the balancing rule. The run
without auxiliary loss uses the bias-only balancing rule [7], where no balancing gradients reach the
router. The run with auxiliary loss replaces the bias rule with the auxiliary load-balancing loss used
by Switch Transformers [2]] and the router z-loss from ST-MoE [[14]], a recipe used in recent SMoEs
such as OLMOoE and Mixtral [S[12]]. After training, we extract the router weight matrix W,. € RN xd
at three stratified layers and report pairwise cosine similarities between its router weight vectors.

Figure [3] presents the results, showing a collapse in router geometry. With the auxiliary loss, the
off-diagonal mean cosine similarity is i = 0.63, 0.63, and 0.57 at layers 0, 4, and 8, respectively. By
contrast, under loss-free bias balancing the same architecture remains more diverse, with substantially
lower similarity scores of . = 0.32, 0.18, and 0.13. Overall, this showcases that auxiliary load-
balancing aligns otherwise distinct router weight vectors, making them nearly three times more
similar.

Section 4| showed that router scores carry information when coupling is intact. Here we identify
a mechanism that erodes this information at the router itself. When router weight vectors become
strongly aligned, the expert-specific differences between router scores shrink relative to their shared



component. The softmax therefore has less expert-specific signal to use for distinguishing between
experts. Prior work has shown that interference gradients from auxiliary loss can impair language
modeling [7]] and degrade expert specialization [[15]. Our measurement provides a geometric expla-
nation for this degradation, localizing the effect directly in the router’s own weight vectors. This
motivates the design we develop next, a router whose directions come directly from the inputs each
expert has processed, without balancing gradients.

6 Centroid tracking captures a substantial component of learned
router—expert coupling

The geometric coupling suggests that router weight vectors accumulate toward summaries of the
inputs routed to each expert. This turns the gradient dynamics into a form of online centroid tracking,
where each router direction is repeatedly pulled toward the hidden states assigned to its expert and
gradually becomes a running summary of that expert’s routed-token cluster.

If routing is largely centroid tracking, then much of the router’s role should be recoverable without
trainable routing weights or router-side gradients. We test this by replacing the standard gating
weights with non-learnable centroids updated as exponential moving averages of the hidden states
assigned to each expert. The resulting router has no trainable routing parameters and it absorbs no
balancing gradients. In what follows, we describe our router in detail, and evaluate its performance
compared to existing routing approaches.

Centroid update rule Our router adapts online clustering to SMoE routing. At every layer, we
maintain one centroid per routed expert, corresponding to the router weight vectors in standard
SMoEs. Here, as before, the total number of centroids and experts is IV, and the number of experts
selected per token is k. For a token with hidden state x, expert 7 receives the score

c/x

si(x) = | + b, 1D

el 1]l
where c¢; € R¢ is the router’s centroid corresponding to expert i and b; is a scalar bias. The token is
routed to the k experts with the largest scores. Centroids are updated at every step by an exponential
moving average over the inputs assigned to each expert,

¢+ ac; + (1 —a)x;, X, = ﬁ erﬂ X, (12)
where 7; is the set of tokens routed to expert 7 in the current micro-batch.

We update the biases using the loss-free rule of Wang et al. [[7]], b; < b; + ysign(T — f;), where
fi is the realized load fraction, 7 = k/N is the target load, and v > 0 is the update rate. Both
centroids and biases are gradient-free running statistics, rather than trainable parameters. Thus, the
router makes the predicted centroid-tracking dynamics explicit, with no trainable router weights, no
auxiliary loss, and no gradient flow into the routing decision.

Experimental setup To evaluate our new router, we use the same 1B SMoE configuration as in
Section[4] and train it from scratch on OLMoE-mix-0924 [5] multiple times with different routing
rules. Each run trains for 21k steps (50B tokens), using AdamW with 3;=0.9, £2=0.95, a peak
learning rate of 10~2 decayed to 10~#, a 1k-step warmup, and a batch size of 2.36M tokens per step.
We compare four routing variants:

* Aux-Loss: Uses the Switch-style auxiliary load-balancing loss together with the router
z-loss regularization [2,[14]. This is the same model analyzed in Section 5}

* Loss-Free: Uses the bias-only balancing rule of Wang et al. [7], adjusting per-expert routing
biases while leaving router weights free of balancing gradients.

* Loss-Free + Seq-Aux: In addition to the bias-based balancing of Loss-Free, it employs
the sequence-wise auxiliary loss of DeepSeek-V3 [4]], which encourages each sequence to
distribute its routed tokens more evenly across experts. This discourages within-sequence
routing bottlenecks.

* K-Means: Our router, which follows the natural geometric coupling, using the centroid rule
above with =0.99 and y=1073. These hyperparameters were chosen so the centroid and
bias updates are similar in magnitude to the other three variants.



Table 1: K-Means achieves comparable perplexity to the loss-free family and yields the lowest
steady-state load imbalance. All four runs use the 1B SMoE configuration from Wang et al. [[7] and
are trained for 50B tokens; they differ only in the routing rule. “Router params” counts the learnable
parameters of the router, summed over the nine layers; the centroids and biases used by K-Means are
non-learnable running statistics. MaxVio is averaged across the nine layers at step 21k.

Method Router parameters Auxiliary losses Train PPL C4-en PPL Pile PPL MaxVio
Aux-Loss 0.59M load balance + z 15.09 20.54 11.82 0.526
Loss-Free + Seq-Aux 0.59M seq-aux 15.03 20.44 11.77  0.102
Loss-Free 0.59M - 15.01 20.40 11.76 0.084
K-Means (ours) 0 - 15.40 21.01 12.09 0.037
Full range Loss-free family (zoom)
Training tokens (B) Training tokens (B)
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Figure 4: Load imbalance during training (log scale). Layer-averaged MaxVio versus training step
for the four routing variants on the 1B SMoE of Wang et al. [[7]]. Curves are 200-step rolling means;
the logarithmic y-axis separates the Aux-Loss collapse from the loss-free family while keeping both
visible. K-Means settles to the lowest plateau (MaxVio ~ 0.037 at step 21k) without any learned
routing parameters or balancing gradient.

We evaluate these variants in terms of language modeling performance and load imbalance. For
language modeling, we report perplexity (PPL) over the C4-en and the Pile held-out validation slices
from OLMo, derived from the C4 [16]] and Pile corpora [[17]]. For load-balancing, we use the MaxVio
metric by Wang et al. [[7]], defined as MaxVio = max; f;/f — 1 and averaged across the nine layers.
MaxVio measures the worst relative overload: a value of 0 means perfectly balanced routing, while
larger values indicate that at least one expert receives more tokens than the average expert.

Results Table[I|reports perplexity and steady-state load imbalance of the trained models (using
their last checkpoints). K-Means achieves the lowest sustained load imbalance across variants,
with MaxVio = 0.037 compared to 0.084 for Loss-Free and 0.526 for Aux-Loss, despite using
no trainable routing parameters or balancing gradients. This improvement comes with a modest
perplexity cost relative to the learned loss-free router, with training PPL increasing by 2.6% (15.40 —
15.01) and similar gaps on C4-en and Pile. Figure 4 further shows the MaxVio score over training.
The loss-free variants rapidly reduce imbalance and remain stable, while K-Means settles to the
lowest and smoothest plateau. Since its routing state consists only of exponential moving average
centroids and load-balancing biases, the bias rule regulates expert usage without altering centroid
directions through gradients.

Discussion Sections [3H3] suggest that router weight vectors accumulate toward summaries of
the inputs processed by their corresponding experts, while auxiliary balancing losses perturb this
expert-specific accumulation. Under this view, a router that explicitly tracks these centroids, without
trainable routing weights or balancing gradients, should train stably and balance at least as well
as the bias-only baseline. Our results support this prediction, as K-Means achieves tighter balance
than Loss-Free with a 2.6% training perplexity cost. We interpret the perplexity gap as the cost of
removing routing degrees of freedom beyond centroid tracking, and its modest size as evidence that
centroid tracking captures a substantial component of what gradient-trained routers learn.



7 Related work

Geometric analyses of SMoE routing and experts Recent work analyzes SMoEs along several
dimensions, including expert specialization, knowledge attribution, and routing behavior [15} [18H20].
Closest to ours are geometric analyses of expert and routing structure. Liu et al. [21] promote expert
diversity through an orthogonal optimizer, and Lo et al. [[13]] observe correlated router and expert
gate-projection weights in pretrained models. Concurrent with our work, Huang et al. [22]] document
aligned expert subspaces from shared low-rank input structure. We complement these empirical
analyses with a gradient-level account. Dikkala et al. [23]] study router—expert correspondence under
clustered-data assumptions, and Lv et al. [24] enforce it through an explicit alignment loss; we show
that this correspondence instead emerges under standard SMoE training from shared input-directed
gradients between matched router rows and expert input weights, and is visible in expert activations.

Decoupled and constrained routing Many routing methods intervene on the router separately
from expert weight evolution, either through auxiliary load-balancing losses [|L, 13} 2] or bias-based
balancing [7} 4]]. Other works decouple routing more directly: Dai et al. [8] freeze a distilled router
during later training, Sukhbaatar et al. [25]] train experts independently before merging them into an
MoE, Pan et al. [26] defer sparse routing to inference, and Xu et al. [27] distill fixed routing structures
from pretrained models. Our analysis suggests that such interventions should be evaluated not only
by load balance, but also by whether they preserve router—expert geometry: auxiliary balancing can
inject interference gradients into router directions, while stronger decoupling may discard the shared
input-directed updates through which router rows and expert weights co-evolve.

Geometric and centroid-based routing Recent works replace learned MoE routing with explicit
geometric structure, using shared eigenbases, per-expert subspaces, Grassmannian structure, or
hidden-state subspaces to route tokens [28H31]]. Most similar to our K-Means router, Yang [32] route
by cosine similarity to EMA-updated prototypes, though theirs are learned in a regularized latent
projection space rather than computed as non-learnable averages of routed hidden states. Centroid-
based routing has also appeared in different settings, including online spherical k-means for sparse
attention [33]] and EMA centroid routing for frozen-backbone adapters [34], neither targeting SMoE
feed-forward routing during language-model pretraining. These works impose geometric structure on
routing through architectural design. We show, in contrast, that such structure already emerges in
standard learned SMoE routers, since matched router vectors and expert input weights co-accumulate
the hidden-state directions assigned to their experts. To test this mechanism directly, our K-Means
router replaces learned router weights with non-learnable EMA centroids of routed hidden states.

8 Conclusion and discussion

We show that learned routing in SMoEs is not independent of expert evolution but emerges from
gradient dynamics shared with the experts it selects. Routers and the experts they select co-evolve as
coupled accumulators of the tokens routed to each expert. This theory-driven geometric coupling
also appears empirically in the model’s computation, is fragile under interventions that bypass it,
and largely recoverable from the routed token stream alone. Together, our findings suggest that
router—expert coupling is a substantial part of what gradient-trained routers learn, and that SMoE
training should preserve this geometry rather than perturb it.

Limitations and future work Our empirical results are based on a single 1B SMoE configuration,
and validating router—expert coupling across larger scales and architectures remains an important next
step. At the activation level, our evidence focuses on the gate branch, SiLU(Wfamx); extending this
readout analysis to W,'* and other expert weights is left for future work. Beyond scale, our analysis
of how auxiliary load-balancing gradients reduce separation between router directions captures
only one consequence of router—expert geometry; SMoE training involves other pathologies and
routing interventions, including representation collapse, expert dominance, and alternative balancing
mechanisms. A broader direction is to test whether the same geometric lens can help explain these
phenomena by measuring how they preserve, distort, or bypass router—expert coupling. Last, the
K-Means router is a constructive test of the coupling view rather than a practical router; its perplexity
gap suggests that learned routers use degrees of freedom beyond centroid position, motivating hybrid
designs that preserve the centroid geometry while closing this gap.
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A Theoretical foundation: the geometric alignment principle

To better understand the meaning of the router and expert weights, we analyzed how these weights
are updated during training, focusing on the gradients involved.

A.1 Setup
A.2 Expert gradient derivation
We derive the gradient for W;'?. In SwiGLU, the expert computes
Ei(z) = Waovn p,, hi =g; @ WPz, gi = SILU(WE™® z). (13)

Crucially, W;'? = enters the computation linearly: the gate branch g; depends on W**, not on
W,'P. This is precisely why we analyze W,"”—the gradient path through the linear branch avoids
activation-function derivatives entirely, yielding a clean input-directed update.

The SMoE outputis y = > p; E;(x), so % = p;. Applying the chain rule:

1. Through the SMoE weighted sum and down-projection:

oL
Oh;

= (Wi T(p; L) € RS (14)

2. Through the Hadamard gate (linear in W, x): Since h; = g; ©® W;'P z and g; does not
depend on W;'?,
oL

oL :
g om0 SR as)

3. Final matrix gradient (outer product with input):

oc  oC
oW ™ (W, )

2T e Rssxd (16)
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Table 2: Mathematical notations and setup parameters.

Category Notation  Description Dimension
Input b'4 The input token representation (or hidden state). R¢
Router W, The router weight matrix. RN xd
r; The i-th row of W,; the router weight vector for R¢
expert i.
Zi The routing score (logit) for the ¢-th expert: R
= Ty
Zi=1x'r;
Di The gating probability assigned to expert ¢, obtained R

via softmax over the logits:

p; = €%/ Zj e

Expert wEe The gate projection matrix for expert 7. Rassxd
W, The up-projection matrix for expert i. Rassxd
Jydown The down-projection matrix for expert :. Rxdss

E;() The output of the i-th expert (SwiGLU): R4

Eji(z) = W (SILU(WE*® z) © W™ z)

3

Output Y The final SMoE layer output, calculated as the R4
weighted sum of the expert outputs:

y=>,p;E;)

Loss Ly = % The upstream gradient, representing the derivative R¢
of the total loss £ with respect to the output y.

The k-th row of W;Jp (hidden neuron uy,) therefore receives the gradient

oL
3 = 5i,k 2T e ]Rlxcl7 5i,k — [(Widown)T(pi Ey)]k © Gik (17)
Uk N
error signal gate value

where §; 1, is the scalar error term for neuron k, which absorbs the upstream loss gradient, the routing
probability, the down-projection, and the gate activation—all factors that are independent of W,'”.
The directional component of every row update is 2”': each row of W, evolves as a weighted sum
of the input representations it processes.

A.3 Router gradient derivation

The routing logit for expert 7 is z; = xzTr;, where r; is the i-th row of W,.. From the SMoE output
y = >_;p;jE;(x), the loss gradient with respect to p; is:

oL

o ﬁgEi(:c) €eR (18)
Since gj = z, the chain rule gives:
oL api
or, = Ly Eila) 5= v =iz € R (19)
Yi

where ~; is a scalar that absorbs the upstream loss gradient, the expert output, and the softmax
Jacobian—all independent of r; itself.
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A.4 The shared structure

Both gradients have the same form: a scalar error signal multiplied by the input x.

% =0k zT (expert row) (20)
6uk
gf =y (router weight vector) 21

The scalars §;  and +; differ—they encode different error signals—but the directional component is
the same input x in both cases. Over training, each row of ;' and each router weight vector r;
accumulates a weighted sum of the hidden states routed to expert 7. Because matched router—expert
pairs process the same token stream, this shared input-directed update structure predicts that they will
develop statistically aligned geometry in hidden space.

B Resources

All experiments were run on an Nvidia H100 node, or an AMD MI325X node.
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