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Abstract

Self-attention is central to Transformer performance and is often the most expensive part of
the Transformer at long context lengths, because its pairwise token interactions scale quadrat-
ically with sequence length. Standard dense attention also applies the same set of attention
heads to every token regardless of token difficulty or information content. This uniform activa-
tion can waste compute, especially as sequences grow longer and attention cost increases rapidly.
We propose Grouped Query Experts (GQE), a mixture-of-experts layer on top of grouped-query
attention (GQA): within each GQA group, a router selects k query-head experts per token while
all key–value (KV) heads remain dense and unchanged. Thus GQE keeps the KV-cache benefits
of GQA and reduces only the active query-head computation. On a fixed 30B-token budget at
the 250M-parameter scale, GQE matches the all-active GQA baseline in downstream accuracy
while activating half of the routed query-head experts per token.

1 Introduction

Transformer architectures rely on self-attention to model interactions between tokens [1]. This
mechanism is powerful but expensive: as sequence length grows, the number of token–token inter-
actions grows quadratically, making self-attention a dominant compute bottleneck in long-context
Transformers. Standard attention also spends this compute uniformly: every token activates ev-
ery attention head. This uniform allocation can be inefficient for heterogeneous token contexts.
Content-bearing words, rare terms, and long-range dependencies may need specialized heads, while
punctuation, stop words, and other low-information tokens often do not. If the useful heads vary
by token, then evaluating all heads for all tokens is unnecessary work.

This paper asks whether the conditional-computation idea behind mixture-of-experts (MoE)
models [2, 3, 4] can be moved from Transformer MLP blocks into the attention block. We build on
grouped-query attention (GQA) [6], which reduces KV-cache memory and bandwidth by sharing
keys and values across groups of query heads [5, 6]. However, GQA still keeps all query heads active.
Our method, Grouped Query Experts (GQE), keeps the GQA KV path unchanged and routes each
token to k query-head experts within each GQA group.

Our motivation is to make self-attention more efficient while preserving model quality: if different
tokens need different attention heads, then the model should not spend the same query-head compute
on every token. The goal is compute reduction without quality loss. We do not prune heads
permanently, and we do not change the dense KV cache. Instead, we make query-head computation
conditional: the model keeps a pool of possible attention patterns, but each token uses only the
subset it needs. This distinction is especially relevant for long contexts, where attention cost grows
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Figure 1: GQE speedup over the GQA baseline, computed as baseline prefill time divided by GQE
prefill time. Values above 1× indicate that GQE is faster; the long-context regime shows roughly
1.7–1.8× speedup.

with the quadratic sequence-length term and avoided query-side attention computation becomes
increasingly valuable; Figure 1 summarizes the resulting measured speedup.

Sparse query-head routing matches the dense GQA baseline only when the router receives a
proper learning signal and is stabilized by an always-on shared head.

Contributions.

• We formulate MoE within GQA groups: each group contains multiple query-head experts and
activates k experts per token, while all KV heads remain dense and always computed. This
keeps the comparison aligned with the underlying GQA configuration and preserves GQA’s
memory profile.

• On a fixed 30B-token budget at 250M parameters, we show that GQE matches the all-active
GQA baseline in downstream accuracy while activating half of the routed query-head experts
per token; including the shared head, the main setting computes 9 of 16 query-attention heads.

• We reduce compute in self-attention by activating only a sparse subset of query-head experts
per token.

2 Background and Related Work

2.1 Mixture of Experts

MoE layers have become increasingly prominent in modern large language models, where they are
most often applied to Transformer feed-forward blocks [2, 3, 4]. In an MoE MLP, a router maps
each token representation to a small subset of experts; only the selected experts are evaluated, and
their outputs are combined using router probabilities. This creates conditional capacity: a model
can contain many expert parameters while activating only a fraction for any given token. The key
idea is sparsity in the active computation path. Our work transfers this idea from the MLP block
to the GQA attention block.
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Figure 2: Within-group routing in GQE: each fixed GQA group selects the top-k query experts for
a token, while the KV cache remains fixed with four dense KV heads. Highlighted query boxes
indicate selected experts; gray boxes indicate inactive experts.

2.2 Grouped-Query and Multi-Query Attention

Grouped-query attention (GQA) is an efficient attention variant in which multiple query heads share
a smaller number of KV heads [6]. It sits between full multi-head attention (MHA) and multi-query
attention (MQA) [5]: MHA gives every query head its own key and value head, MQA shares a
single KV head across all query heads, and GQA shares one KV head within each query group.
For example, a 16-query-head model with 8 KV heads has two query heads per KV group, cutting
KV-cache storage relative to 16 full KV heads while retaining more flexibility than a single shared
KV head. This is especially useful during autoregressive decoding, where cached keys and values
must be stored and read at every generation step.

GQA primarily targets memory bandwidth and KV-cache efficiency; it changes how keys and
values are shared, but it still evaluates all query heads for every token. Our method builds directly
on this setting: we keep GQA-style KV sharing intact and instead reduce active query-head compute
by deciding which query experts inside each GQA group need to run for a given token. Figure 2
shows the GQA structure our method builds on.

2.3 Conditional and Sparse Attention Heads

Several prior works motivate conditional computation inside the attention block. A simple way to
view this literature is by asking what is routed, what happens to the KV cache, and whether the
routing respects an existing GQA grouping.

Head pruning removes heads after training; for example, if several attention heads are rarely
useful, they can sometimes be dropped with limited quality loss [7, 8]. Mixture-of-attention methods
route over heads or head components; for example, MoA selects a subset of attention heads for each
token rather than using every head [9, 10]. SwitchHead and MoH use MoE-style attention modules;
for example, MoH gates head outputs while retaining a full per-head KV cache [13, 14]. Grouped
variants route larger head groups; for example, MoMHA forms experts from groups of heads with
shared key and value projections, and LLaMA-MoE v2 activates top-K attention-head groups after
converting a dense model [11, 12].

Our design is simpler and more constrained. Routing granularity: instead of choosing top-k
heads from the full model, GQE chooses top-k experts inside each fixed GQA group; for example,
with 8 KV groups, every group still contributes routed query experts. KV handling: instead of
changing or sparsifying the KV cache, GQE keeps all GQA KV heads dense; for example, a token
may skip some query experts, but it still attends against the same group KV head. Training-time
design: instead of pruning or converting a trained dense model, GQE trains the router and experts
jointly from the start. Figure 3 contrasts these designs.
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Figure 3: Comparison of attention-routing approaches. GQE routes top-k query experts within
each fixed GQA group while keeping the KV path dense and unchanged.

3 Grouped Query Experts

3.1 Setup

Let X ∈ Rn×d denote a sequence of n token representations. In standard MHA, every token is
projected into queries, keys, and values, and all H heads are evaluated:

MHA(X) = Concat
(
A1(X), A2(X), . . . , AH(X)

)
WO, (1)

where Ah(·) is the computation of head h and WO is the output projection. In GQA [6], the H
query heads are partitioned into G groups, and all query heads in a group share one KV head. This
dense formulation evaluates every query head for every token.

3.2 Within-Group Query Experts

We treat the query heads of each GQA group as a set of experts. Given a total pool of N query-head
experts and G groups (one per KV head), each group contains M = N/G experts {Eg,1, . . . , Eg,M},
all of which attend against the same shared KV head of group g. Each expert Eg,m owns its own
query projection and produces an attention-head output; the KV projections are shared within the
group and are always computed, so the KV cache is identical to the underlying GQA model. Scaling
the expert pool N enlarges the per-group candidate set M without changing the number of routed
active experts for fixed k and G.

For each routing unit xi and group g, a router produces scores over the M experts. We apply
the softmax over the group’s experts before selection,

pi,g = softmax
(
rg(xi)

)
∈ RM , (2)
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and then select the top-k highest-scoring experts in the group,

Kg(xi) = TopKm

(
pi,g,m, k

)
. (3)

Applying the softmax before top-k selection gives per-group probabilities used to decide which
expert is selected from each group. For example, with eight query experts split into four groups,
{a1, a2}, {a3, a4}, {a5, a6}, and {a7, a8}, the router may select a1, a3, a5, a7 if those experts have
the larger probabilities within their respective groups.

3.3 Output Construction with a Shared Head

Let oi,g,m = Eg,m(xi) be the output of selected expert m ∈ Kg(xi) in group g, and let s(xi) be an
always-on shared attention head that is computed for every token regardless of routing. The selected
expert outputs are first kept as ordinary, unscaled head slots. In the example above, the hard-routed
part is the concatenation of the selected heads, e.g., Concat(a1, a3, a5, a7), not a weighted average:

Oi =
{
oi,g,m : g ∈ {1, . . . , G}, m ∈ Kg(xi)

}
. (4)

The selected probabilities from different groups do not generally sum to one after top-k selection.
We therefore add one extra router-supervised slot: a renormalized weighted sum of the selected
expert outputs,

ōi =
G∑

g=1

∑
m∈Kg(xi)

wi,g,m oi,g,m, wi,g,m =
pi,g,m∑G

g′=1

∑
m′∈Kg′ (xi)

pi,g′,m′
. (5)

Router learning signal. The selected router probabilities are used only in the weighted-sum slot,
which provides a differentiable path from the language-modeling loss back to the router. Without
this weighted-sum slot, the hard concatenation uses the selected expert outputs but gives the router
a much weaker learning signal, because the discrete top-k decision itself is not differentiable.

The final attention output concatenates the hard-selected expert slots, the weighted-sum slot,
and the shared-head slot before the output projection:

yi = Concat
(
Oi, ōi, s(xi)

)
WO. (6)

Thus, in the 16-query-head / 8-KV-head setting used in our experiments with k = 1, the router
selects 8 query experts, producing 8 hard-concatenated expert attention outputs; these are concate-
nated with one renormalized weighted-sum output and one shared attention output, giving 10 slots
before WO. This changes the output-projection shape relative to the dense baseline: the baseline
projects 16 head slots, whereas this GQE variant projects 10 slots, so WO is reshaped from a 16dh×d
input projection to a 10dh × d input projection. Consequently, the comparison keeps the training
budget, data, KV layout, and per-head dimension fixed, but it is not exactly parameter-matched in
the attention output projection. For general k, the routed expert slots scale to kG. The expert slots
remain unscaled. Only the weighted-sum slot uses router weights, and this slot is the path through
which the language-modeling loss gives gradient signal to the router. The always-on shared head
s(·) provides a stable, token-independent attention pathway that anchors training while the routed
experts specialize.
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3.4 Routing Auxiliary Loss

In addition to the language-modeling loss, we use a standard load-balancing auxiliary loss to pre-
vent the router from collapsing onto the same expert in each group [2, 4]. The auxiliary loss is
computed from the router probabilities and the selected experts within each group: it encour-
ages high-probability experts to be used while also keeping the selected-head distribution balanced
across the expert pool. In the k = 1 case, routing chooses the highest-probability expert from each
group for each token, and the auxiliary loss encourages those selections to remain balanced across
tokens rather than repeatedly selecting the same head. This auxiliary objective determines the
routing behavior together with the language-modeling gradient that flows through the renormalized
weighted-sum slot.

3.5 Compute Profile

With k active experts per group, exactly kG routed query experts are active per token, out of a
total routed pool of N = MG experts. The routed-only active fraction is kG/N = k/M . The
always-on shared head adds one additional query-attention computation, while the weighted-sum
slot reuses the selected expert outputs and does not require an additional attention computation.
Therefore the total active query-attention fraction relative to the N routed expert pool is

kG+ 1

N
. (7)

In the main 16-query-head / 8-KV-head setting with k = 1, this is (8 + 1)/16 = 9/16 ≈ 56%: the
“50%” figure refers only to the routed experts, not to total active query-attention operations. A
larger expert pool M lowers the routed active fraction for fixed k, while increasing k trades more
active compute for more per-token attention capacity. The idealized active-compute reduction
is proportional to this sparse fraction, though realized speedup also depends on router overhead,
dispatch efficiency, hardware utilization, sequence length, and the smaller WO input described above.
Because the method is applied on top of GQA and leaves the KV path dense, the additional saving
beyond GQA is not KV-cache memory; it is reduced active query-head computation from skipping
unneeded experts. This saving increases with sequence length because attention includes sequence-
length-dependent computation [1], which is reflected in the long-context speedups in Figure 1.

4 Experiments and Results

4.1 Experimental Setup

All ablations are trained on a fixed budget of 30B tokens at the 250M-parameter scale. We use a
30B-token sample from FineWeb-Edu, which is a subset of FineWeb2 [16]. This controlled-token
setting ensures that differences between models reflect architectural and routing choices rather
than differences in training exposure. We compare GQA baselines with 8 KV heads against GQE
variants that add routing over the corresponding GQA query heads. Since the number of groups
equals the number of KV heads, the 8-KV-head baseline uses an 8-group layout; in the reported
k = 1 experiments, each group activates one expert and the query heads of the dense baseline
become the per-group expert pool. Unless otherwise stated, the tokenizer, optimizer, learning-rate
schedule, batch size, sequence length, and training data mixture are held fixed across runs, and the
per-head dimension is held constant so that comparisons isolate routing rather than head width. We
include training-loss plots in Appendix A. The training hyperparameters are mentioned in Table 1.
We employ ZClip [15] to mitigate loss spikes.
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Hyperparameter Value

Optimizer Fused AdamW (β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, ϵ = 1× 10−7)
Learning-rate schedule WSD
Maximum learning rate 1× 10−5 to 5× 10−4

Warm-up tokens 3 billion tokens (3BT)
Weight decay 0.1 (AdamW implementation)
Global batch size 1.05 million tokens
Sequence length 2048
Precision Mixed precision BFloat16

Table 1: Training hyperparameters used for the main experiments

We report downstream quality on HellaSwag [17], PIQA [18], and ARC-Easy [19] rather than a
single task, and we report throughput as context length increases in Figure 1, since long contexts
are where attention compute dominates and where sparse query-head activation should show the
clearest benefit.

4.2 Accuracy

Table 2 establishes the headline accuracy result: at the same training budget, the corrected GQE
variant matches the all-active GQA baseline within 0.2 average points while activating half of
the routed query-head experts, or 9 of 16 total query-attention computations after including the
always-on shared head. Additional downstream task plots are provided in Appendix B. Our claim
is therefore that GQE matches its GQA baseline at reduced active query-attention compute, with
the caveat that the GQE output projection has fewer input slots than the dense baseline. The two
degraded variants confirm that this match depends on the routing fixes rather than on sparsity
alone.

A natural expectation is that any reasonable sparse routing scheme will preserve quality, since
the model retains the same heads and merely chooses among them. We find this is not the case.
Table 2 reports an ablation ladder at the 16-query-head / 8-KV-head configuration, all trained on
30B tokens with k = 1 active expert per group.

Variant HellaSwag ARC-E PIQA Average

GQA baseline (all 16 heads active) 41.31 61.36 64.90 55.86

Weighted concat, no renormalized slot 40.16 60.52 64.85 55.18
Hard concat only 40.66 60.56 65.07 55.43
GQE (renorm. scoring + shared head) 41.01 62.41 64.69 56.04

Table 2: Ablation over routing and output-construction choices at 16 query heads / 8 KV heads
with k = 1 active expert per group, trained on 30B tokens. Average is over HellaSwag, ARC-Easy,
and PIQA.

The ladder tells a clear causal story. A weighted-concat variant without the renormalized router-
supervised slot reaches only 55.18 average, 0.68 below the dense baseline. Hard-concatenating the
selected expert outputs improves on this (55.43) but still sits 0.43 below baseline, because the
routed expert slots themselves do not provide a differentiable router path. Adding the renormalized
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weighted-sum slot together with an always-on shared head reaches 56.04, recovering—and marginally
exceeding—the all-active GQA baseline at 55.86, while activating only 8 of 16 routed query heads
per token and 9 of 16 query-attention computations in total after including the shared head. The
interpretation is that sparse query-head routing succeeds only when (i) the router receives a proper,
normalized learning signal through the weighted-sum slot so it can learn which expert each token
needs, and (ii) a stable shared pathway anchors the layer while the routed experts specialize. Absent
either, sparsity costs accuracy.

4.3 Throughput

The purpose of the method is compute reduction, so throughput is a primary result. Figure 1
reports measured prefill speedup, computed as GQA baseline latency divided by GQE latency,
across sequence lengths from 2k to 1024k tokens. A value above 1× therefore means that GQE
is faster. At 2k tokens, the speedup is modest (1.15×), where routing and dispatch overheads
are relatively large compared with the attention work being saved. From 4k tokens onward, GQE
consistently reaches the long-context regime, with measured speedups between roughly 1.67× and
1.80×. This trend matches the design goal: GQE keeps the KV path dense but skips inactive query
experts, so the benefit becomes clearer as sequence length increases and query-side attention work
dominates fixed routing overhead.

5 Limitations & Future Work

The results are at the 250M-parameter scale and a 30B-token budget; the small accuracy margin
over the baseline should be confirmed with multiple seeds and at larger scales before being treated
as robust, and we report it as a match rather than an improvement. Future work will compare GQE
against alternative long-context architectures such as Mamba and evaluate whether the same routing
benefits hold in larger Transformer architectures. Finally, our main experiments use a small per-
group expert pool, so the per-group routing headroom is limited; larger expert pools (M = N/G)
offer more candidates per group and potentially more specialization, but a broad sweep over N was
not the focus here.

6 Conclusion

We present MoE on top of GQA self-attention as a compute-reduction method that applies condi-
tional computation to GQA query heads while leaving the KV path dense. Instead of evaluating
all GQA query heads for every token, the model routes each token to a sparse subset of query-
head experts within its GQA groups. We show that this preserves a large set of possible attention
patterns while reducing active computation, but only when the router is given a proper learning
signal through renormalized scoring and anchored by an always-on shared head: straightforward
routing falls below the baseline, and the corrected method recovers it. On a 30B-token budget,
GQE matches the corresponding GQA baseline in downstream accuracy while activating half of the
routed query-head experts, corresponding to 9 of 16 total query-attention computations in the main
setting once the shared head is included.
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Appendix

A Loss Graphs

Figure 4 provides the training-loss curves for the four variants compared in Table 2.

Figure 4: Training-loss curves for the four Table 2 variants.

B Downstream Task Accuracy Graphs

Figures 5–7 show downstream accuracy trends for HellaSwag, ARC-Easy, and PIQA over the full
30B-token training budget. The curves compare the GQA baseline, the intermediate routing abla-
tions, and the final GQE configuration reported in Table 2.
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Figure 5: HellaSwag accuracy over training tokens for the GQA baseline, routing ablations, and
final GQE model.

Figure 6: ARC-Easy accuracy over training tokens for the GQA baseline, routing ablations, and
final GQE model.
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Figure 7: PIQA accuracy over training tokens for the GQA baseline, routing ablations, and final
GQE model.
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