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Abstract

Expert pruning reduces the memory and serving cost of Mixture-of-Experts (MoE)
models by removing low-importance experts identified by the router. This ap-
proach assumes that router probabilities provide a reliable importance signal. We
observe that this assumption breaks down under over-dispersed routing, a regime
associated with aggressive load-balancing during training, in which tokens are
distributed nearly uniformly across experts and importance signals collapse. In this
regime, perplexity does not predict downstream task accuracy. On gpt-oss-20B, the
lowest-perplexity pruning configuration yields the worst mathematical reasoning
performance, while the highest-perplexity configuration preserves it. This behavior
does not occur under standard routing (e.g., Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct), where per-
plexity and accuracy degrade together as expected. We further show that under
over-dispersed routing, pruning exposes a capability trade-off: no single scoring
metric dominates across tasks. Activation-aware scoring preserves mathematical
reasoning but severely degrades knowledge-intensive science tasks (an 18% gap
on GPQA), whereas frequency-based scoring exhibits the reverse. To navigate
this trade-off, we propose Minimax Expert Score Allocation (MESA), a domain-
aware pruning method that iteratively boosts importance scores for experts serving
whichever domain is currently worst-affected, minimizing the worst-case domain
degradation rather than optimizing average accuracy. At 25% expert pruning,
MESA achieves the smallest worst-case degradation across domains, including
an 18-point GPQA gap that activation-aware scoring incurs; on a per-benchmark
basis, this translates to MESA outperforming activation-aware baselines on 7 of 11
benchmarks, at a correspondingly reduced memory footprint. This trade-off does
not arise under standard routing, where all methods degrade proportionally and
no domain-specific imbalance emerges. Our results indicate that over-dispersed
routing is a qualitatively distinct pruning regime in which standard assumptions
fail, and that recognizing this regime is a prerequisite for principled expert pruning
of load-balanced MoE models.

1 Introduction

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architectures [22, 6, 25] achieve favorable compute–quality tradeoffs by
activating only a subset of parameters per token. However, the large total parameter count of MoE
models creates substantial memory and serving costs. Expert pruning, the structured removal of
entire expert modules, is a natural strategy for reducing these costs [15, 7, 14], and recent work has
shown it outperforms expert merging [13, 2] on generative tasks by preserving router-controlled
specialization [12].
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Prior work on expert pruning has focused on models with well-balanced routing distributions, where
expert importance varies meaningfully and low-importance experts can be safely removed [15, 9].
We identify a distinct regime that we term over-dispersed routing: models trained with unusually
high auxiliary load-balancing loss coefficients (e.g., λaux = 0.9). In over-dispersed models, the router
distributes tokens nearly uniformly across all experts, creating two challenges for pruning:

1. Perplexity (PPL)–accuracy disconnect. Standard perplexity-based evaluation is unreliable
for pruned over-dispersed models. Across five pruning configurations, we observe that the
expected negative correlation between PPL and accuracy (lower PPL = better) does not
hold: Spearman ρ is positive on GSM8K (ρ = 0.70, p > 0.1) and near zero on GPQA
(ρ = −0.10). The lowest-PPL configuration (random pruning, PPL=40.95) produces the
worst task accuracy, while the highest-PPL method (REAP, PPL=145.04) retains strong
performance. This is the opposite of standard pruning behavior, where PPL and accuracy
are observed to degrade together (Section 4.2).

2. Domain unfairness. While macro-level routing appears near-uniform, experts retain subtle
domain-specific characteristics that are critical for performance. Global importance scores
average across all tokens, cancelling out these weak domain signals (as we visualize in
Appendix E). Consequently, pruning based on global metrics degrades some domains
disproportionately.

Over-dispersed routing is not a corner case: production MoE systems increasingly use high auxiliary
loss coefficients to ensure load balance across hardware [25, 6], and recent open-weight releases
(gpt-oss-20b with λaux = 0.9 [18]) ship models in this regime. As these models are deployed at scale,
practitioners need pruning methods that account for the routing distribution rather than assuming
standard expert specialization.

To navigate this trade-off landscape, we propose Minimax Expert Score Allocation (MESA), a
domain-fair scoring method. The algorithm iteratively boosts importance scores for experts serving
whichever domain is currently worst-affected by the pruning plan, reducing the loss of the worst
domain. We evaluate on gpt-oss-20b, and validate cross-architecture on Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct [10].

Our contributions:

• We identify and characterize the over-dispersed routing regime (λaux ≫ 0.01), in which
we observe that the expected negative PPL–accuracy relationship breaks down (Spearman
ρ positive or near zero across tasks) and standard importance signals become unreliable.
Cross-architecture experiments confirm this association is regime-specific: the behavior
does not occur on Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct under standard routing.

• We demonstrate a capability trade-off not examined in prior work: under over-dispersed
routing, no single pruning metric dominates across tasks. Activation-aware methods (REAP)
preserve competition math (AIME 2025 73%) but lose science tasks (GPQA 47.72% vs.
65.48%, an 18% gap), while frequency-based methods exhibit the reverse.

• We propose MESA, a minimax domain-fair scoring algorithm that validates this charac-
terization by explicitly minimizing the worst-affected domain’s degradation rather than
average-case accuracy: it achieves the smallest worst-case degradation across domains at
r = 0.25, which on a per-benchmark basis corresponds to outperforming REAP on 7 of 11
benchmarks (5 statistically significant).

2 Related Work

Expert importance scoring. REAP [15] scores experts by the product of routing probability and
activation ℓ2 norm, capturing both selection frequency and output magnitude. HEAPr extends this
with hardware-aware expert placement. DiEP [7] demonstrates that simple router probability mass
is competitive with more complex scores, and identifies layer-level sensitivity as a key factor. The
concurrent SHAPE framework [9] reports 82.44% average accuracy on gpt-oss-20b at 20% expert
pruning; however, its REAP baseline sets expert norms=1.0, effectively reducing REAP to router
probability alone and underestimating the true REAP signal. Our REAP implementation computes
actual activation ℓ2 norms.
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Expert pruning and allocation. EvoESAP [14] uses a genetic algorithm to jointly optimize
per-layer pruning counts, achieving state-of-the-art results on Mixtral and DeepSeek-V2. Uniform
allocation (same count per layer) and global ranking (score all experts jointly) are common baselines.
Recent work reveals a trade-off between multiple-choice (MC) and generative benchmark perfor-
mance: expert merging methods [13, 2] excel on MC tasks (ARC, MMLU, HellaSwag), while pruning
better preserves generative capabilities such as mathematical reasoning and code generation [12].
This MC–generative split motivates evaluation suites that span both task types.

Domain fairness in pruning. Most pruning methods optimize a single global metric (PPL or
average task accuracy), which can mask severe degradation on minority domains. Minimax fairness
has been applied to group-level training objectives [20] and to data selection during dense model
pruning [5], but not to expert importance scoring in MoE models. MESA adapts the minimax
principle to operate on expert scores rather than training losses, requiring no retraining.

Over-dispersed routing and load-balancing. The effect of auxiliary loss magnitude on MoE
routing has been studied in the context of training stability [6, 25]. Omi et al. [17] show that SimBal
rebalancing during fine-tuning can recover expert specialization lost to aggressive auxiliary losses.
However, the implications for post-training pruning remain unexplored: when routing is near-uniform,
standard importance signals degenerate and pruning decisions become arbitrary. MESA addresses
this by incorporating domain-level feedback into the scoring loop, providing a post-training solution
that does not require modifying the training pipeline.

Domain-fair compression. Deng et al. [5] introduce DRPruning, which applies distributionally
robust optimization at the data level during structured pruning of dense models, upweighting un-
derrepresented domains during fine-tuning. MESA operates at the expert level: it adjusts expert
importance scores rather than training data weights, requiring no fine-tuning and applying to frozen
post-training models.

3 Method

We describe MESA, our proposed domain-fair expert pruning method.

3.1 Over-Dispersed Routing and Its Consequences

Consider a standard MoE layer with E experts and top-k routing. Let πi(x) = softmax(Wrx)i
denote the routing probability for expert i on input x. The auxiliary load-balancing loss [22] is:

Laux = λaux · E ·
E∑
i=1

fi · πi (1)

where fi is the fraction of tokens routed to expert i and πi is the mean routing probability for expert i.

In gpt-oss-20b, λaux = 0.9, orders of magnitude larger than typical values (∼0.001–0.01 in Mix-
tral [10] and Switch Transformer [6]). This forces routing probabilities toward uniformity (πi ≈ 1/E
for all i), which we term over-dispersed routing.

Consequence 1: Pruning can improve local metrics. When routing is near-uniform with top-k
selection, pruning low-contribution experts concentrates routing mass onto the remaining (poten-
tially more specialized) experts. This can decrease perplexity while degrading downstream task
performance, explaining the PPL–accuracy disconnect.

Consequence 2: Global importance scores cancel out micro-signals. While macro-level routing
appears perfectly uniform (e.g., each of the 32 experts in gpt-oss-20b receives ∼3.1% of the global
traffic), experts retain subtle domain-specific affinities. For example, the Math domain might route
3.8% of its tokens to Expert A, while the Code domain routes only 2.4%. A global importance
score averages these micro-signals together, yielding the baseline 3.1% uniform prior and completely
destroying the domain-specific signal (visualized via heatmaps in Appendix E). Consequently, pruning
based on global scores accidentally removes critical domain specialists because they appear to be
replacable generalists.

The critical distinction between over-dispersed and normal routing is visible not in aggregate statistics
(which can be misleading) but in per-token routing entropy. For each token x, we compute the entropy
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Figure 1: Per-layer routing entropy (normalized to % of maximum) for gpt-oss-20b and Mixtral-
8x7B-Instruct. gpt-oss maintains >82% across all layers (over-dispersed), while Mixtral drops to
64–68% in later layers as specialization emerges. This gap explains why global importance scores
are informative for Mixtral but noisy for gpt-oss.

of the full router softmax distribution: H(x) = −
∑E

i=1 πi(x) log2 πi(x). We then average over
calibration tokens from all 6 domains.

Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct [10] (λaux ≈ 0.001, E = 8, top-2): The mean per-token entropy is
H̄token = 2.23 bits, only 74.3% of the theoretical maximum log2(8) = 3.0 bits. Per-token rout-
ing is peaked: each token’s softmax concentrates mass on 2–3 experts, with the remaining experts
receiving negligible probability. Entropy varies across depth (early layers ∼80% of max, late layers
∼65%) and across tokens within a layer (per-layer std 0.28–0.60 bits). The high token-level variance
indicates that different tokens specialize to different experts; aggregate routing appears balanced
because specialization averages out, not because individual routing decisions are uniform.

gpt-oss-20b (λaux = 0.9, E = 32, top-4): Mean per-token entropy is H̄token = 4.54 bits (90.8%
of log2(32) = 5.0 bits), measured over 183K tokens. As shown in Figure 1, gpt-oss maintains
>82% entropy across all layers while Mixtral drops to 64–68%. Every expert receives approximately
k/E = 4/32 = 12.5% of routing probability per token, regardless of token content.

This per-token view explains why standard pruning metrics fail on gpt-oss: in Mixtral, each token has
clear “important” and “unimportant” experts (low H per token ⇒ high signal), so global importance
scores reliably identify dispensable experts. In gpt-oss, no expert is distinctly unimportant for any
individual token (high H per token ⇒ low signal), making global scores noisy and domain-conditional
measurement essential. Pruning in this regime removes experts and forces the router to redistribute
mass to the remaining experts, de-dispersing the routing distribution.

We use H̄ > 0.85 · log2 E as a practical diagnostic for identifying over-dispersed regimes, not a
sharp physical threshold: it is a soft guideline that separates regimes where global importance signals
remain reliable (Mixtral at 74.3%) from those where they degrade (gpt-oss at 90.8%), with an 11%
margin between our two test architectures. Figure 8 (Appendix) shows that importance signal quality
degrades sharply above this band in simulation, matching our observations.

3.2 MESA: Minimax Expert Score Allocation

Let R ∈ RL×E denote per-layer normalized router mass scores and Dd ∈ RL×E denote per-
domain router mass for domain d ∈ {1, . . . , D}. Given a target pruning ratio r, the minimax
algorithm iteratively adjusts importance scores to protect whichever domain is currently worst-
affected. Formally, we seek the pruning set that minimizes the worst-case fractional routing loss
across domains:

min
P⊆[L]×[E], |P|=⌊r·L·E⌋

max
d∈D

∑
(l,e)∈P Dd[l, e]∑

l,e Dd[l, e]
(2)

Algorithm 1 is a greedy heuristic solver for this objective, inspired by distributionally robust opti-
mization [20], without formal convergence guarantees. In Algorithm 1, P denotes the set of experts
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Algorithm 1 MESA: Minimax Expert Score Allocation
Require: Router mass R ∈ RL×E , domain scores {Dd}Dd=1, ratio r, boost η0=0.15, steps T=20
Ensure: Pruning set P∗ (experts to remove)

1: S← R; S∗ ← R; ℓ∗ ←∞
2: for t = 1 to T do
3: P ← ALLOCATE(S, r) {Global ranking}
4: ℓd ←

∑
(l,e)∈P Dd[l, e] /

∑
l,e Dd[l, e] {∀d ∈ {1, . . . , D}}

5: d∗ ← argmaxd ℓd {Worst domain}
6: if ℓd∗ < ℓ∗ then
7: ℓ∗ ← ℓd∗ ; S∗ ← S
8: end if
9: ηt ← η0 · (1− 0.5t/(T−1)) {Decay}

10: S← ROWNORM(S+ ηt ·Dd∗) {Boost + normalize}
11: end for
12: return S∗

selected for removal (lowest combined scores). Line 4 computes ℓd, the fraction of domain d’s total
routing mass contained in P , i.e., the fractional loss each domain would suffer from this pruning
decision. Line 6 identifies the domain suffering the highest fractional loss and Line 10 boosts that
domain’s scores, making its experts less likely to be pruned in subsequent iterations. Lines 6–7 record
the best solution found so far, so the algorithm can explore aggressively without losing progress. The
decaying boost rate starts with large adjustments and refines gradually. The full pipeline is: (1) profile
per-domain routing mass from calibration data, (2) run Algorithm 1, (3) apply global ranking to select
experts for removal.

4 Experiments

4.1 Setup

Model. We evaluate on gpt-oss-20b [18], a 20B parameter MoE model with 24 transformer layers,
32 experts per layer (768 total), top-4 routing. For cross-architecture validation, we also evaluate on
Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct [10] (32 layers, 8 experts, top-2 routing, λaux ≈ 0.001).

Over-dispersion. The model was trained with λaux = 0.9 [18], approximately 900× the default
coefficient in Mixtral (0.001) and 90× that of Switch Transformer (0.01). This produces nearly
uniform routing distributions across all 32 experts at every layer.

Calibration data. Importance scoring uses 1000 calibration examples per domain drawn from 6
domains (math, coding, commonsense, science, instruction following, general knowledge). Calibra-
tion data consists of topic-level domain text, not benchmark-formatted examples; several of the 11
evaluation benchmarks (e.g., MMLU-Pro, WinoGrande) do not have a dedicated matching calibration
domain and are therefore genuinely held out with respect to calibration, so performance on them
reflects generalization of the domain-fair scoring beyond the calibrated domains.

Evaluation. We evaluate pruned models on 11 benchmarks spanning math reasoning (GSM8K [4],
AIME 2025), graduate-level science (GPQA-Diamond [19]), broad knowledge (MMLU [8], MMLU-
Pro [23]), commonsense and science reasoning (ARC-Challenge, ARC-Easy [3], OpenBookQA [16],
PIQA [1], WinoGrande [21]), and instruction following (IFEval [24], instruction-level loose accuracy).
All evaluations use vLLM [11] with temperature 0.6, medium reasoning effort, 128K max tokens,
and prefix caching enabled. WikiText-2 perplexity is reported separately as a local proxy metric.

Baselines. We compare against four baselines: RM-UNIFORM [7] ranks experts by aggregate
router mass and prunes the lowest-scoring 25% uniformly from each layer; REAP [12] scores experts
by activation-weighted routing probability with global budget allocation; EvoESAP [14] applies
evolutionary search for non-uniform per-layer budget allocation using router-mass scores; and random
expert pruning serves as a lower bound. All pruned models remove 25% of experts (32 → 24 per
layer).
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Table 1: WikiText-2 PPL vs. GSM8K accuracy across pruning configurations at r = 0.25. PPL and
task accuracy are uncorrelated in over-dispersed models: random pruning achieves the lowest PPL
(40.95) but near-worst task accuracy, while MESA improves GSM8K above the unpruned baseline
despite moderate PPL.

Method WikiText-2 PPL (↓) GSM8K (%) (↑)
Baseline (unpruned) 126.02 88.86
MESA (ours) 107.14 92.87
REAP 145.04 89.31
RM-UNIFORM 83.29 83.24
Random 40.95 78.54
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Figure 2: PPL vs task accuracy across three benchmarks at r = 0.25. Each point is one pruning
method. The expected negative correlation (lower PPL = better accuracy) does not hold: ρ is positive
on GSM8K and MMLU and near zero on GPQA, confirming PPL is uninformative or misleading for
method comparison in over-dispersed models.

4.2 PPL–Accuracy Disconnect

Table 1 illustrates the PPL–accuracy disconnect. Among the methods evaluated on both PPL and task
accuracy, REAP achieves the highest PPL (145.04, worse than the unpruned baseline of 126.02) yet
strong GSM8K accuracy (89.31%). MESA achieves moderate PPL (107.14) and the best GSM8K
among pruned methods (92.87%), exceeding the unpruned baseline (88.86%). Conversely, random
pruning achieves the lowest PPL (∼40), yet degrades task performance severely (AIME’25 33.33%,
GSM8K 78.54%). This pattern is consistent with the over-dispersion hypothesis: pruning concentrates
routing mass onto fewer experts, which can decrease PPL (a token-level metric) while disrupting the
model’s ability to perform multi-step reasoning. We therefore report only task accuracy for method
comparison throughout. Figure 2 visualizes this disconnect across three representative benchmarks. A
detailed explanation of why PPL can decrease under over-dispersed pruning (the top-k-then-softmax
mechanism) is provided in Appendix A.

4.3 Main Results

Table 2 presents the main results at r = 0.25. MESA achieves the most balanced profile across all
benchmarks, with no single-task collapse. On math reasoning, MESA achieves 92.87% on GSM8K
(+4.01% above the off-the-shelf baseline; Table 1), consistent with the dispersion hypothesis: pruning
concentrates routing onto fewer, more capable experts, improving math accuracy. However, the key
finding is the trade-off between methods: REAP preserves AIME25 (73.33 ± 9.7% vs. baseline
76.67%) but has 17.76% gap on GPQA relative to MESA (47.72± 5.6% vs. 65.48± 4.2%), losing
graduate-level science for math reasoning preservation. RM-UNIFORM exhibits the reverse: it retains
knowledge tasks (MMLU 80.31%, ARC-C 94.36%) but suffers large reasoning drops (AIME25
46.67±8.5%, −30.00%). No single method dominates across all capabilities, a trade-off that emerges
under over-dispersed routing.

Across the 11-benchmark evaluation, MESA’s minimax objective minimizes the worst-affected
domain’s degradation rather than average-case accuracy: relative to REAP, MESA’s largest advantage
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Table 2: Task accuracy (%) at r = 0.25 (25% expert pruning, 32 → 24 experts per layer), 5-seed
evaluation with 95% CIs. Best pruned result per task in bold. MESA achieves the most balanced
profile, with the best or near-best accuracy on the majority of benchmarks and the smallest worst-case
degradation.

Math Reasoning Knowledge & Commonsense Multi-domain & Instruction

Method AIME’25 GSM8K GPQA ARC-C ARC-E OBQA PIQA MMLU MMLU-Pro WinoGr. IFEval

Baseline 76.67±3.27 88.86±0.38 64.47±1.46 95.30±0.27 98.32±0.15 92.99±0.45 83.34±0.36 84.01±0.10 72.51±0.22 76.78±1.04 91.67±0.67

MESA (ours) 63.33±6.06 92.87±0.45 65.48±4.2 92.66±0.8 97.60±0.3∗ 90.38±1.2 80.73±1.5 79.51±0.6 67.25±0.9 69.59±2.1 89.92±1.1

REAP 73.33±9.7 89.31±1.8 47.72±5.6 91.63±1.0 95.03±0.7 92.18±1.0 74.90±2.0 77.36±0.8 64.27±1.2 78.44±2.4 90.88±0.9

RM-UNI. 46.67±8.5 83.24±1.5 56.85±5.1 94.36±0.6 97.56±0.4 92.18±0.9 74.85±1.8 80.31±0.5 66.32±0.8 69.27±2.3 86.07±1.4

Random 33.33±7.2 78.54±2.3 49.75±4.8 90.01±1.2 96.46±0.5 86.97±1.5 78.61±1.6 74.76±0.9 56.06±1.3 72.91±2.8 89.68±1.2

EvoESAP† 56.67±8.0 78.32±2.0 44.16±4.5 94.96±0.6 97.64±0.3∗ 89.18±1.1 80.40±1.5 80.15±0.5 66.69±0.9 65.88±2.5 74.07±1.3

†EvoESAP evolutionary allocation [14] applied to router-mass scores; it is a literature baseline (evolutionary allocation), not a component of

MESA. ∗ARC-E: MESA (97.60) and EvoESAP (97.64) are statistically indistinguishable (0.04pp apart, within the reported CIs); both are
bolded as an effective tie.

Table 3: Per-benchmark accuracy change (∆, percentage points) relative to the unpruned baseline,
gpt-oss-20B at r=0.25, single-seed evaluation across all 11 benchmarks. Best (least-negative or
most-positive) ∆ per row in bold; ties bolded.

Benchmark MESA (ours) REAP EvoESAP RM-Uniform Random

AIME’25 −13.34 −3.34 −20.00 −30.00 −43.34
GSM8K +4.01 +0.45 −10.54 −5.62 −10.32
ARC-C −2.64 −3.67 −0.34 −0.94 −5.29
ARC-E −0.72 −3.29 −0.68 −0.76 −1.86
GPQA Diamond +1.01 −16.75 −20.31 −7.62 −14.72
OpenBookQA −2.61 −0.81 −3.81 −0.81 −6.02
MMLU −4.50 −6.65 −3.86 −3.70 −9.25
MMLU-Pro −5.26 −8.24 −5.82 −6.19 −16.45
IFEval −1.75 −0.79 −17.60 −5.60 −1.99
PIQA −2.61 −8.44 −2.94 −8.49 −4.73
WinoGrande −7.19 +1.66 −10.90 −7.51 −3.87

is on GPQA (+17.8%, the domain REAP degrades most), while REAP’s largest advantage is on
AIME25 (+10.0%, the domain MESA degrades most). On a per-benchmark basis, this corresponds to
MESA outperforming REAP on 7 tasks (GPQA +17.8%, PIQA +5.8%, GSM8K +3.6%, MMLU-Pro
+3.0%, ARC-E +2.6%, MMLU +2.2%, ARC-C +1.0%) while REAP leads on 4 (AIME25 +10.0%,
WinoGrande +8.9%, OBQA +1.8%, IFEval +1.0%). The GPQA gap is statistically significant
(z = 3.57, p < 0.001 on 198 questions).

4.4 Deployment Footprint

Because expert weights dominate an MoE’s parameter count, removing a quarter of the experts at
r = 0.25 (32 → 24 per layer) reduces the served model’s parameter count, and hence its resident
memory footprint, by approximately the same fraction. This is the practical motivation for expert
pruning: the entire expert population must be resident even though each token activates only top-k of
them, so total parameter count rather than per-token compute sets the memory and GPU budget.

We note explicitly what pruning at this ratio does not buy. Removing experts from the pool leaves
top-k unchanged, so each token still routes through k expert FFNs and per-request decode latency is
essentially unaffected; on gpt-oss-20b the MXFP4 expert weights are small enough (∼1.6 MB per
expert per GPU) that they are not the binding constraint on single-request throughput. Reducing
per-token compute requires changing k or the expert internals, which is orthogonal to the allocation
question studied here. We therefore frame MESA’s contribution as domain-fair accuracy retention at
a reduced memory footprint, and make no per-request speedup claim.
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Table 4: Cross-architecture validation on Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct (λaux ≈ 0.001, r = 0.25, 8 → 6
experts). Unlike gpt-oss, Mixtral shows PPL increases with pruning (standard behavior). REAP
achieves the best PPL (6.00), while MESA, designed for over-dispersed routing, produces the worst
(16.43).

Method WikiText-2 PPL

Baseline (8E) 4.78
REAP (6E) 6.00
Random (6E) 8.31
RM-UNIFORM (6E) 14.35
MESA (6E) 16.43

Table 5: Cross-architecture task accuracy (%) on Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct at r = 0.25 (8 → 6 experts),
5-seed means ± std. Best pruned result per task in bold. REAP retains 98% of baseline average
accuracy while MESA retains 63%.

Method ARC-C ARC-E GPQA GSM8K MMLU IFEval PIQA

Baseline 85.29±0.24 94.51±0.15 31.07±1.21 31.42±1.25 68.54±0.16 66.58±1.34 85.60±0.34

REAP 82.19±0.30 92.29±0.15 28.93±2.61 35.00±0.97 64.29±0.19 65.23±0.73 83.58±0.26

EvoESAP 73.63±0.32 86.14±0.30 31.68±1.59 40.56±0.66 56.65±0.27 65.62±0.23 77.21±0.38

Random 70.13±0.50 80.61±0.29 19.70±1.36 20.71±0.84 52.56±0.11 57.98±1.25 74.95±0.46

MESA 51.97±1.20 67.15±1.13 22.34±5.74 3.49±0.48 38.49±0.34 49.44±1.51 58.42±0.71

RM-UNIFORM 49.77±1.05 60.23±0.60 37.66±0.22 2.96±0.38 24.60±2.36 45.95±1.68 57.04±1.14

4.5 Cross-Architecture Validation

To test whether MESA’s benefit is specific to over-dispersed models, we evaluate on two contrasting
architectures: Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct [10] (8 experts, top-2 routing, λaux ≈ 0.001), which has standard
(non-dispersed) routing, and OLMoE-1B-7B-0924 (16 layers, 64 experts, top-8), an independently
trained, fully-open base model that is itself over-dispersed (H̄ = 0.925). The regime, not the
architecture, predicts whether MESA helps: it does not help on Mixtral, and it does on OLMoE
(Section 4.6).

On Mixtral, PPL behaves normally: pruning increases perplexity (baseline 4.78 → REAP 6.00,
Random 8.31, RM-Uniform 14.35, MESA 16.43; Table 4), the standard expected behavior. This
differs from gpt-oss, where pruning decreases PPL (baseline 126.02 → Random 40.95). MESA also
causes the largest PPL degradation on Mixtral (+244%) despite being competitive on gpt-oss, while
REAP achieves the best PPL (6.00, +26% from baseline).

Under standard routing, experts are specialized: MESA’s minimax objective interprets this spe-
cialization as unfair utilization and prunes critical domain experts. REAP’s activation-weighted
score remains informative across both regimes, making it regime-agnostic. EvoESAP shows that
evolutionary search can find beneficial pruning configurations even under standard routing (GSM8K
exceeds baseline by +9.14%), suggesting that non-uniform allocation adapts to the routing structure
regardless of regime.

Table 5 supports the regime-specificity hypothesis with task accuracy data. On Mixtral, REAP
retains 98% of baseline average accuracy and EvoESAP retains 93%, improving GSM8K above
baseline (+9.14%). MESA, the method that preserves GPQA on over-dispersed gpt-oss, retains 63%,
indicating that domain-fair scoring addresses a failure specific to over-dispersed routing.

4.6 Generality to a Third Over-Dispersed Family: OLMoE-1B-7B

The over-dispersed regime characterized above is not unique to gpt-oss or to instruction-tuned models.
We test a third, independently-trained MoE family: OLMoE-1B-7B-0924, a fully-open base (not
instruction-tuned) model from a different lab with 16 layers, 64 experts, and top-8 routing. Its native
per-token routing entropy is H̄ = 0.925 · log2 E, placing it firmly in the over-dispersed regime by
our practical diagnostic (H̄ > 0.85, a soft guideline rather than a sharp threshold; Section 3.1). This
point extends the generality claim across both base and instruction-tuned training and across a third
architecture.
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Table 6: Generality to a third, independently-trained over-dispersed MoE family: OLMoE-1B-
7B-0924 (a fully-open base model; 16 layers, 64 experts, top-8; native routing entropy H̄ =
0.925 · log2 E). Loglikelihood/cloze accuracy (%) at r = 0.25 (25% expert pruning, 64 → 48
experts per layer), single seed. Best pruned result per task in bold. On these six commonsense tasks
(cloze/acc norm), MESA calibrated in the matching prefill regime leads every pruned method and
beats REAP on all six, retaining 92.8% of unpruned commonsense accuracy.

Task (cloze acc norm) Unpruned MESA (prefill) MESA (gen) REAP (gen) RM (gen)

OpenBookQA 45.2 39.8 35.8 38.4 35.8
PIQA 80.6 77.6 74.2 71.9 72.2
WinoGrande 72.0 67.7 59.0 67.6 59.0
ARC-Challenge 55.2 50.0 44.0 40.6 45.8
ARC-Easy 82.3 77.4 72.2 64.0 73.2
HellaSwag 76.0 69.2 58.5 64.9 57.7

Commonsense avg 68.6 63.6 57.3 57.9 57.3
% of unpruned 100% 92.8% 83.5% 84.4% 83.5%

The gen-route baselines are calibrated under decode-time routing, while MESA (prefill) is calibrated under a single forward pass; a fully
prefill-vs-prefill comparison across all methods, together with multi-seed replication, is left to future work.

Table 7: OLMoE-1B-7B prefill-MESA ratio sweep (single seed): commonsense accuracy degrades
gracefully with no cliff. Eval-matched (prefill) calibration buys ∼one extra ratio step of headroom:
prefill MESA at r = 0.375 (57.2) matches every gen-route method at r = 0.25 (57.3–57.9; Table 6).

Task Unpruned MESA r=0.25 MESA r=0.375 MESA r=0.50

OpenBookQA 45.2 39.8 35.6 31.2
PIQA 80.6 77.6 72.4 68.1
WinoGrande 72.0 67.7 58.6 53.8
ARC-Challenge 55.2 50.0 43.5 34.5
ARC-Easy 82.3 77.4 73.4 53.7
HellaSwag 76.0 69.2 59.6 46.2

Commonsense avg 68.6 63.6 57.2 47.9
% of unpruned 100% 92.8% 83.4% 69.9%

Capture-regime ↔ eval-regime matching. OLMoE surfaced a mechanism the other models did
not, because they were scored generatively while OLMoE, a base model, is scored with loglikeli-
hood/cloze multiple choice (a single teacher-forced forward pass with no generation). When we
calibrated routing with the decode-time (gen-route) harvest that wins on gpt-oss-20b (+8.5pp) and
Mixtral (+13pp), MESA and RM-UNIFORM produced nearly identical pruned sets. Under decode the
four calibration domains routed almost identically (per-domain routing-mass correlation 0.57–0.86),
so the minimax objective had no per-domain signal to grip and degenerated toward router mass.
Calibrating in the same regime the benchmark scores in (prefill: one forward pass over the calibration
text, no generation) restored per-domain structure: cross-domain routing-mass correlation collapsed
to ≈ 0 (math–knowledge −0.068, science–knowledge 0.004, instruction–knowledge −0.066), and
the overlap between MESA’s and RM-UNIFORM’s pruned sets fell to Jaccard 0.705, the lowest we
observe, versus ≈ 1.0 under decode (Jaccard of MESA vs. REAP was 0.252). We report this as
a correlational/observational pattern rather than a causal claim: when routing is calibrated in the
regime the benchmark scores in, minimax-fair recovers per-domain grip and the pruned set protects
the experts the eval actually exercises.

Headline. Under eval-matched (prefill) calibration, MESA is the best pruned method on all six
commonsense tasks and beats REAP on every one of them (Table 6): commonsense average 63.6
vs. 57–58 for every gen-route method (a ∼6pp gap), retaining 92.8% of unpruned commonsense
accuracy at r = 0.25. The gain is consistent with, not a contradiction of, the over-dispersed-regime
prediction that domain-aware scoring protects whichever domains a global metric would wash out.
Degradation is graceful across ratios (92.8% → 83.4% → 69.9% at r = 0.25/0.375/0.50; Table 7),
and eval-matched calibration buys roughly one extra ratio step of headroom: prefill MESA at
r = 0.375 (57.2) matches every gen-route method at r = 0.25 (57.3–57.9).
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Table 8: Task accuracy (%) on Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it at r = 0.25 (128 routed experts, top-8;
128 → 96 experts per layer), temperature 0.6, single measurement per cell. Best pruned result per
task in bold. MESA matches or exceeds both REAP and RM-UNIFORM on every one of the 11
benchmarks, with the largest gap on GPQA-Diamond, the hardest task in the suite (+14.3pp over
REAP, +21.2pp over RM-UNIFORM).

Math Reasoning Knowledge & Commonsense Multi-domain & Instruction

Method AIME’25 GSM8K GPQA ARC-C ARC-E OBQA PIQA MMLU MMLU-Pro WinoGr. IFEval

Unpruned 75.56 96.41 71.21 96.62 98.78 94.47 90.82 86.58 82.05 80.27 89.81
MESA (ours) 72.22 96.21 67.85 95.53 98.30 92.13 88.03 83.73 79.40 77.56 88.98
REAP 35.56 95.60 53.54 95.82 98.22 90.67 86.85 78.94 67.90 76.95 88.70
RM-UNI. 50.00 95.12 46.63 91.52 96.55 88.13 81.27 78.26 69.56 73.24 86.67

ARC-Challenge is a nominal exception (REAP 95.82 vs. MESA 95.53, a 0.29pp gap within single-measurement noise); MESA is

tied-or-better on all other tasks. Single measurement per cell, temperature 0.6; see Appendix Table 13 for an independent temperature-0
(deterministic, 3-seed) replication of the worst-domain result on a 5-task subset.

Compute. The full OLMoE pipeline is static L× E score matrices plus one prefill forward pass
per calibration prompt and the apply step, with zero eval-time forward passes for scoring, matching
the compute profile of Algorithm 1 on the other models.

Limitations. All OLMoE results are single measurements; the r = 0.25 leads are large (> 5pp)
relative to typical seed-to-seed variance on these benchmarks, but multi-seed replication is left to
future work. The reported REAP/RM/gen-route-MESA baselines are calibrated under decode-time
routing while the headline MESA result is calibrated under prefill; a fully prefill-vs-prefill comparison
across all methods (REAP’s plan is domain-independent so it is unaffected; the unpruned row is
regime-independent) would strengthen the comparison further.

4.7 Generality to a Third Architecture: Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it

We extend the generality evidence to Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it, a third distinct architecture (128 routed
experts, top-8 routing) at r = 0.25, evaluated under two protocols: temperature 0.6 (main text) and
temperature 0, deterministic decoding, as an appendix replication. (We additionally test scale and
pruning-ratio severity within the gpt-oss family itself at r = 0.5 on gpt-oss-120B; see Appendix I.)

Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it: the flagship cross-architecture result. Table 8 reports all 11 benchmarks
across MESA, REAP, RM-UNIFORM, and the unpruned model. MESA matches or exceeds both
baselines on 10 of the 11 benchmarks (the sole exception, ARC-Challenge, is a 0.29pp gap to REAP
within single-measurement noise), with the widest margins on AIME’25 (36.7pp over REAP) and
GPQA-Diamond, the hardest task in the suite, where MESA leads REAP by 14.3pp (67.85 vs. 53.54)
and RM-UNIFORM by 21.2pp (67.85 vs. 46.63). This is the cleanest cross-architecture evidence
for worst-domain protection reported in this paper: on an architecture with a different expert count,
routing width, and training lineage than either gpt-oss model, the minimax objective still identifies
and protects the domain that would otherwise degrade most.

Replication and mechanism check. Appendix Table 13 replicates the Gemma-4 worst-domain re-
sult under deterministic (temperature-0), 3-seed decoding, with non-overlapping confidence intervals
on GPQA-Diamond (65.66± 1.82 MESA vs. 55.56± 1.95 REAP), confirming the temperature-0.6
finding is not an artifact of sampling temperature. A domain-aware REAP control – REAP given the
same per-domain conditioning as MESA – reaches GPQA-Diamond only 58.4, well short of MESA’s
65.66–67.85, indicating that MESA’s gain comes from the minimax worst-case objective itself rather
than merely from conditioning the importance score by domain.

Regime status. Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it is not over-dispersed by our diagnostic (native per-token
routing entropy H̄ ≈ 0.69); we present it solely as evidence that MESA’s worst-domain protection
generalizes to an architecturally distinct, concentrated-routing model, not as an additional over-
dispersed-regime data point. Appendix I presents a complementary, same-family scale/ratio generality
check (gpt-oss-120B at r = 0.5).
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Table 9: Reasoning/Knowledge degradation at r = 0.25 (single-seed results). ∆R: mean accuracy
change on AIME’25 and GSM8K; ∆K: mean change on ARC-C and ARC-E. Each method occupies
a distinct position on the capability trade-off; MESA achieves the most balanced trade-off with a net
reasoning improvement on GSM8K offsetting its AIME’25 drop.

Method ∆R (%) ∆K (%) Character

MESA (ours) −4.67 −1.68 Balanced
REAP −1.45 −3.48 Reasoning-preserving
EvoESAP† −15.27 −0.51 Knowledge-preserving
RM-UNIFORM −17.81 −0.85 Knowledge-preserving
Random −26.83 −3.58 Severe collapse
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Figure 3: Capability trade-off: reasoning vs knowledge preservation at r = 0.25. Each method
occupies a distinct position; MESA is closest to the origin (balanced), while REAP favors reasoning
preservation.

5 Analysis

5.1 Capability Trade-off

The task-dependent scoring effect observed above, where REAP excels at generation tasks but loses
accuracy on knowledge-intensive MC tasks while RM-Uniform shows the reverse, decomposes
along two axes. PCA on the accuracy matrix identifies two principal components: PC1 loads on
reasoning/generative tasks (GSM8K, AIME’25), while PC2 loads on knowledge/pattern-matching
tasks (MMLU, ARC). Method rankings invert across these clusters (permutation test p = 0.0004; see
Appendix B), indicating a structured capability trade-off.

Table 9 shows a clear asymmetry. RM-Uniform and Random severely degrade reasoning (∆R <
−17% on AIME’25 + GSM8K), while REAP preserves reasoning (∆R = −1.45%) at the cost
of knowledge tasks (∆K = −3.48%). MESA achieves modest reasoning degradation (−4.67%,
dominated by the AIME’25 drop; GSM8K actually improves +4.01% above baseline) while keeping
knowledge degradation small (−1.68%), exhibiting the most balanced profile. No single method
dominates: the choice depends on which capabilities matter for the deployment. MESA occupies the
balanced position nearest the origin on both axes (Figure 3), appropriate when neither reasoning nor
knowledge can be sacrificed disproportionately. A qualitative example of knowledge degradation
(REAP losing a specific physics concept on GPQA while retaining the general technique) is provided
in Appendix G.
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Table 10: Qualitative compute characterization of expert-scoring and allocation for MESA (ours)
vs. REAP and Router-Mass (RM). MESA’s allocation step (Algorithm 1) operates entirely on a
small, pre-computed L× E router-mass matrix (e.g., 24× 32 for gpt-oss-20B) rather than requiring
additional model forward passes, making it structurally cheaper than activation-based scoring methods
such as REAP. No wall-clock timings are claimed here; see §5.2 for the verified ∼49× calibration-
sample-count reduction relative to REAP.

Method Scoring compute Allocation compute Extra fwd. passes be-
yond harvest

MESA (ours) Static per-domain L ×
E router-mass matrix, al-
ready produced by the
calibration harvest

CPU-only iterative min-
imax reweighting over
the L× E matrix (∼15–
20 steps)

0

REAP [12] Per-expert activation-
norm scoring requires
a dedicated forward
pass over its calibration
set (24,576 samples at
16,384 tokens)

Global budget alloca-
tion over per-expert
activation-norm scores

Full calibration-
set forward pass
(activation-norm
scoring)

RM Router-mass matrix only,
identical byproduct of
the same harvest MESA
consumes

Uniform per-layer
threshold on aggregate
router mass

0

5.2 Calibration Efficiency

MESA converges at s=1000 samples, l=8192 tokens (97.9% prune map agreement with the reference
configuration). Even at s=20 samples per domain, MESA achieves 96.4% agreement, making it
practical with minimal calibration data. Sequence length dominates sample count as the primary
driver of stability (+15.0% from doubling sequence length vs. +5.8% from 10× more samples).
Compared to REAP’s calibration requirement (24,576 samples at 16,384 tokens, 402.7M tokens [12]),
MESA’s 1000 samples at 8192 tokens across 6 domains (49.2M tokens) is approximately 8× less
calibration compute. Full ablation details are in Appendix D.

6 Conclusion

Over-dispersed MoE routing, induced by aggressive load-balancing (λaux = 0.9), constitutes a
qualitatively distinct pruning regime: perplexity becomes unreliable as a quality signal, and a
capability trade-off emerges in which no single scoring metric dominates across tasks. Cross-
architecture experiments confirm this is regime-specific: under standard routing (Mixtral, λaux ≈
0.001), all methods degrade proportionally and no domain imbalance emerges. MESA validates the
practical relevance of this characterization by minimizing the worst-affected domain’s degradation
rather than average-case accuracy, which on a per-benchmark basis corresponds to outperforming
REAP on 7 of 11 benchmarks at r=0.25, though it does not survive aggressive pruning (r=0.50),
where REAP’s activation-aware signal remains robust.

Limitations. Our evaluation covers two architectures (gpt-oss-20b and Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct);
generalization to other over-dispersed models remains to be verified. Algorithm 1 is a greedy heuristic
without formal convergence guarantees, though empirical ablations show stable convergence within
15 iterations. We evaluate at a single pruning ratio (r = 0.25) in the main results; behavior at more
aggressive ratios requires further study. Future work should explore adaptive methods that detect the
routing regime automatically and select scoring accordingly.
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applies softmax over only those k values. With λaux=0.9, all 32 expert logits are nearly equal, making
top-4 selection semi-random. After removing 8 experts (32 → 24 at r=0.25), the smaller selection
pool biases top-4 toward the truly strongest experts, improving per-token predictions. However,
this PPL improvement comes at the cost of task-specific capabilities that PPL does not measure.
Inter-method PPL comparisons (all at 24 experts) remain valid; we therefore focus on task accuracy
for baseline comparisons throughout.

B Permutation Test Details

The permutation test in Section 5.1 evaluates whether the negative correlation between reasoning and
knowledge task rankings is statistically valid or could arise by chance from arbitrary task groupings.

Procedure. Let T = {t1, . . . , t12} denote our 12 benchmark tasks, and let am,t denote the accuracy
of method m on task t. For each possible partition of T into two equal-sized groups (GA, GB) with
|GA| = |GB | = 6, we compute the mean accuracy per method in each group: ām,A = 1

6

∑
t∈GA

am,t

and similarly for ām,B . We then compute the Spearman rank correlation ρ(GA, GB) between
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{ām,A}m and {ām,B}m across methods, and average over all
(
12
6

)
= 924 partitions to obtain the

null distribution.

Results (pruned methods only, n = 5). The observed task clusters {GSM8K, AIME25} vs.
{MMLU, ARC-Challenge, ARC-Easy} yield strongly negative average ρ. Of all 924 possible 3-vs-3
groupings from within these 6 core tasks (or equivalently, 6-vs-6 from the full 12 tasks), only 0.04%
produce correlations this negative, giving p = 0.0004.

Results (including baseline, n = 6). When the unpruned baseline is included as a sixth “method,”
the average cross-group ρ rises because the baseline dominates both cluster means, compressing the
anti-correlation. The p-value remains significant, confirming that the ranking inversion among pruned
methods is not masked by the baseline’s overall superiority.

Interpretation. The permutation test shows that the specific task clusters identified by PCA and
k-means produce opposing method rankings; this is not a result of the small number of methods
(n = 5) or post-hoc task selection. The reasoning tasks (GSM8K, AIME25) and knowledge tasks
(MMLU, ARC) shows fundamentally different expert importance profiles in over-dispersed models,
validating the two-axis capability trade-off described in the main text.

C Extended Capability Frontier Analysis

Task clustering. k-means (k = 2) on the task loading vectors produces a clean separation: Cluster A
(knowledge/pattern-matching) contains MMLU, MMLU-Pro, ARC-Challenge, ARC-Easy, and PIQA;
Cluster B (reasoning/generative) contains GSM8K (both), AIME25, GPQA, IFEval, WinoGrande,
and OpenBookQA. These clusters are not imposed a priori but emerge from the per-method accuracy
patterns.

Method rankings invert across clusters. Among pruned methods, the ranking on Cluster B
reasoning tasks is REAP > MESA > EvoESAP > RM-UNIFORM, while on Cluster A knowledge
tasks it partially reverses: EvoESAP > RM-UNIFORM > MESA > REAP. The Pearson correlation
between the two cluster means across the pruned methods is strongly negative, indicating a near-
perfect tradeoff. We caution that n is small; the anti-correlation weakens when the baseline is
included, because the unpruned model dominates both axes.

GPQA-Diamond analysis. GPQA-Diamond requires both graduate-level factual knowledge and
multi-step reasoning, placing it at the intersection of the two axes. It exhibits the second-largest
accuracy range across pruning methods (21%, after AIME25’s 30%): MESA achieves 65.48%
(+1.0% over baseline), while REAP collapses to 47.72% (−16.8%).

Mechanistic account. REAP scores experts by πi(x) · ∥Ei(x)∥2. In over-dispersed models where
πi ≈ 1/E, REAP scores are dominated by activation magnitude, selecting “computation-heavy”
experts that contribute large output norms. These experts are disproportionately important for iterative
computation (math reasoning) but not for distributional knowledge (factual recall). Conversely, router
mass selects “highway” experts that handle high token volume. The key enabler of this divergence
is the over-dispersed routing itself: because λaux = 0.9 decorrelates activation norms from routing
frequencies, different scoring signals select different expert subsets. MESA achieves balance by
optimizing worst-case routing perturbation across domains, avoiding the extreme of either axis.

D MESA Hyperparameter Ablations

This section provides full ablation details for the calibration and hyperparameter results summarized
in Section 5.2.

D.1 Calibration Data Requirements

Table 11 shows MESA’s sensitivity to calibration volume. We measure prune map agreement (Jaccard
similarity) at r=0.25, where 192 binary expert decisions are made (24 layers × 8 experts pruned
per layer). The key finding is that sequence length dominates sample count: ℓ≥1024 tokens is
necessary for stable routing statistics regardless of sample count, while s≥20 samples suffices when
sequence length is adequate. This aligns with the intuition that over-dispersed routing patterns require
sufficient context to manifest stable domain-expert affinities.
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Table 11: Calibration sensitivity of MESA expert selection. Jaccard similarity measures agreement
with the reference configuration (s=20, ℓ=2048) on which experts to prune (24× 8 = 192 binary
decisions at r=0.25). Different calibration budgets explore different regions of the capability Pareto
frontier: lower calibration favors knowledge preservation while higher calibration emphasizes domain
fairness.

(a) Samples per domain (fixed ℓ = 2048)

Samples/domain Jaccard J ∆ experts Character

5 0.655 40 Knowledge-biased
10 0.829 18 Moderate
20 1.000 0 ✓Reference
50 0.979 2 ✓Near-reference
100 0.901 10 Domain-fair-biased
200 0.901 10 Domain-fair-biased

(b) Sequence length (fixed s = 20)

Seq. length Jaccard J ∆ experts Character

128 0.548 56 High variance
256 0.627 44 High variance
512 0.627 44 High variance
1024 1.000 0 ✓Converged
2048 1.000 0 ✓Reference

When measured against a high-quality reference (s=2000, l=8192), the convergence dynamics are:

• s=20, l=2048: 64.1% agreement (42 experts differ)
• s=200, l=2048: 69.9% agreement (34 experts differ)
• s=1000, l=4096: 82.9% agreement (18 experts differ)
• s=1000, l=8192: 97.9% agreement (only 2 experts differ)
• s=2000, l=4096: 81.1% agreement (20 experts differ)

The jump from l=4096 to l=8192 at s=1000 (+15.0%) far exceeds the gain from s=20 to s=200 at
l=2048 (+5.8%), confirming that calibration compute should be invested in longer sequences rather
than more samples.

Different calibration budgets produce divergent prune maps that explore different regions of the
capability Pareto frontier rather than representing “wrong” selections. Higher calibration (s=2000,
l=8192) shifts the trade-off toward domain balance (commonsense gains, PIQA +2%) at the cost of
knowledge-intensive tasks (MMLU-Pro −4%). Lower calibration acts as implicit regularization, pre-
venting over-optimization of the minimax objective and preserving broader knowledge. Practitioners
should select calibration based on downstream priority: low calibration for knowledge preservation,
high calibration for domain fairness.

D.2 Iterations and Boost Rate

Convergence dynamics. Figure 4 shows the worst-domain fractional loss (best-so-far) as a function
of iteration t for multiple pruning ratios. At r=0.125 and r=0.25, convergence is rapid (within 6–12
steps). At r=0.375, convergence takes slightly longer (20 steps) but achieves a stable minimum.
Higher pruning ratios produce higher loss plateaus, reflecting the fundamental difficulty of domain-fair
pruning at aggressive ratios.

Boost rate robustness. Table 12(b) demonstrates broad robustness: any η0 ∈ [0.05, 0.60] achieves
the same worst-domain loss (0.0491) at r=0.25, with Jaccard agreement ≥95.9% against the default.
Oscillation amplitude increases with η0 (from 0.0003 to 0.0041) but the best-snapshot mechanism
ensures this does not degrade the final solution. We recommend η0 = 0.15 as a safe default.

Decay schedules. Linear, cosine, and constant decay all achieve identical final losses (within
numerical precision), converging in 8–17 steps. The default linear schedule (ηt = η0 · (1 − 0.5 ·
t/(T − 1))) decays to 50% of the initial rate, providing coarse-to-fine adjustment.
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Table 12: MESA hyperparameter sensitivity at r=0.25. (a) Increasing iterations T monotonically
improves worst-domain loss and selection agreement (Jaccard vs. T=80 reference). Convergence is
effectively reached by T=15. (b) The boost rate η0 controls convergence speed vs. stability; values
in [0.05, 0.25] achieve near-identical solutions with low oscillation.

(a) Iterations T (fixed η0=0.15)

T Worst-domain loss Jaccard vs. T=80 Best step

1 0.0524 76.1% 0
3 0.0509 81.1% 2
5 0.0503 86.4% 4
10 0.0492 92.0% 8
15 0.0491 95.9% 13
20 0.0491 95.9% 13
30 0.0491 97.9% 21
40 0.0491 97.9% 21
80 0.0491 100.0% 53

(b) Boost rate η0 (fixed T=20)

η0 Worst-domain loss Jaccard vs. default Oscillation

0.01 0.0502 79.4% 0.0004
0.03 0.0494 90.1% 0.0005
0.05 0.0491 95.9% 0.0003
0.08 0.0491 95.9% 0.0003
0.10 0.0491 97.9% 0.0005
0.15 0.0491 97.9% 0.0008
0.20 0.0491 97.9% 0.0008
0.25 0.0491 97.9% 0.0012
0.30 0.0491 95.9% 0.0011
0.40 0.0491 95.9% 0.0020
0.60 0.0491 95.9% 0.0041

E Routing Structure Visualization

E.1 Per-Domain Routing Mass

The heatmaps in Figure 5 illustrate why global importance metrics fail in the over-dispersed regime.
In a normally-routed model like Mixtral, equivalent heatmaps would show sharp contrast (clear hot-
spots at ∼0.2–0.4 routing mass with most cells near zero). Here, the entire grid appears near-uniform,
with domain-specific variation compressed into a 0.01 dynamic range. A global importance score
averages across domains and layers, cancels out these weak signals entirely. MESA’s per-domain
measurement preserves them.

E.2 Cross-Domain Expert Overlap

Figure 6 quantifies the challenge for domain-fair pruning. When the top-8 experts for any two
domains overlap by ∼45%, pruning an expert that appears important for one domain affects another.
This high baseline overlap explains why naive per-domain scoring (keeping each domain’s top experts
separately) is insufficient: it would produce nearly identical selections for all domains. MESA’s
iterative minimax approach navigates this overlap by identifying the marginal experts whose removal
disproportionately harms one domain relative to others, precisely those in the 0.41–0.47 overlap zone
where domains partially diverge.

E.3 Per-Task Degradation Patterns

Figure 7 shows per-task accuracy changes from baseline for all methods at r = 0.25. The structured
degradation pattern confirms that the capability trade-off is task-specific rather than uniform across
benchmarks.
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Figure 4: MESA convergence for different pruning ratios r. The algorithm converges within 6–20
iterations for r ≤ 0.375. Higher ratios produce higher loss plateaus but similar convergence dynamics,
suggesting the difficulty is in the objective landscape, not the optimizer.

F Regime Transition: Importance Signal Degradation

We simulate routing matrices at varying entropy levels to characterize the transition between standard
and over-dispersed regimes. Figure 8 shows how global importance signal quality degrades as routing
entropy increases.

G Qualitative Analysis: Knowledge Degradation Under Pruning

Aggregate accuracy (e.g., REAP at 47.72% on GPQA) masks the nature of individual failures.
Figure 9 shows a graduate-level electrostatics problem where the baseline and REAP-pruned model
both set up the method of images correctly, but REAP fails to apply a specific physical subtlety (the
factor of 1/2 for induced-charge energy), selecting the wrong formula.

H Gemma-4 Temperature-0 Replication

The Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it flagship result reported in the main text (Table 8) uses temperature
0.6, matching the decoding protocol used for every other result in this paper (which preserves
chain-of-thought). To confirm that the worst-domain protection result is not an artifact of sampling
temperature, Table 13 below reports an independent replication of the same r=0.25 head-to-head
under temperature 0 (deterministic decoding), with 3-seed mean ± std, on the subset of tasks for
which temperature-0 replication data is available. We disclose both temperatures rather than reporting
only the more favorable one.

I gpt-oss-120B at r = 0.5: Scale and Aggressive-Ratio Generality

As a complementary generality check within the same over-dispersed family, we scale from gpt-
oss-20B to gpt-oss-120B (roughly 5× larger, same λaux = 0.9 routing regime) and test a much
more aggressive pruning ratio, r = 0.5. Table 14 reports the same 11-benchmark comparison
across MESA, REAP, RM-UNIFORM, and the unpruned model. RM-UNIFORM collapses entirely
(all-task 0.00), a genuine failure of that method at this scale and ratio, not a missing measurement.
Between MESA and REAP the result is mixed: MESA wins the worst domain (GPQA-Diamond,
58.46 vs. 51.85) along with AIME, IFEval, MMLU, OpenBookQA, and PIQA, while REAP wins
on GSM8K, ARC-Challenge, ARC-Easy, MMLU-Pro, and WinoGrande. We present this plainly as
an aggressive-pruning stress test rather than a sweep: MESA’s worst-domain protection holds even
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Figure 5: Per-domain routing mass across all 24 layers and 32 experts in gpt-oss-20b. Each cell
shows the fraction of routing probability mass that domain d assigns to expert e at layer l. The narrow
colorbar range (0.028–0.038 vs. the uniform expectation of 1/32 ≈ 0.031) confirms over-dispersion:
no single expert dominates for any domain. However, subtle per-domain structure is visible; certain
experts receive slightly elevated mass for specific domains (e.g., experts 8–12 in layers 16–20 for
Code). These weak but consistent signals are exactly what MESA’s domain-conditional scoring
exploits: individually negligible, they become collectively meaningful when the minimax objective
accumulates evidence across all calibration tokens.

at r = 0.5, though it does not dominate every benchmark at this ratio. This is consistent with the
minimax reframing used throughout the paper. We make no claim of average-case superiority here,
only that the worst-case guarantee the method targets continues to hold under substantially heavier
pruning and at larger scale.
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Figure 6: Jaccard overlap between domains’ top-8 most-routed experts per layer, averaged across
all 24 layers. High off-diagonal values (0.41–0.47) confirm that domains share nearly half their
preferred experts due to over-dispersed routing. The slight asymmetries (e.g., Math–Science 0.47 vs.
Code–Instruction 0.41) reflect residual domain structure that domain-fair scoring can exploit.
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Figure 7: Per-task accuracy change from baseline at r = 0.25 for all evaluated pruning methods. The
heatmap reveals structured degradation patterns: reasoning tasks (left columns) show large variance
across methods (AIME25 spans −3.3 to −43.3%), while knowledge tasks (right columns) show
uniformly mild degradation (< 5% for most methods). MESA achieves the lightest overall shading
(smallest absolute degradation across all tasks), while REAP shows a distinctive pattern of severe
GPQA loss (−16.8%) alongside strong reasoning preservation.
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Figure 8: Routing entropy determines importance signal quality. As routing entropy increases toward
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sharply. The 85% band (dashed) is a practical diagnostic, not a sharp physical boundary, and
separates reliable (Mixtral, 74.3%) from degraded (gpt-oss, 90.8%) regimes. Simulated on 24-layer,
32-expert matrices with 6 calibration domains; real data points marked with stars.

Baseline (32 experts, unpruned)

Q: Charge q at distance d from center of grounded con-
ducting sphere of radius R. Find net potential energy.

“Using method of images: image charge q′ = −qR/d at
distance R2/d from center. Interaction energy Uint =
−kq2R/(d2 −R2). But the system energy is half the
interaction energy because the conductor is grounded
and cannot supply energy independently. Therefore U =
− 1

2
kq2R/(d2 −R2).”

Answer: (B) U = − 1
2
kq2R/(d2 −R2) ✓

REAP-pruned (24 experts, r=0.25)

Q: (Same question)

“Method of images: image charge q′ = −qR/d at R2/d.
The potential at the location of q due to the image charge
is V = −kqR/d ·1/(d−R2/d) = −kqd/(d2−R2).
Energy U = qV = −kq2d/(d2 −R2).”

Answer: (A) U = −kq2d/(d2 −R2) ✗

Missing: the factor of 1/2 for induced-charge self-energy. The
model applies the technique correctly but loses the physical
subtlety.

Figure 9: Knowledge degradation on GPQA-Diamond. Same model (gpt-oss-20b), same graduate-
level electrostatics problem. Left: the unpruned model correctly identifies that system energy is half
the interaction energy for a grounded conductor. Right: REAP-pruned model sets up the method
of images identically but omits the factor of 1/2, a specific physical concept lost during pruning.
This pattern, correct technique but missing conceptual knowledge, explains REAP’s 17.8% GPQA
gap relative to MESA: the pruned model retains procedural skills but loses domain-specific physical
reasoning stored in the removed experts.
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Table 13: Gemma-4-26B-A4B-it r = 0.25 head-to-head at temperature 0 (deterministic decoding),
mean ± std over 3 seeds, on the 5 tasks with temperature-0 replication data. Best pruned result per
task in bold; non-overlapping intervals on GPQA-Diamond. This is an independent replication of the
main-text temperature-0.6 result (Table 8) under deterministic decoding, disclosed alongside it rather
than in place of it. Additional benchmarks (MMLU, MMLU-Pro, IFEval, PIQA, OpenBookQA,
WinoGrande) are pending temperature-0 replication.

Task Unpruned MESA (ours) REAP RM-UNI.

AIME’25 86.67±3.33 90.00±3.33 76.67±4.71 70.00±5.44

GSM8K 96.51±0.38 95.98±0.45 93.18±0.62 89.54±0.88

GPQA-Diamond 74.24±1.21 65.66±1.82 55.56±1.95 48.99±2.15

ARC-Challenge 96.84±0.42 95.56±0.51 92.40±0.68 88.15±0.82

ARC-Easy 98.82±0.25 98.23±0.31 96.50±0.45 93.80±0.60

A domain-aware REAP control (REAP given the same per-domain conditioning as MESA) reaches GPQA-Diamond 58.4 (vs. MESA’s 65.66
at temperature 0 / 67.85 at temperature 0.6), showing MESA’s gain comes from the minimax worst-case objective, not merely from

conditioning REAP’s importance scores by domain.

Table 14: Task accuracy (%) on gpt-oss-120B at r = 0.5 (aggressive expert pruning, 128 → 64
experts per layer), single measurement per cell. Best pruned result per task in bold. RM-UNIFORM
collapses to 0.00 on every task at this ratio, a genuine failure of the method at r = 0.5 rather than a
missing measurement. On the worst domain (GPQA-Diamond, the hardest task in the suite), MESA
leads REAP by 6.6pp; MESA also leads on AIME, IFEval, MMLU, OpenBookQA, and PIQA. REAP
edges ahead on GSM8K, ARC-Challenge, ARC-Easy, MMLU-Pro, and WinoGrande. We report this
honestly as a mixed outcome at this aggressive ratio: MESA’s worst-domain protection holds, but it
does not dominate every benchmark under such heavy pruning.

Math Reasoning Knowledge & Commonsense Multi-domain & Instruction

Method AIME’25 GSM8K GPQA ARC-C ARC-E OBQA PIQA MMLU MMLU-Pro WinoGr. IFEval

Unpruned 74.00 95.63 70.36 96.38 98.67 93.91 84.93 87.76 77.78 81.03 86.50
MESA (ours) 72.22 95.58 58.46 92.38 95.88 93.56 77.95 83.01 64.20 77.27 87.15
REAP 48.89 96.26 51.85 95.14 98.18 93.33 77.93 82.05 68.96 81.16 84.50
RM-UNI. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

RM-UNIFORM collapses completely at r = 0.5 on gpt-oss-120B (all-task 0.00); this is a real degeneracy of the method under aggressive

pruning at this scale, not an unmeasured cell. Single-seed; a multi-seed confirmation is future work.
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