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ABSTRACT

A growing body of work proposes dynamic expert-skipping methods for Mixture-
of-Experts (MoE) models that adjust the number of experts activated per token
during inference, aiming to preserve model quality while further reducing the
number of active parameters. These methods have added calibrated importance
scores, inter-expert similarity metrics, or learned per-token allocators in order to
identify experts to skip. However, different calibration regimes, different reduc-
tions in the effective number of experts, and evaluation suites make comparisons
difficult. We classify four representative prior methods into a unified taxonomy
and benchmark them against a natural, simple baseline: statically reducing the
number of experts k (i.e., same reduced k across all layers and tokens). We provide
a fair comparison of these methods at matched expert-compute budget, on two
modern MoEs (Gemma4-26B-A4B and Qwen3-30B-A3B) in a text-only setting
and a contemporary vision-language model (Qwen3-VL) in a multimodal setting.
Surprisingly, we find that the simple baseline is hard to outperform consistently
across models, modalities, benchmarks, and calibration settings. The methods we
benchmark often underperform the baseline and achieved gains, when present,
are minor. We further find that the effective k achieved (or optimized for) in
calibration can diverge from the effective k in testing, resulting in over- or under-
estimating the compute at inference time. Based on these findings, we recommend
a calibration-free per-modality static k reduction and validate this on a held-out
model and modality. We further argue that a static control at matched measured
compute is the baseline any dynamic skipping method must beat.

1 INTRODUCTION

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models have become one of the leading paradigms for model architec-
tures, activating only a small subset of all parameters (called “experts”) during each forward pass.
Typical models (Yang et al., 2025a; DeepSeek-AI et al., 2025; Gemma Team et al., 2026) activate
k = 8 out of 128 to 512 available experts—fixed across all layers and tokens. Some methods for se-
lecting a reduced number of experts already during (pre)training have been proposed (Raposo et al.,
2024; Zhou et al., 2022; Gao et al., 2025; Jin et al., 2025; Guo et al., 2025), however these approaches
are not yet adopted in major open-weight model families. We therefore focus on the question: given
a trained model, can we reduce the active number of experts while preserving quality by reducing
this k during inference, potentially dynamically per token and/or per layer?

Static, fixed-k MoE inference has clear practical advantages: it is simple to implement, requires
no additional calibration (i.e., selecting k given an input token and layer), and, most importantly,
matches the routing behavior learned during training. It further produces predictable, uniform com-
pute and memory-access patterns across tokens. However, research has shown that not every token
requires the same number of experts (Lu et al., 2024). As a result, different approaches have been
proposed to optimize inference costs by varying k. These approaches include static pruning, which
permanently reduces the set of available experts to conserve memory, and (dynamic) skipping, which
instead varies the number of active experts per token at inference time. Yang et al. (2025b) describe
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three benefits dynamic skipping can offer over fixed-k inference: first, it reduces the total number of
computations performed during each forward pass. Second, in small-batch scenarios, it reduces the
number of unique experts active, lowering memory bandwidth requirements. Third, in a distributed
deployment scenario, it can reduce communication overhead and improve load balancing.

Some recent methods have considered dynamic expert skipping as an add-on to static model prun-
ing, rather than evaluating its benefits on its own, making it difficult to disentangle how much of
the reported benefit comes from skipping itself versus the accompanying pruning. Beyond that,
the proposed methods have become increasingly complex and costly. These range from calibrated
scores (Lu et al., 2024) to similarity approaches (Bai et al., 2025b), and learned allocators (Yue
et al., 2025). One of the most recent approaches by Huang et al. (2026) is MoDES, which uses cali-
brated modality-aware thresholds and reports near original performance while reducing the number
of active experts by over 80%. The combination of different calibration regimes, operating points
(method configurations), and evaluations makes comparison difficult. To close this gap, this study
aims to provide a fair comparison across methods, benchmarks and inference-compute budget.

Our contributions:

1. A unified taxonomy of dynamic expert-skipping strategies, organized by the signal they
add over the standard MoE router (Table 1).

2. A controlled, matched expert compute comparison of four representative methods against
a static top-k baseline across different modalities and models, made fair by measuring
compute at test time and comparing the full quality-compute frontier.

3. A zero-calibration, per-modality static top-k configuration (kvision = 1–2, ktext = 6) that
recovers ≈ 95% of original quality at ≈ 85% fewer active experts in vision-heavy tasks.

4. The insight that, despite their added complexity and cost, contemporary dynamic skipping
methods do not systematically outperform a simple static baseline at matched compute.

We find that, across models, modalities, benchmarks, and calibration settings, the simple baseline
is hard to outperform consistently and by large margins. To allow reproducibility we will release
our code, including (re-)implementations of all evaluated skipping methods. This further allows the
original authors to verify our implementations.

2 BACKGROUND

A number of methods have been proposed to leverage the different expert needs of tokens. We
distinguish between expert skipping, which reduces the set of experts activated per token, and expert
rerouting, which selects different experts than those chosen by the router.

Expert Skipping methods target existing static top-k models. An early such strategy, “Not all
Experts are Equal” (NAEE) (Lu et al., 2024), skips a tail expert whenever its routing score falls
short of the top expert’s by a calibrated margin; Bai et al. (2025b) extend this criterion with an
inter-expert redundancy term. Further criteria include per-token sensitivity (Zhong et al., 2024),
confidence-triggered re-evaluation with the full expert set (Zhao et al., 2025), and data-free per-layer
expert budgets (Chitty-Venkata et al., 2025). Huang et al. (2026) extend threshold-based skipping
to the multimodal domain with per-layer importance scores and per-modality thresholds, while Yue
et al. (2025) train a per-token classifier via reinforcement learning to predict the required expert
count.

Expert Rerouting methods alter which experts are selected rather than how many, steering tokens
toward cached or already-active experts to reduce weight-loading overhead (Skliar et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2026; Oncescu et al., 2025). Their benefit hinges on shrinking the unique
set of active experts per forward pass. This reduces overhead due to memory bandwidth, but only
works in small batch sizes. At sufficiently large batch sizes nearly all experts are required.

For this paper we focus on dynamic skipping, as rerouting offers limited benefit in common (large
batch) inference scenarios. We explicitly study skipping in isolation from the pruning stages that
some of these methods originally include. As skipping is orthogonal and composable with any
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Table 1: Taxonomy of expert-skipping strategies, ordered by increasing signal complexity over the
standard router. Calibration time is per operating point, measured on a single NVIDIA A100 80GB
on Qwen3/Qwen3-VL and ranges from 30 minutes to 20 hours depending on the method. Full
taxonomy in Appendix A.1.

Method Criteria Decision Tunable Calib. (h)

Softmax top-k (baseline) Gate weights Keep top-k k —
Per-modality (ours) Gate weights Top-k per modality ktext, kvision —

NAEE Gate weights (cum.) Cumulative-mass threshold β quantile 0.5
DiEP Gate weights + CKA Redundancy-scaled ratio γ1 quantile 0.5
MoDES Gate prob. × layer imp. Per-modality threshold target skip ratio 20
Ada-K Hidden state (learned) Predicts expert count λ 2.5

pruning method, this lets us attribute quality differences to the skipping decision itself. Closest to
our baseline (next section), Xia et al. (2025) reduce the expert count for vision tokens to a fixed
kvision < k from a chosen onset layer onward, while text tokens always retain the full k; they ablate
(kvision, onset layer) at moderate reductions (kvision = 4–5 of 8) and deploy the mechanism jointly
with visual token pruning.

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 BASELINES

Our natural baseline for expert skipping methods builds on the model’s native routing: statically
reducing the number of experts k. We refer to this baseline as softmax top-k, based on the selection
criteria. As a reminder, for popular mixture of expert models like Qwen3, the router generates
logits, which are normalized with softmax before the top-k experts are selected. We expand on this
approach for multimodal models by defining separate k values for each modality: ktext and kvision.
This separate treatment of modalities is inspired by prior work (Huang et al., 2026; Xia et al., 2025).
For models that support image and video tokens separately, we use kvision for both token types. Both
baseline variants share the same benefit: they are calibration-free and static.

3.2 METHODS FOR COMPARISON

We evaluate four representative dynamic skipping methods: NAEE (Lu et al., 2024), DiEP (Bai
et al., 2025b), MoDES (Huang et al., 2026), and Ada-K (Yue et al., 2025), summarized in Table 1.
We describe them based on a number of concrete properties of the methods: their criteria, decision
rule, calibration phase and tunable parameters. We further discuss the calibration time necessary for
a single operating point. Both NAEE and DiEP also provide methods for expert pruning that they
combine with the skipping approach. We only consider the dynamic skipping approach here.

Skipping Criteria The first major differentiating factor between the methods is the skipping cri-
teria. While our baselines and NAEE skip experts based entirely on the routing scores (also called
gate weights), the other methods expand on this: DiEP uses an inter-expert Centered Kernel Align-
ment (CKA) (Kornblith et al., 2019) statistic that measures redundancy in individual experts, while
MoDES adds a global layer importance factor. Ada-K is different here, as it uses the hidden state of
the token rather than the routing scores as a criteria.

Decision Rule Our baselines have the simplest rules, as they retain the top-k experts and vary only
the k. NAEE on the other hand uses the cumulative routing scores and compares their ratio against
a calibrated threshold. DiEP and MoDES adapt the concept from NAEE with a more complex
threshold and score. All methods except for DiEP always keep the expert order intact. Further,
all dynamic methods except for MoDES will always retain at least the first selected expert. Ada-
K differs from the other methods in its decision rule: rather than deciding whether a given expert
should be skipped, it instead predicts the number of experts that should be retained using what they
call an Allocator.
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Calibration While our baselines are calibration free, NAEE, DiEP and MoDES all require cal-
ibration. NAEE calibrates the threshold value used for skipping, while DiEP calibrates this (γ1)
as well as the CKA similarity metric between experts (γ2(e0, ei)). MoDES first calibrates the im-
portance α(l) of each layer and then identifies the ideal thresholds (τv,t) needed to achieve a target
skipping ratio. Ada-K uses a unique approach, as it optimizes the linear layer of the Allocator using
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017), a type of reinforcement learning.

Tunable Parameters Tunable parameters can be adjusted to vary the targeted operating point. For
NAEE this comes in the form of the β quantile. When calibrating, the cumulative ratio between the
routing scores is collected for each layer. By selecting an appropriate quantile we can sweep across
operating points, skipping more or less experts. NAEE natively uses only the median. For DiEP we
again sweep the quantile for the skipping parameter γ1, in their paper they primarily use the median
as an operating point. For MoDES the tunable parameter is the target skip ratio, as part of their
calibration procedure they find the ideal thresholds (τv,t) that achieve the target skip ratio. Lastly
Ada-K has one main parameter λ. This defines the cost of adding additional experts in the strategy.
A higher cost λ results in fewer experts being predicted to be needed.

Calibration Cost We calculate the calibration cost using the original code release for MoDES
and use our own implementation for the other methods on a single A100 80GB. While our static
baselines are free, since they are calibration free, the advanced dynamic skipping methods have
significantly different requirements. DiEP and NAEE are both relatively fast to compute, requiring
approximately half an hour to calibrate for Qwen3-30B-A3B, depending on calibration data. Ada-
K also varies significantly, but uses a much larger training dataset, resulting in around 2.5 hours
of training time. MoDES requires the longest calibration at nearly 20 hours, as both the layer
importance score measurement and the frontier search involve many forward passes through the full
model.

We selected these methods as representative: they are current and use significantly different ap-
proaches to skipping. DiEP with its consideration of expert redundancy, Ada-K with its training
approach, MoDES due to the multimodality and NAEE as the simplest calibration-based approach
all reflect distinct criteria for selecting experts that can be skipped.

3.3 QUANTIFYING PER-TOKEN EXPERT EFFORT

All considered skipping strategies activate fewer experts for some tokens. To compare these
savings on a common, hardware-agnostic axis, we define effective K (Keff) as a proxy met-
ric. Keff is the mean number of routed experts per token, averaged across all tokens and layers:
Keff = 1

T ·L
∑T

t=1

∑L
l=1 kt,l, where kt,l is the number of experts activated for token t in layer l.

For the static softmax top-k baseline, Keff = k by construction, whereas for the dynamic strate-
gies, Keff is a measured average that depends on the inputs and the strategy’s configuration. We
distinguish between calibrated Kcalibrated

eff and measured Keff. Kcalibrated
eff is based on the number of

active experts for the calibration set (Huang et al., 2026). Our analysis uses measured Keff, which
counts expert activations at test time during the quality evaluation. The two may diverge because any
threshold only enforces the target value on the calibration set, but may transfer imperfectly across
datasets and depends heavily on the modality split, as demonstrated in Section 4.3.3.

The bottleneck for MoE inference depends on the deployment regime. At sufficiently large batch
sizes, the expert feed-forward evaluation becomes compute-bound. In this case reducing the number
of FLOPs provides the largest inference speed-up. The FLOPs of the expert matmuls scale linearly
with the number of active experts per token: Keff is thus directly proportional to expert compute.
Reducing active experts also lowers secondary costs such as all-to-all communication as described
by Yang et al. (2025b). Keff counts only expert activations, ignoring other factors like routing, load
imbalance, and communication overhead. This makes it a hardware-agnostic proxy for runtime cost,
with true cost larger than what Keff implies. Figure 1 shows the monotonic but sublinear relationship
between Keff and core inference metrics; we discuss this relation in Appendix A.5.
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Figure 1: Static top-k override, k ∈ {1, . . . , 8}, vLLM on a single A100 80GB, GuideLLM chat
scenario, batch sizes 1 (bandwidth-bound) and 256 (compute-bound); average across a 120 second
load. TTFT, ITL and output throughput scale monotonically with the number of experts.

4 RESULTS

4.1 IMPLEMENTATION

Several of these methods provide incomplete or no code releases, so we reimplement them on a
best-effort basis. Ada-K has no release at all, and we reproduce its PPO-trained classifier ourselves
(Appendix A.4), referring to it as the Allocator throughout. NAEE and DiEP release code only for
Mixtral, a coarse-grained model, so we extend both to the k = 8 regime. Where a method natively
exposes only a single operating point, we sweep its free parameter: the quantiles from 0.1 to 0.9 for
NAEE and DiEP, thresholds for MoDES in order to trace a full frontier. We reproduce reported op-
erating points from each original paper to confirm our implementations are faithful (Appendix A.7).

4.2 TEXT-ONLY EVALUATION

We compare all strategies at matched Keff on Qwen3-30B-A3B (Yang et al., 2025a) and Gemma4-
26B-A4B (Gemma Team et al., 2026), two popular mid-sized MoE models with k = 8 active
experts. While most methods report only a single operating point (i.e., a single Keff) at which they
report performance, we sweep each method’s tunable parameters to trace a full quality–compute
frontier, providing clearer evidence of each method’s benefit at any given compute level. We evaluate
on the zero-shot multiple-choice benchmarks HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019) and ARC-C (Clark
et al., 2018), as well as 5-shot GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) and zero-shot HumanEval (Chen et al.,
2021) as generative benchmarks. A full overview of the benchmarks and corresponding calibration
sets is given in Table 4. We use lm-eval (Gao et al., 2024) for consistency with related literature.
Keff is measured at test time during each evaluation (Section 3.3); for GSM8K and HumanEval this
includes the autoregressive decoding passes. Since most methods require calibration, we define a
realistic calibration dataset, consisting of a mixed corpus of English, Chinese, code, and math built
from C4 en and C4 zh (Raffel et al., 2023), open-web-math (Paster et al., 2023), and python-codes-
25k (flytech, 2023). This realistic regime simulates the calibration–evaluation mismatch typical of
actual deployments. We also evaluate the impact of calibration by evaluating a “best-case” scenario
on the benchmarks’ own train sets.

4.2.1 STRATEGY COMPARISON

Figure 2 shows the difference in performance between the strategies introduced in Table 1. The plot
compares the mean relative performance drop across ARC-C, HellaSwag, HumanEval and GSM8K
for different Keff. The Pareto frontier reveals a number of behaviors: first, NAEE most closely
matches the fixed top-k baseline for most points along the frontier, with some minor improvements
compared to the baseline. The Allocator also shows some improvements in the Keff ≈ 1 regime
for Qwen3. However, overall benefit is very limited, at most ∼ 2.6 pp compared to the interpolated
baseline. This difference is especially small given the substantial quality loss already occurring in
this Keff range: at this point the model has already lost 50% to 65% of its original capability. To
provide context, at Keff ≤ 2.5 the best strategy on Gemma4-26B-A4B performs worse on average
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Figure 2: Relative performance drop (average across data sets) for different Keff values with strate-
gies calibrated on a mixed dataset. We include the smaller Gemma4-E4B as a reference. The shaded
area highlights performance below the baseline. No advanced skipping method systematically out-
performs the baseline. Below Keff ≈ 3 it is preferable to use a smaller model.
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Figure 3: Absolute quality results of the strategies across four benchmarks on Qwen3. Multiple-
choice benchmarks collapse smoothly towards random selection, generative tasks display clear col-
lapse for small k.

than Gemma4-E4B, a dense model with 85% fewer effective parameters1. This limits practical use
of the observed gains. Both MoDES and DiEP mostly perform worse than the baseline, with MoDES
only slightly ahead above Keff = 1. MoDES does, however, achieve operating points below Keff
= 1, meaning that for some tokens the MoE block is completely skipped, a regime that the baseline
cannot reach.
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Figure 4: Shift in Keff and quality when using best-case calibration rather than realistic calibration
on ARC-C on Gemma4. Best case calibration can help bridge the gap to the baseline but does not
change the overall pattern.

1Following the Gemma4 model card (Gemma Team et al., 2026), the count excludes embeddings; the 26B
designation of the MoE follows the same convention.
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The composition of the drops also matters: as Figure 3 shows, the multiple-choice benchmarks
degrade smoothly toward their random-guessing floors, while GSM8K collapses sharply once Keff
falls below a model-dependent threshold (∼2 for Qwen3). HumanEval follows a similar pattern. Ag-
gregate drops at low Keff are therefore dominated by generative-task failure, and the safe operating
point is set by the generative benchmark for each model, not the average. Detailed per-benchmark
results for Gemma4 are included in Appendix A.6.

To validate that this is not an artifact of our realistic calibration, we also evaluate a best-case scenario
using the benchmarks’ own trainset. Figure 4 highlights the shift of the middle operating point when
using best-case calibration. For DiEP and MoDES a substantial shift in Keff can be observed and
both DiEP and the Allocator gain substantially compared to the realistic calibration. However, this
gain does not enable the methods to outperform the static baseline. We provide further details in
Appendix A.3.

4.3 MULTIMODAL EVALUATION

4.3.1 SETUP
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Figure 5: Aggregated relative quality drop for different Keff
values with multimodal strategies. The horizontal dashed
line refers to the performance of the original model. The
dashed curve/shaded area highlights the baseline that only
reduces kvision. Modality awareness provides an immediate
benefit to both our baseline and MoDES.

In the multimodal setting, we com-
pare NAEE and MoDES against the
static softmax top-k baseline and
our per-modality variant. The per-
modality variant is motivated by prior
observations that vision tokens toler-
ate substantially fewer experts than
text tokens (Xia et al., 2025; Huang
et al., 2026). DiEP, which under-
performed the baseline in both text
regimes, is excluded. The Ada-K Al-
locator is excluded as well. This is
due to its loss formulation: the Allo-
cator uses next-token prediction as its
quality measure. Due to the training
procedure of vision-language mod-
els, the per-token loss of vision to-
kens is never used during training,
so they do not provide a quality sig-
nal that the Allocator could lever-
age. Applying the Allocator to multi-
modal evaluations requires the imple-
mentation of a new loss formulation.
As MoDES is natively designed for multimodal models, we expect it to perform best in this sce-
nario. We use Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B-Instruct (Bai et al., 2025a), closely related to the Qwen3 model
used in our text-only evaluation. To provide ideal conditions for MoDES, we calibrate it using its
published GQA (Hudson & Manning, 2019) protocol; for consistency, we also calibrate NAEE on
GQA. We evaluate on ChartQA (Masry et al., 2022), TextVQA (Singh et al., 2019), and MME (Fu
et al., 2025), as well as DocVQA (Mathew et al., 2021b), InfoVQA (Mathew et al., 2021a), and
OCRBench (Liu et al., 2024) for text-heavy images. As in the text-only setting, we measure expert
activations during evaluation to obtain Keff, computed over all routed tokens regardless of modality;
we report the per-benchmark modality mix in Appendix A.2. Evaluation uses LMMS-Eval (Li et al.,
2024a; Zhang et al., 2024).

4.3.2 MULTIMODAL RESULTS

Figure 5 shows the relative drop compared to the full model across all six benchmarks, highlight-
ing the performance differences across strategies. MoDES, which is modality-aware, outperforms
NAEE as well as softmax top-k by a large margin. However, it fails to outperform the per-modality
softmax top-k baseline. Again, MoDES finds Keff < 1, which is not reachable by the baseline except
when skipping the experts for vision tokens completely.
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The only outlier is MME-Cognition, a sub-task of MME, (Figure 9, Appendix), where MoDES con-
sistently leads the other approaches. The per-modality softmax strategy provides two recommended
trade-off points: for ktext = 8, reducing kvision to 1 incurs a drop of approximately 4.1%, while
reducing kvision to 2 incurs an average drop of less than 1.8%. Reducing kvision to 1 reduces the
number of active experts during the benchmark by ≈ 85%, to a measured Keff of 1.08 on average.
Reducing kvision to zero increases the drop to 19.1%. Surprisingly, this means that more than 80%
of quality is retained even though the vision tokens skip the experts entirely. Reducing ktext to six
allows further optimization of the number of active experts, while incurring a small quality drop
compared to ktext = 8. The benefit of modality-awareness is direct: reducing experts to one for
both modalities (softmax top-k) costs more than 30% of overall performance, while even the more
extreme kvision = 0 with text untouched (per-modality softmax top-k) costs only 19.1%.

Figure 6 decomposes the measured Keff by modality, showing how each strategy distributes its expert
budget. Softmax top-k and NAEE remain close to the symmetric diagonal, with NAEE allocating
slightly more experts to vision tokens than to text tokens. This is the opposite of what the quality
results favor. In contrast, MoDES retains nearly the full expert count for text tokens and concentrates
skipping on vision tokens, closely following the per-modality baseline with ktext = 8. This is in line
with the quality–compute frontiers, highlighting similar performance for similar skip patterns.

MoDES does provide a benefit in the sub-one expert regime. Without a finer (e.g. per-layer) granu-
larity, our per-modality approach can only reduce Keff below 1 by setting kvision = 0, which degrades
performance to the point of limited practical use.

4.3.3 CALIBRATED AND MEASURED KEFF
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Figure 6: Measured Keff decomposed by modal-
ity, aggregated across the six multimodal bench-
marks. The dashed diagonal marks a symmet-
ric budget. The softmax top-k baseline lies on it
by construction. NAEE traces the softmax top-k
baseline, while MoDES produces a similar pattern
to the per-modality softmax top-k with ktext = 8.

The deviation between calibrated and mea-
sured Keff is also substantial in these bench-
marks; Table 2 quantifies this gap for the
MoDES results. This deviation stems from two
main factors: the modality split and routing
scores. Depending on the actual workload, se-
quences may have a different share of image
vs. text tokens. Since more experts are skipped
for image tokens, a lower proportion of image
tokens shifts Keff upward, and vice versa. A
second factor is differences in routing scores.
Since MoDES uses the routing scores for skip-
ping, different routing score distributions in the
evaluation data may also influence how many
experts are actually skipped. Both factors in-
troduce a degree of unpredictability: the ac-
tual average number of remaining active ex-
perts can deviate from the calibrated figure by
more than 50%, even on benchmarks from the
same task family as the calibration set (short-
answer VQA; cf. Appendix A.2).

When evaluating on a text-only benchmark, in
this case GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), the pat-
tern is amplified. Text-only prompts are a typ-
ical use case for vision-enabled models, since
many modern models bundle multimodal sup-
port into an otherwise general-purpose base
model. Table 2 shows that for GSM8K, the Keff for MoDES shifts to 7.96, far from the Kcalibrated

eff
1.2: the calibrated skipping effectively deactivates, and MoDES retains quality only by reverting to
nearly the full model: the calibrated compute saving vanishes. Our per-modality baseline also shifts
with the workload, but is bounded by construction at Keff = ktext = 6, where it lands exactly, trading
2.7 pp of accuracy (68.8% vs. 71.5%) for 25% fewer active experts than MoDES actually uses.
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Table 2: Kcalibrated
eff calibrated on GQA vs. measured Keff for MoDES on Qwen3-VL, averaged over

six multimodal benchmarks. Text-only (GSM8K) is evaluated at the most aggressive skipping ratio.
Keff shifts substantially based on the modality mix of the evaluation data.

MoDES Target Skip Ratio Kcalibrated
eff

Measured Keff

Vision Benchmarks Text-Only

0.85 1.20 0.58 7.96
0.73 1.99 1.50 —
0.60 3.17 2.81 —

5 DISCUSSION

While the trained or calibrated methods such as NAEE and the Allocator (Ada-K) can provide qual-
ity benefits compared to the baseline in some cases, these are in our experiments limited to 2.6 pp,
often also in regimes where quality has already degraded substantially. Furthermore, the high de-
pendence on calibration data suggests that any minor performance benefit from one of the calibrated
strategies comes at the cost of performance in another area or domain. Beyond the standard cal-
ibration, identifying operating points and hyperparameters is a challenge, especially for RL-based
Ada-K (Eimer et al., 2023).

The multimodal results support the same overall conclusions: MoDES outperforms both NAEE
and the modality-unaware static baseline, showing that modality is valuable for deciding whether
to skip experts for a given token. However, MoDES’s advantage over a calibration-free modality-
aware baseline is confined to the sub-one Keff regime; for larger Keff the static baseline matches or
outperforms it. We conclude that calibrated thresholds provide a benefit beyond treating vision and
text tokens independently only in this sub-one Keff regime, but at the cost of complexity with only a
modest runtime improvement as shown in Appendix A.5.

Beyond the one-time calibration effort, matching strategies at equal Keff also understates the true
runtime cost. Every dynamic method adds a routing decision to each forward pass. Dynamic skip-
ping also forfeits the uniform per-token compute of static top-k, and with it the load balancing and
latency guarantees quantified in Appendix A.5. Both effects are excluded from our Keff-matched
analysis, which therefore favors the adaptive strategies. Finally, the calibrated methods offer no
guarantee on the realized Keff: as Table 2 shows, measured Keff can deviate substantially from the
calibrated target.

Practical Recommendation The added benefit of the dynamic skipping methods rarely outweighs
the required calibration overhead and complexity. For a practical multimodal inference scenario,
statically reducing kvision to 1–2 and ktext to 6 for a model with eight active experts provides a strong
trade-off between quality (< 5% drop) and inference speed-up. For text-only models, the approach
is similar: reducing k to 6 provides a measurable inference speed-up with only a minor quality
loss. Going beyond this point becomes heavily model-dependent and should be validated with a
generative benchmark, as models tend to perform differently at those points.

To verify that this recommendation is not an artifact of the benchmarks used for its selection, we
apply the operating point unchanged to MVBench (Li et al., 2024b), a held-out video benchmark.
With kvision = 1 and ktext = 6, the model achieves an accuracy of 69.95 versus 71.40 for the full
model, a relative drop of 2.0% at a measured Keff of 1.19. As video sequences are dominated by
vision tokens, this represents an 85% reduction in active experts. This minimal quality loss, on a
workload and modality mix entirely outside the data used for calibration or selection, demonstrates
the transferability of our recommendation. We also evaluate a larger model, GLM-4.6V (GLM-V
Team et al., 2025), where the same operating point incurs an average drop of 4.2% (Appendix A.8).

Method design Our results further highlight a significant gap in existing research: across com-
pared methods as well as concurrent work such as ACE (Xu et al., 2026) comparisons lack a con-
sistent static-k control at matched measured compute and modality. When controlling for both,
methods fail to consistently outperform the baseline. We therefore recommend that every future
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method compares against a static control at matched (measured) Keff that also uses any structural
signal (e.g. modality) the method exploits.

6 CONCLUSION

Across three models as well as two held-out checks, none of the calibrated or learned skipping
methods consistently outperform a static reduction of k at matched measured Keff. The methods
add calibration and tuning overhead and their realized Keff can deviate from the calibrated target
(≥ 6× in our experiments). This holds for text-only and multimodal models alike. We recommend
static per-modality k as the default, and a static control at matched measured Keff as the baseline for
future methods.

AI USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative AI tools for implementing methods (including general coding assis-
tance) and providing feedback on research methodology. We have not used generative AI tools for
proposing or refining hypotheses, interpreting results, or developing theoretical models or concep-
tual frameworks. Generating synthetic datasets, formulating mathematical claims, providing critical
ingredients for proving mathematical claims, writing proofs, translation, cleaning and reformatting
datasets, and qualitative or thematic data analysis are not applicable to this work. Additionally, we
used generative AI tools for literature research, brainstorming and editing for readability. We have
reviewed all AI-assisted work. All LLM-generated code was reviewed by the authors and validated
against existing results from literature. We take responsibility for the final content of this work,
including text, claims or artifacts produced with the aid of generative AI.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 TAXONOMY

We provide the full decision rules in Table 3.

Table 3: Taxonomy of dynamic expert-skipping strategies, ordered by increasing signal complexity
over the standard router. For NAEE we use the cumulative top-k rule (App. A.2 of Lu et al. (2024));
for DiEP we generalize the official top-2 rule to top-k by comparing every selected expert against
the dominant one, with the pairwise CKA factor γ2 reimplemented from the paper (omitted in the
public release). For quantile-calibrated methods we sweep the calibration quantile rather than fixing
the paper’s median. Approximate calibration time was measured with the official releases (where
available) on Qwen3/Qwen3-VL on a single NVIDIA A100 80GB.

Method Criteria Decision Rule Calibration Tunable
Calib.

Time (h)

Softmax top-k
(baseline)

Gate weights Keep top-k (fixed) — k —

Per-modality
softmax top-k
(ours)

Gate weights top-ktext or top-kvision
by modality (fixed)

— kvision, ktext —

NAEE (Lu et al.,
2024)

Gate weights
(cumulative)

Keep top-i⋆, sorted
desc.:
i⋆ = min i s.t.∑

m>i wm ≤
β
∑k

m=1 wm

β: per-layer,
calibrated

β 0.5

DiEP (Bai et al.,
2025b)

Gate weights
+ inter-expert
CKA

Skip position i ≥ 1
if
wi <
γ1 γ2(e0, ei)w0

γ1: per-layer
quantile of
w1/w0 (swept);
γ2: pairwise
expert CKA over
layer mean

γ1 quantile,
γ2

0.5

MoDES (Huang
et al., 2026)

Gate prob. ×
global layer
importance
α(l)

Skip expert i if
α(l)πi < τ{t,v}

α(l): mean KL of
full-layer skip

τt, τv 20

Ada-K (Yue
et al., 2025)
(Allocator)

Token hidden
state (learned)

Allocator → k⋆;
route top-k⋆

Trained (PPO),
base frozen

alloc.
weights, λ

2.5

A.2 BENCHMARK DETAILS

We provide full details on the benchmarks conducted in Table 4.

A.3 CALIBRATION SENSITIVITY

All considered methods except the static baselines require calibration data. To establish the impact
of the calibration data choice, we compare two regimes on ARC-C and HellaSwag: best-case, cal-
ibrated on the benchmark’s own train split, and realistic, calibrated on a mixed corpus of English,
Chinese, code, and math built from C4 en and C4 zh (Raffel et al., 2023), open-web-math (Paster
et al., 2023), and python-codes-25k (flytech, 2023). The realistic regime simulates the calibration–
evaluation mismatch typical of actual deployments, while the best-case regime represents the most
favorable calibration setting.

Figure 7 highlights the impact of the calibration data. We select the middle point of the correspond-
ing threshold sweep and observe the change in quality between best-case and realistic calibration.
In some cases this best-case calibration does provide benefits compared to the realistic calibration.
However, these improvements are marginal and do not materially affect the performance relative to
the baseline. Further, we observe that the change in calibration set leads to substantial shifts in Keff
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Table 4: Overview of benchmarks with the corresponding calibration sets, evaluation metrics, and
test-set sizes. For each calibration set, 1024 samples were used. The Allocator used up to 10000
samples from the same set, limited by split size. “Mixed” refers to our diverse pretraining dataset
used for calibration. The multimodal strategies are calibrated on GQA following the MoDES proto-
col (Huang et al., 2026). Modality splits (text/vision token percentages) are approximated from 200
samples per dataset, tokenized with the Qwen3-VL processor, and reflect prefill only.

Benchmark Calibration Sets Metric Test Samples Split
(text/vision)

ARC-Challenge (Clark
et al., 2018)

ARC-C Train,
Mixed

acc norm 1172 —

HellaSwag (Zellers
et al., 2019)

HellaSwag Train,
Mixed

acc norm 10042 —

GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021)

GQA, Mixed strict-match 1319 —

HumanEval (Chen
et al., 2021)

Mixed pass@1 164 —

ChartQA (Masry et al.,
2022)

GQA (Hudson &
Manning, 2019)

relaxed accuracy 2500 9.0/91.0

TextVQA (Singh et al.,
2019)

GQA VQA accuracy 5000 2.4/97.6

MME (Fu et al., 2025) GQA total score (percep-
tion + cognition)

2374 3.4/96.6

DocVQA (Mathew
et al., 2021b)

GQA ANLS 5349 0.6/99.4

InfoVQA (Mathew
et al., 2021a)

GQA ANLS 2801 0.6/99.4

OCRBench (Liu et al.,
2024)

GQA accuracy 1000 15.7/84.3

at identical thresholds. NAEE, the best-performing dynamic skipping method in the practically rel-
evant regime, is also the most robust to the choice of calibration data, showing only minimal shifts
under best-case calibration. Preliminary experiments highlighted this as well: even a mismatched
calibration set (MATH only) led to very similar performance.

A.4 ALLOCATOR TRAINING

We provide the full set of training parameters for our Allocator in Table 5.

A.5 RUNTIME PERFORMANCE

To validate Keff as a proxy for inference performance, we measure end-to-end inference with stati-
cally constrained expert counts using vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023). This constitutes an upper bound on
the gains achievable by any strategy at a given Keff, as it excludes both routing-decision overhead and
raggedness in per-token expert allocation; the static top-k baseline attains this bound by construc-
tion. Standardized evaluation uses GuideLLM (Neural Magic, Inc., 2024) to benchmark Qwen3-
30B-A3B on a single NVIDIA A100 80GB GPU, in two scenarios: synchronous (batch size 1,
memory-bandwidth bound) and throughput (batch size 256, compute bound). We use GuideLLM’s
‘chat’ scenario to generate prompts. Figure 1 reports time-to-first-token (TTFT), inter-token latency
(ITL), and output throughput. Reducing Keff from 8 to 1 lowers TTFT and ITL by 18% in the syn-
chronous scenario and lowers TTFT by ∼ 30% and ITL by ∼ 25% in the throughput scenario, while
output throughput rises from 111 to 135 tokens/s (1.22×) and from ∼ 1.9k to ∼ 2.65k tokens/s
(1.39×), respectively. Notably, these gains are far below the 8× reduction in expert compute: even
under ideal static skipping, the end-to-end benefit is bounded well below proportionality, further
compressing the value of the marginal quality differences between skipping strategies. The MoE
blocks of the model only make up part of the overhead incurred; components such as attention, KV-
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Figure 7: Comparison of best-case and realistic calibration for Qwen3 and Gemma4 across ARC-C
and HellaSwag. We select the middle threshold/quantile/cost parameter of the realistic calibration
as our representative point. Error bars show the 95% Confidence Interval (CI) from lm-eval standard
errors. Any shift in Keff (as for example observed for MoDES) is due to the change in calibration
data alone. Panel annotations provide this shift in realized Keff, realistic → best-case. Even in a
best-case calibration scenario the dynamic skipping strategies do not consistently outperform the
baseline.
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Table 5: Training configuration for the learned allocator trained with the PPO objective (mixed
calibration). The same configuration is used for Qwen3-30B-A3B and Gemma4-26B-A4B; λ enters
the PPO loss, so each point of the cost-penalty sweep is a separately trained allocator.

Hyperparameter Value
Objective PPO
Sample-based evaluation enabled
Calibration dataset mixed
Calibration samples 10000
Max sequence length (tokens) 16384
Training steps 312
Micro-batch size 1
Gradient accumulation steps 32
Effective batch size 32
Sequence length (training) 2048
Learning rate 1× 10−3

Warmup fraction 0.05
Final LR fraction 0.1
KL temperature 1.0
Kmax multiplier 16
Validation set size 128
Validation interval (steps) 50
Random seed 1234567

PPO-specific
Discount factor γ 0.99
Clip range ϵ 0.2
PPO epochs 2
Entropy coefficient 0.0
Advantage whitening disabled

P-Warm warm-start
Policy warmup enabled
Warm-start steps 312 (full length)
p∗ search grid 18 points, linear in [0.1, 0.95]

Optimization (code defaults; not recorded per run)
Optimizer AdamW (ϵ = 10−6)
Weight decay 0.1
LR schedule cosine (warm-start), constant (PPO)
Warm-start learning rate 1× 10−3

Cost penalty sweep (λ) {0.0003, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.03, 0.08}

Cache traffic, and non-expert weights are not addressed by any skipping technique and still incur
computational costs.

A.6 DETAILED BENCHMARK RESULTS

To highlight the differences in performance we provide the detailed per-benchmark sweep results in
Figures 8 and 9. A number of differences can be observed in both the text and multimodal context.

Text-only In the text-only results, the performance characteristics for our generative benchmark
and the multiple-choice benchmarks differ. ARC-C and HellaSwag performance decays smoothly
towards the random selection floor, with all methods performing reasonably close to one another.
For GSM8K this changes dramatically: for both models, the drop towards zero score is apparent
and linked to dropping the number of experts beyond a certain point. Especially for Gemma4, no
strategy is able to retain reasonable performance once fewer than 3 experts remain active, and some
strategies already fail at 4. This is likely a combination of factors: first, we use strict-match for
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evaluation. This means that the model will score 0 when it fails to match the correct output format.
Second, MoDES in particular can reduce the number of experts to 0 for some tokens, potentially
breaking causal generation or reasoning. HumanEval performs similar to GSM8K.

Multimodal For multimodal evaluation the performance varies less across benchmarks with a
notable exception. The MME perception score shows limited drop even when vision tokens receive
zero experts, provided enough experts are allocated to the text tokens. This differs from the MME
cognition score, where the drop is more apparent and MoDES markedly outperforms the baseline
rather than simply matching it.

A.7 VALIDATING IMPLEMENTATIONS

Due to the incomplete nature of some of the code releases, we validate each method in the setting
reported by its original authors.

NAEE The NAEE code release only contains implementations for Mixtral 8x7B. To validate our
implementation, we aim to reproduce their domain-specific calibration and evaluation regime. We
calibrate Mixtral 8x7B (Jiang et al., 2024) on the MATH dataset (Hendrycks et al., 2021b) and
evaluate performance on 5-shot GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) using strict-match accuracy. We use
NAEE’s default q = 0.5 quantile (median) skip criterion, as described in their methodology. The
reported accuracy from the NAEE paper is 54.28 (Lu et al., 2024), which corresponds to a 7.4%
relative drop compared to the original 58.61. Our reimplementation achieved a baseline score of
58.52 and an expert skipping score of 55.42 (a 5.3% relative drop). This minor difference could be
attributable to a number of factors, including slight differences between the cumulative-rule from
the appendix and the two expert rule they describe in the paper. However, as the scores are very
close, we are confident our implementation does not disadvantage NAEE in the comparison.

DiEP Validation on DiEP was conducted on Mixtral 8x7B, evaluating the average accuracy across
MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021a), OpenBookQA (Mihaylov et al., 2018), BoolQ (Clark et al., 2019),
and RTE (Dagan et al., 2005). Calibration was done on the “mixed” set, as it has significant overlap
with the original C4 (Raffel et al., 2023) calibration data used in the DiEP paper (Bai et al., 2025b).
Since the complete skip configuration is not explicitly reported, we again use the q = 0.5 quantile
calibration that serves as their operating point elsewhere in the paper. Bai et al. (2025b) report an
average accuracy of 65.1 for the base model and 64.1 after skipping, a 1.6% relative drop; per-task
scores are reported for the base model only. As Table 6 shows, our measured baseline matches
theirs on every task when OpenBookQA is scored with unnormalized accuracy (65.6 vs. 65.1 on
average); the apparent baseline gap under our default reporting (68.6) stems entirely from using
length-normalized accuracy on OpenBookQA (49.0 vs. 37.2 unnormalized). Our reimplementation,
which includes the from-scratch CKA computation absent from the public release, yields a relative
drop of 2.6% in DiEP’s metric convention (65.6 → 64.0; 2.1% with length-normalized Open-
BookQA). The difference to the reported 1.6% is dominated by RTE (71.5 → 67.5), the smallest of
the four tasks (277 test examples, standard error ≈ 2.7 pp), and is therefore within evaluation noise;
the remaining tasks degrade by at most 1.4 points. We conclude that our implementation reproduces
the reported behavior closely.

MoDES For multimodal MoDES we use the original calibration method included with their code
release. As we reimplement the routing function, we validate it by comparing our results against the
reported values for TextVQA in Table 7. We use the same routing function for the text-only evalua-
tion, but deviate from the original calibration: we calibrate on the text datasets and conduct a sweep
across thresholds rather than using the frontier search described in the paper. Since the text-only
evaluation uses the identical routing function, validated above, and differs only in the calibration
procedure, we treat it as a faithful application of the method rather than a separate reproduction.

Ada-K No public implementation or model checkpoints were available for Ada-K as of writing.
As such, we reproduced its classifier architecture ourselves, which we refer to throughout as the
Allocator. We train it using the same PPO approach as the original Ada-K paper. Some variance is
nonetheless expected, due to the nature of reinforcement learning: its sensitivity to hyper-parameters
(Eimer et al., 2023) is itself part of the practical complexity we discuss in Section 5. To validate
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Figure 8: Comparison of model performance with different expert skipping strategies. Error bars
show the 95% confidence interval calculated based on the lm-eval standard error. For ARC-C and
HellaSwag the results are all relatively close, while for GSM8K and HumanEval we see a more clear
separation.

the performance of our Allocator, we ran Qwen1.5-MoE-A2.7B, trained the Allocator on our mixed
dataset, and evaluated on 25-shot ARC-C. Our Allocator achieved a score of 53.92 at Keff = 2.45,
very close to the reported 54.41 at a slightly higher Keff = 2.58, consistent with the slightly larger
expert budget.
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Table 6: Per-task validation of our DiEP reimplementation on Mixtral 8x7B. Bai et al. (2025b)
report per-task scores for the base model and only the aggregate after skipping (64.1). Our baseline
matches theirs on all tasks under their metric convention; the aggregate difference in our default
reporting is explained by length-normalized accuracy on OpenBookQA.

Task DiEP (Bai et al., 2025b) (base) Reimplementation
(Base)

Reimplementation
(skipping)

MMLU (acc) 67.9 68.0 67.0
OpenBookQA (acc) 35.4 37.2 35.8
OpenBookQA (acc norm) — 49.0 48.6
BoolQ (acc) 85.3 85.9 85.5
RTE (acc) 71.5 71.5 67.5

Average (OBQA acc) 65.1 65.6 64.0
Average (OBQA acc norm) — 68.6 67.1

Table 7: MoDES reproduction on TextVQA (exact-match accuracy), evaluated at the paper’s exact
calibration target ratios ρ. As both use identical thresholds, the comparison is at matched operating
points; our reimplementation reproduces the reported results within 0.6 points across the range.

Target ratio ρ MoDES (Huang et al., 2026) Reimplementation

0.60 81.82 81.68
0.73 81.65 81.38
0.85 80.97 80.38

A.8 SCALING TO LARGER MODELS

We also evaluate our recommendation on another (larger) model: GLM-4.6V (GLM-V Team et al.,
2025). It natively has k = 8 and 128 available experts. It also has a shared expert, differentiating it
from Qwen3-VL. We evaluate the operating point ktext = 6 and kvision = 1 and observe an average
drop of 4.2% compared to the original model across ChartQA, TextVQA and MME. Full results are
included in Table 8. As can be seen the drop is dominated by MME-Cognition.
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Table 8: Comparison of the full model (top-8) and modality-aware routing (ktext = 6, kvision = 1) on
GLM-4.6V. Mean active experts per token for the routed model is 1.18 across the benchmarks.

Benchmark Metric Baseline Routed ∆

TextVQA (val) Exact match (%) 83.57 82.16 −1.41
ChartQA Relaxed overall (%) 74.92 70.96 −3.96
ChartQA Relaxed human (%) 72.88 67.92 −4.96
ChartQA Relaxed augmented (%) 76.96 74.00 −2.96
MME Perception score 1714.0 1671.9 −42.1
MME Cognition score 671.8 579.3 −92.5
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Figure 9: Comparison of model performance with different expert skipping strategies. MME Cog-
nition Score is an outlier, where MoDES shows clear benefits compared to the other strategies. The
95% CI is provided for TextVQA and ChartQA based on the standard error reported by LMMS-
Eval. For MME this is not included due to the non-linear nature of the score.
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