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Abstract
Sparse mixture-of-experts (MoE) models expand parameter capacity by acti-
vating only a small subset of experts for each token. Expert selection directly
affects model capabilities under a fixed active-expert budget. However, dense
evaluation of all experts reveals weak agreement between single-router score
rankings and rankings from expert-utility evaluations, especially in middle
and deep layers. Obtaining richer signals for selection and computation entails
additional cost: selection based on internal expert activations requires prelim-
inary computation, while processing multiple full representations separately
through the same expert repeats its computation. We propose Multi-View
MoE to improve expert selection with multiple routers and further reuse their
preferences to modulate expert computation under a fixed expert budget. Its
Multi-Router submodule aggregates sigmoid scores from independently initial-
ized routers. These routers develop highly differentiated expert preferences
during training, allowing experts strongly favored by one router or jointly
supported by several routers to be selected. Multi-View further uses each se-
lected expert's relative scores across routers to mix learned latent views into its
input, reusing routing preferences for both selection and computation. Each
selected expert executes one forward pass, preserving the active-expert count,
expert FLOPs, and all-to-all communication volume. On a 24-layer 10B-A1B
model trained on 708B tokens, full Multi-View MoE improves the mean score
across nine downstream tasks by 1.18 percentage points over the baseline. Its
Multi-Router submodule alone yields a 0.6-percentage-point gain and improves
the rank correlation between router scores and evaluated expert utility, with
relative increases of 8.1% globally and approximately 58% in the layer with the
lowest single-router alignment. Controlled mixing interventions further show
that the model uses input differences that depend on both the expert and the
token.
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1 Introduction

Sparse mixture-of-experts (MoE) models expand
parameter capacity by activating a small subset of
experts for each token (Shazeer et al., 2017; Fe-
dus et al., 2021). This conditional computation
enables larger language models under a limited
active-computation budget. Routing scores deter-
mine which experts process each token and how
their outputs are combined. The resulting capabil-
ity depends on both expert selection and the com-
putation performed by the selected experts.

Traditional MoE uses a single routing head fol-
lowed by hard top-k selection. Dense evaluation of
all experts reveals limited agreement between the
router’s ranking and the ranking obtained from em-
pirical expert-utility evaluation, especially in mid-
dle and deep layers (Fig. 2). Unselected experts re-
ceive no direct task-loss gradient from that token,
so poor selections may become self-reinforcing.
This motivates assessing experts from multiple
scoring perspectives rather than relying on one
router.

Standard MoE uses routing scores to select ex-
perts and weight their outputs, but does not reuse
them to construct expert inputs. Load-balancing
methods regulate expert utilization (Wang et al.,
2024a), but do not themselves provide multiple as-
sessments of each expert. Activation-based rout-
ing such as AoE obtains expert-specific signals
through partial evaluations of all experts, using
low-rank factorizations to control the cost (Lv et al.,
2025). Evaluating multiple input representations
separately would also add expert computation. The
challenge is therefore to obtain multiple assess-
ments of experts and use routing preferences to
modulate their computation while preserving the
active-expert count, expert FLOPs, and communi-
cation volume.

We propose Multi-View MoE, a framework that
reuses router preferences to improve expert selec-
tion and modulate expert computation. Its Multi-
Router submodule combines multiple assessments
of a shared expert pool: independently initial-
ized sigmoid routing heads produce scores that are
summed before one top-k selection. These routers
develop highly differentiated preferences during
training. Their aggregation allows experts strongly
favored by one router or jointly supported by multi-
ple routers to be selected. This submodule retains
a shared expert input while enriching the informa-
tion used for selection.

Multi-View MoE
Hidden state

Learned views
View 1

View 2

Multi-Router · sigmoid
i j ℓ

Routing head 1 0.4 0.2 0.1
Routing head 2 0.1 0.3 0.15

Normalize across
routing heads per expert 1. Sum → top-k

2. Build expert-specific inputs

0.8 × View 1 + 0.2 × View 2

0.4 × View 1 + 0.6 × View 2

Selected experts

Expert i

Expert j

Illustration: equal totals, different inputs

Figure 1: Router-conditioned expert inputs in Multi-
View. Equal total scores can express different prefer-
ences across routing heads and yield different mixed in-
puts. In this illustrative k = 2 example, experts i and
j have score pairs (0.4, 0.1) and (0.2, 0.3), both sum-
ming to 0.5. Normalizing across routing heads for each
expert gives view proportions (0.8, 0.2) and (0.4, 0.6),
respectively. Routing heads and view projections read
the same hidden state; each selected expert runs once.
The balancing bias is set to zero. Shared experts, out-
put gating, and up-projection are omitted.

Multi-View further uses these differentiated
preferences to modulate each selected expert’s
computation. The summed score alone does not
retain the routers’ relative preferences: score vec-
tors (0.4, 0.1) and (0.2, 0.3) both sum to 0.5 but
express opposite preferences (Fig. 1). Each router
is paired with a learned latent projection, and each
selected expert’s raw sigmoid scores are normal-
ized across routers to blend the views into its in-
put before evaluation. The projections are shared
across experts, while the mixing proportions de-
pend on both the token and the expert. Mixing
takes place before dispatch, and each selected ex-
pert performs one forward computation, preserv-
ing the active-expert count, expert FLOPs, and all-
to-all communication volume.

On a 24-layer 10B-A1B model trained for 708B
tokens, the full Multi-View MoE improves the
nine-task downstream mean by 1.18 percentage
points over the baseline, reaching 34.25; its Multi-
Router submodule alone provides a 0.6-point gain.
Routing diagnostics show that this submodule im-
proves global score–utility rank correlation by a rel-
ative 8.1%, with a relative gain of approximately
58% in the layer with the lowest single-router
alignment (§4.4). Measurements show distinct ex-
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Figure 2: Agreement between single-router scores and empirical expert-utility evaluation on the 24-layer 10B-A1B
backbone. (a) Spearman correlation across training. The logarithmic training-step axis expands the early stage
and compresses later intervals to show early-training changes more clearly. (b) Layer-wise means over the 201
logged measurements used in the router comparison; shaded bands show ±1 standard deviation. Scores exclude
the load-balancing bias. Expert utility is evaluated using each expert’s output L2 norm, normalized by its mean
over sampled tokens (App. B.5).

pert inputs for the same token. At the final MoE
layer, permuting view-mixing proportions across
experts while fixing expert selection and output
gates raises held-out NLL by 0.01340 nats/token;
permutation across tokens for the same expert also
increases NLL (§4.3). These results show that the
trained model uses the correspondence between
mixing proportions, experts, and tokens.

Contributions.

• Multi-Router for improved expert ranking.
Dense evaluation of all experts reveals weak
agreement between single-router score rank-
ings and rankings from expert-utility eval-
uations, especially in middle and deep lay-
ers. Motivated by this observation, the Multi-
Router submodule aggregates sigmoid scores
from independently initialized routers. These
routers develop highly differentiated expert
preferences during training, and their aggre-
gated scores achieve closer agreement with
the evaluated utility rankings.

• Multi-View MoE at a fixed expert bud-
get. The framework couples its Multi-Router
selection submodule with router-conditioned
latent-view mixing. Mixing before dispatch
retains one forward computation per selected
expert, the active-expert count, expert FLOPs,
and all-to-all communication volume.

• Quantitative gains. On a 24-layer 10B-A1B
model trained for 708B tokens, full Multi-

View MoE improves the nine-task down-
stream mean by 1.18 percentage points over
the baseline; Multi-Router alone provides a
0.6-point gain. Multi-Router improves global
score–utility rank correlation by a relative
8.1%, with a relative gain of approximately
58% in the layer with the lowest single-router
alignment.

2 Related Work

Sparse MoE and expert specialization. Sparse
MoE layers route each token to a small subset
of experts and combine their outputs (Shazeer
et al., 2017). Token routing with a linear rout-
ing head and top-k selection remains common in
sparse MoE models (Cai et al., 2024; DeepSeek-
AI et al., 2024b; Jiang et al., 2024). Switch Trans-
former uses top-1 routing (Fedus et al., 2021). Re-
cent large language models also adopt MoE archi-
tectures (GLM-5-Team et al., 2026; Wang et al.,
2026a). Approaches such as fine-grained experts
with an always-active shared expert increase the
flexibility of expert specialization (Dai et al., 2024).
In these architectures, however, a discrete routing
decision determines the active experts, which pro-
cess a shared token representation.

Router design. Router design addresses rout-
ing quality, stability, and load balance through
methods including router z-loss (Zoph et al.,
2022), expert-choice routing (Zhou et al., 2022),
auxiliary-loss-free balancing (Wang et al., 2024a),
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mitigation of representation collapse (Chi et al.,
2022), and attention over experts (Wu et al., 2024a).
Expert assignments can fluctuate during training,
motivating methods for more stable routing (Dai
et al., 2022; Nguyen et al., 2025). Router Upcy-
cling initializes query projections and expert keys
from preceding attention layers for dense-to-MoE
upcycling, then sums query–key matching scores
across routers before softmax selection (Ran et al.,
2025). MoR uses a learnable main router to weight
sub-router outputs in LoRA expert mixtures for
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (Zhang et al., 2025).
Our Multi-Router submodule sums scores from
separately parameterized sigmoid routing heads
during pretraining. Multi-View further uses each
expert’s relative scores across routing heads to con-
struct its input.

Multi-representation and latent-space MoE.
A separate line of work changes the representa-
tions processed by experts. LatentMoE computes
router scores from the full hidden state and eval-
uates experts in a low-dimensional latent space
(Elango et al., 2026). Stable LatentMoE modi-
fies this design for training stability while retain-
ing a single down-projection (Kimi Team et al.,
2026). We build on this shared-projection archi-
tecture. MoLAE factorizes expert weights into
shared latent mappings, optionally within expert
groups, and expert-specific transformations (Liu
et al., 2025b). AoE removes the separate router:
experts are ranked by the L2 norms of their low-
dimensional internal activations, and only selected
experts continue computation; low-rank factoriza-
tion reduces the cost of this initial evaluation (Lv
et al., 2025). MH-MoE splits projected tokens into
sub-tokens that share a router and expert pool (Wu
et al., 2024b; Huang et al., 2024). Multi-Head La-
tentMoE instead assigns each sub-token an inde-
pendent MoE module with its own router and ex-
perts (Cui et al., 2026); SliceMoE also explores to-
ken slicing (Vejendla, 2025). MoH applies shared
and routed components to attention heads rather
than to the FFN (Jin et al., 2024).

Multi-View MoE uses K projections of the full
hidden state as a shared basis. For each selected
expert, raw scores are normalized across routers to
determine a token- and expert-dependent mixture
before expert computation. The number of projec-
tions depends on K, rather than on the number of
experts, and expert parameters are shared across
views. This changes the representation each ex-

pert receives. Prior analyses relate hidden-state
geometry to expert-usage patterns (Wang et al.,
2026b). Multi-Router retains the shared latent in-
put of LatentMoE while aggregating multiple rout-
ing heads; Multi-View further reuses their prefer-
ences to modulate expert inputs.

3 Method
3.1 Preliminaries and framework overview
We study autoregressive language modeling and
modify the routing and expert-input interface of a
latent-space MoE backbone (Elango et al., 2026).
The router reads the hidden state h ∈ RD and se-
lects k of N routed experts. A down-projection
P ∈ Rd×D supplies the shared input z = Ph.
Each expert maps Rd to Rd. With selected set S
and output gates gi, the latent expert aggregation
is

y =
∑
i∈S

giEi(z). (1)

The backbone up-projects this aggregation to di-
mension D and combines it with the always-active
shared-expert output.

Multi-View retains the shared expert pool and
|S| = k, while reusing the preferences of individ-
ual routing heads for both selection and input con-
struction. Its Multi-Router submodule aggregates
scores; for each selected expert, scores normalized
across routers mix latent views before one expert
evaluation. Figure 3 shows the computation.

3.2 Multi-Router: score aggregation before
selection

Multi-Router uses R routing heads {w(r)}, w(r) ∈
RD×N , to score the shared expert pool from the
full hidden state h. Each routing head’s output
passes through a sigmoid, and the resulting scores
are summed before top-k selection:

s̄i =
R∑

r=1

σ
(
w

(r)⊤
i h

)
,

S = TopKk(s̄+ b).

(2)

Here b ∈ RN is the backbone’s expert-balancing
bias, added only for selection. Output gates nor-
malize the uncorrected score sums over the se-
lected experts and apply the backbone’s routed-
output scale:

gi = αi
s̄i∑
j∈S s̄j

, i ∈ S. (3)
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For each selected expert
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projection 1
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projection 2

Hidden state

Each selected expert runs once
on its mixed input.

Router / scores View 1 View 2 Shared expert Routed expert Data flow Scores / weights / indices

Figure 3: Comparison of latent-space MoE architectures. Top: (a) LatentMoE uses a router and a shared latent
input; (b) Multi-Router sums scores from separately parameterized sigmoid routing heads for top-k selection while
retaining the shared input; (c) Multi-View adds distinct down-projections and expert-specific view mixing. Bottom:
expansion of the boxed routed path in (c), with matching colors and numbered markers. Balancing bias b is added
to summed scores only for selection. Output gates gi follow Eq. 3. For each selected expert, raw sigmoid scores
are normalized across routers to form view proportions am,i, whose sum is one. Each selected expert processes
its mixed input once. The aggregated representation y is up-projected and combined with the shared-expert output
shown above. K = 2 views and selected experts i, j are illustrative; k is the number of active experts out of N .
Bars depict example routing scores. Normalization modules and residual paths are omitted for clarity.

Here αi is the backbone’s learnable scalar for ex-
pert i; it scales the expert output, not the view mix-
ture.

Routing heads are initialized with distinct seeds
to break symmetry, without a diversity penalty. We
use R = 2 by default. In Multi-View (§3.3), each
router is paired with one view, so R = K and the
two symbols refer to the same count.

Summation after the sigmoid preserves the
routing heads as distinct nonlinear scoring func-
tions. Summing logits before the sigmoid instead
gives a single linear scorer, since

∑
r w

(r)⊤
i h =

(
∑

r w
(r)
i )⊤h. Post-sigmoid summation lets a

strong score from one routing head or support
across routing heads affect the shared ranking and
supplies the relative contributions used for input
mixing. Alternatives and their properties appear in
Apps. A.3–A.5, with training comparisons in §4.5.

3.3 Multi-View: router-conditioned expert
inputs

Multi-View pairs R routing heads with K latent
views in a one-to-one correspondence, so R = K.
Selection and output gating follow the summed-
score rules of Multi-Router, while each selected
expert’s scores normalized across routers construct
its input v̂i =

∑
m am,iv

(m). Views are fused
before expert evaluation, and each selected expert
runs once. This parameterization avoids evaluat-
ing experts separately for each view; for nonlinear
Ei, it is generally not equivalent to mixing outputs
after separate evaluations:

Ei

(∑
m

am,iv
(m)

)
̸=

∑
m

am,iEi(v
(m)).

Views. We form K latent views v(m) = Pmh ∈
Rd, with each Pm ∈ Rd×D matching the shape
of the backbone down-projection. View 1 uses
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the backbone’s projection P ; the remaining K−1
views use independently initialized perturbations,
as described below. Each view projects the full
hidden state rather than a subset of its channels.
Expert architectures and input dimensions are un-
changed.

Routing, mixing, and gating. All R routing
heads read h. Routing head m produces sm,i =

σ(w
(m)⊤
i h) for every expert i, and these scores de-

termine three operations. (i) Selection: sum across
routers, s̄i =

∑
m sm,i, add the balancing bias, and

take one top-k, S = TopKk(s̄ + b), as in Multi-
Router. (ii) View mixing: for each selected expert
i, normalize its raw sigmoid scores across the R
routing heads:

am,i =
sm,i∑R
n=1 sn,i

,

K∑
m=1

am,i = 1, i ∈ S.

(4)
These proportions form the convex mixture v̂i =∑

m am,iv
(m). Neither the balancing bias nor the

routed-output scale enters this mixture. (iii) Out-
put gating: use gi from Eq. 3 to combine the se-
lected experts’ outputs. Thus, output gating nor-
malizes summed scores over experts, whereas in-
put mixing normalizes each expert’s scores across
routers. The resulting expert aggregation is

y =
∑
i∈S

giEi

(∑
m

am,i v
(m)

)
. (5)

Equivalently, the input uses a token- and expert-
dependent effective projection,

Peff,i(h) =
∑
m

am,i(h)Pm, v̂i = Peff,i(h)h.

The projection basis {Pm} is shared across experts;
only its mixing coefficients depend on h and i. The
implementation mixes the projected vectors, rather
than materializing a separate matrixPeff,i for every
token–expert pair.

Normalizing each expert’s scores across routers
to derive the mixing weights requires no additional
mixing network and makes view m’s contribution
to expert i’s input depend on the corresponding
routing preference. Algorithm 1 gives the forward
pass. Learned mixing weights and gradient cou-
pling are evaluated in the corresponding ablation
configurations in Section 4.5.

Expert-dependent mixing weights. The index
i in am,i allows input modulation to vary across

Algorithm 1 Multi-View routed-expert branch for-
ward pass

Require: hidden state h; projections {Pm}Km=1;
routing heads {w(m)}Rm=1; experts {Ei}Ni=1;
active count k; balancing bias b; routed-output
scales {αi}Ni=1

1: v(m) ← Pmh for m = 1, . . . ,K ▷ K latent
views

2: sm,i ← σ(w
(m)⊤
i h) ▷ per-router scores on

full h
3: s̄i ←

∑
m sm,i ▷ summed score per expert

4: S ← TopKk(s̄+ b) ▷ bias only for selection
5: for i ∈ S do
6: am,i ← sm,i/

∑R
n=1 sn,i ▷ normalize

across routers
7: v̂i ←

∑
m am,i v

(m) ▷ per-expert view
blend

8: gi ← αis̄i/
∑

j∈S s̄j ▷ output gate, Eq. 3
9: end for

10: return y =
∑

i∈S giEi(v̂i)

experts. If all selected experts for the same
token share am,i = am(h), they receive the
same input

(∑
m am(h)Pm

)
h. This remains

token-conditioned modulation, but no longer dis-
tinguishes different experts for that token. If the
weights are further fixed to constants, such as
am = 1/K, the mixture can be absorbed into a
fixed projection. Multi-View derives am,i from the
raw scores for expert i, normalized across the R
routing heads, making modulation depend on both
the token and the expert (App. A.10).

Initialization. To introduce the additional pro-
jections gradually, we retain the backbone down-
projection for view 1 and parameterize the others
as ramped perturbations, v(m) = Ph+γ(t)∆Pmh,
with γ increasing from 0 to 1 early in training. At
t = 0, all view projections equal the backbone pro-
jection; after the ramp, the view projections are un-
constrained. The expert inputs are weighted com-
binations of these views. This procedure can also
initialize the views from an existing checkpoint
(App. A.9).

Shared expert parameters. All views use one
expert pool, so expert parameters are not dupli-
cated or partitioned across views. Each selected
expert processes one mixed input, and gradients
propagate through every view with nonzero mix-
ing weight. Multi-Router uses the shared input

6
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z = Ph for all selected experts; Multi-View adds
input modulation through the router-derived coef-
ficients (App. A.10).

4 Experiments
4.1 Setup
We compare the latent-space MoE baseline, Multi-
Router, and score-derived Multi-View on a 24-
layer 10B-A1B backbone with top-8 routing and
one always-active shared expert (Elango et al.,
2026). The three configurations share the training
data, token budget, backbone, and optimization set-
tings (App. B.2). Downstream evaluation uses the
708B-token checkpoints on nine tasks (protocol in
App. B.4). We use R for the number of routing
heads and K for the number of views. The main
method Multi-View(K) pairs them one to one, so
R = K; Multi-Router(R) uses R routing heads
with a shared expert input.

Training ablations examine router aggregation,
learned input-mixing weights, and view-fed scor-
ing. Their losses are averaged over a ±1% token
window around a common ablation checkpoint. A
pair of near-matched runs differs after smoothing
by at most 1.2×10−3, with a mean absolute differ-
ence of 7× 10−4. Architecture, optimization, and
comparison settings are detailed in App. B.3.

4.2 Downstream performance
Table 1 compares all three configurations at the
same training budget. The nine-task means are
33.07 for the baseline, 33.69 for Multi-Router, and
34.25 for Multi-View. Multi-View improves the
mean by 1.18 percentage points over the base-
line and by 0.56 over Multi-Router. Gains over
Multi-Router reach 2.74 points on GPQA and 2.03
on MMLU-Redux; CMMLU and MMLU improve
by 1.43 and 1.17 points, respectively. These re-
sults indicate an aggregate benefit from extend-
ing selection with multiple routing heads to router-
conditioned expert computation.

Training convergence. Figure 4 compares
the three configurations through the 708B-token
checkpoint used for downstream evaluation. Over
the final 1,000 steps, the mean losses are 2.25621
for the baseline, 2.25047 for Multi-Router, and
2.24883 for Multi-View. Multi-Router reduces
loss by 5.74 × 10−3 relative to the baseline,
and Multi-View increases this reduction to
7.38 × 10−3. Multi-View’s lower loss in late
training is consistent with its downstream gains.

4.3 Router preferences shape expert
computation

We probe the score-derived Multi-View check-
point used for downstream evaluation at 708B to-
kens. The analysis covers all 24 MoE layers on
256 held-out sequences of 4096 tokens. It exam-
ines expert-specific inputs and whether the trained
model uses the correspondence between mixing
proportions, experts, and tokens.

From preferences to distinct expert inputs.
The two routing heads have markedly different
rankings: across layers, their top-8 Jaccard index
averages 0.145 and their top-1 agreement averages
11.2%. For each token, the probe exports the actual
view-1 mixing proportion r1,i = a1,i and mixed
input of each of its eight selected experts. We
compare all 28 pairs of these experts: Dr is their
mean absolute proportion difference, and Dv is
their mean input distance divided by their mean in-
put norm (App. B.6). Both are zero when all eight
experts receive the same proportions or inputs, re-
spectively. Fig. 5(a) summarizes these within-
token differences across tokens at each layer. The
layer-wise medians are 0.27–0.46 forDr and 0.42–
0.58 for Dv. The selected experts therefore receive
distinct inputs according to their view preferences.

The trained model uses the correspondence.
At the final MoE layer, we hold the selected ex-
perts S and their output gates gi fixed to nu-
merical precision and intervene only on the view-
mixing proportions. For a replacement propor-
tion r′1,i, the two dispatcher channels are rebuilt
as (gir

′
1,i, gi(1 − r′1,i)), preserving their sum gi.

Permuting the view proportions among the se-
lected experts of the same token raises NLL by
0.01340 nats/token (95% sequence-bootstrap CI:
[0.01256, 0.01435]). Using uniform mixing pro-
portions (1/2, 1/2) raises NLL by 0.00662; per-
muting proportions across tokens for the same ex-
pert raises it by 0.00223. The respective CIs are
[0.00620, 0.00709] and [0.00205, 0.00241]. Ex-
pert permutation increases sequence-average NLL
for all 256 sequences. These interventions show
that the trained checkpoint uses the correspon-
dence between mixing proportions, experts, and to-
kens. Expert permutation produces the largest in-
crease among these three interventions.

Both views contribute across depth. Applying
the view 1-only or view 2-only proportions at the
final layer increases NLL by 0.01881 and 0.02042

7
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Exams Knowledge Science Reasoning

Method CMMLU MMLU Redux Pro Avg. HotpotQA SimpleQA PreciseWiki Avg. GPQA BBH Overall

Baseline (LatentMoE) 53.71 57.48 59.03 27.28 49.38 22.00 3.35 8.64 11.33 30.00 36.10 33.07
Multi-Router (R=2) 53.77 57.50 58.90 27.71 49.47 22.13 3.85 9.16 11.71 32.86 37.31 33.69
Multi-View (K=2) 55.20 58.67 60.93 27.12 50.48 22.54 3.41 9.02 11.66 35.60 35.76 34.25
∆ (MV − Baseline) +1.49 +1.19 +1.90 −0.16 +1.10 +0.54 +0.06 +0.38 +0.33 +5.60 −0.34 +1.18

Table 1: Downstream scores (%) at 708B training tokens. Baseline: latent-space MoE; MR: Multi-Router (R = 2);
MV: score-derived Multi-View (K = R = 2; Eq. 5). Tasks are grouped into exams, knowledge, science, and
reasoning. Avg. is the unweighted within-group mean; Overall is the unweighted mean across all nine tasks. Bold
marks the highest displayed score in each column. The final row reports MV minus Baseline in percentage points.
Prompt and scoring protocols appear in App. B.4.
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Figure 4: Training loss of the baseline, Multi-Router, and Multi-View on 10B-A1B through 708B tokens. (a)
Loss difference from the baseline; the inset shows the full loss trajectories. (b) Magnification of the blue-bordered
window in (a), covering 50–230B tokens. (c) Magnification of the purple-bordered window in the full-loss inset,
showing absolute loss over 620–708B tokens. All curves use the same causal exponential moving average (EMA),
with a 2,000-step span (α = 2/2001), initialized at the first observation. The final losses reported in the text average
the last 1,000 unsmoothed steps.

nats/token, respectively. The trained checkpoint
therefore uses both view branches. A separate 80-
sequence scan perturbs one layer at a time: expert
permutation and uniform mixing increase NLL,
with pointwise 95% CIs above zero at all 24 layers.
Only the intervened layer’s selections and output
gates are fixed; subsequent routing is recomputed,
so these are total effects including downstream re-
sponses. Additional preference, single-view, and
token-group analyses appear in App. B.6.

4.4 Alignment of router scores and expert
outputs

We compare the baseline and Multi-Router using
the normalized expert-output norm. For each sam-
pled token, all 256 experts process its latent in-
put; each output’s L2 norm is divided by that ex-
pert’s mean norm over the sampled tokens. Spear-

Method Spearman ρ

Single router 0.1245
Multi-Router 0.1346

Table 2: Global alignment between pre-bias router
scores and normalized expert-output norms, averaged
over 201 matched logged measurements. Multi-Router
improves rank correlation by a relative 8.1%. Defini-
tions appear in App. B.5.

man correlation measures agreement between the
resulting expert ranking and the router scores be-
fore balancing bias (App. B.5). Related work also
examines routing quality through expert-pathway
optimization, routing-weight analysis, and expert-
importance measurements (Li et al., 2025a,b,c;
Chen et al., 2026).

Table 2 reports an 8.1% relative improvement in
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global rank correlation across 24 MoE layers, from
0.1245 to 0.1346. Figure 6 shows the training tra-
jectories and layer-wise comparison, with gains in
17 of 24 layers. The largest relative gain occurs
at layer 20, where correlation rises from 0.0625 to
0.0986 (57.7%); layer 7 shows the largest absolute
gain, from 0.0982 to 0.1388. These measurements
show that aggregating differentiated routing heads
improves alignment between router scores and nor-
malized expert outputs, complementing the down-
stream and training-loss gains of Multi-Router.

4.5 Training ablations
Fusion position and routing heads. Multi-
Router reduces loss by 4.5 × 10−3 with two rout-
ing heads and 5.1× 10−3 with three routing heads
(Table 3). The additional reduction of 0.6 × 10−3

is smaller than the observed run-pair difference
of 1.2 × 10−3. We use two routing heads by
default. Fusion position determines whether the
routing heads contribute distinct scoring functions:
summing logits before sigmoid collapses them into
one linear scorer (§3.2), whereas applying sigmoid
to each routing head before summation preserves
their nonlinear contributions. The latter distin-
guishes equal-mean logits with different distribu-

tions across routing heads.

Fusion operators and routing-head contribu-
tions. Different fusion rules determine how the
scoring views contribute to expert selection. Max-
imum fusion retains only the strongest score,
whereas products and geometric means emphasize
joint support. Summation accumulates bounded
contributions from all routing heads, allowing ei-
ther a strong response from one routing head or
support across routing heads to increase the ag-
gregate. All evaluated fusion variants reduce loss
by 3.3–4.5 × 10−3 (Fig. 7). The operator gaps
lie within the observed run-pair difference. Be-
yond selection, Multi-View normalizes each se-
lected expert’s raw scores across routing heads
to construct input-mixing proportions (§3.3), con-
necting selection with multiple routing heads to
router-conditioned expert computation.

Learned input mixing. Table 4 compares three
learned per-expert mixing parameterizations: sym-
metric initialization at 0.5, asymmetric initializa-
tion, and two independent gates. They reduce
loss by 4.4–5.0 × 10−3 relative to the baseline
while retaining the same active-expert budget. The
main Multi-View method instead derives mixing
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Figure 6: Router-score alignment with normalized expert-output norms. (a) Global Spearman correlation over train-
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one-standard-deviation bands over 201 matched logged measurements; metric and aggregation definitions appear
in App. B.5. (c) Correlation changes across all 24 layers. Multi-Router improves global correlation by a relative
8.1%, with the largest relative layer-wise gain of 57.7% at layer 20.

Method ∆ loss vs. baseline (↓)

Single router (baseline; loss 2.3825) 0.0000
Multi-Router (R=2, sigmoid-sum) −0.0045
Multi-Router (R=3) −0.0051

Fusion position (R=2)
Logit-sum collapses to one router
Probability-normalized sum −0.0037

Fusion operator (post-sigmoid, R=2)
Max max(s1, s2) −0.0037
Max to select, sum to gate −0.0036
Geometric mean √

s1s2 −0.0037
Product s1s2 −0.0034
Sum +λs1s2 (agreement) −0.0037
Sum −λ|s1−s2| (disagreement) −0.0033

Observed run-pair difference ±0.0012

Table 3: Multi-Router training ablations on 10B-A1B.
Loss differences use the single-router baseline and a
±1% token window around the common ablation check-
point. All post-sigmoid aggregation operators reduce
loss; the final row reports the observed run-pair differ-
ence.

weights directly from router scores, reusing the
selection signal without an additional mixing net-
work.

Gradient coupling in view-fed scoring. A sepa-
rate ablation feeds the views into both the scoring
and expert-computation paths. Stopping the gradi-
ent from mixing weights to views changes the loss
difference from −0.0024 to +0.0090, an increase
of 0.0114. The forward weight values at fixed pa-
rameters are preserved, isolating the benefit of this
gradient path within the view-fed configuration.

Variant (K=2) ∆ loss vs. baseline (↓)

Multi-Router (R=2) −0.0045

Learned per-expert view weights
Decoupled gate, init 0.5 −0.0048
Decoupled gate, asym. init −0.0050
Two independent gates −0.0044

Coupling between scoring and views
Coupled (gradient flows to views) −0.0024
Detached (gradient stopped) +0.0090

Observed run-pair difference ±0.0012

Table 4: Input-mixing training ablations on 10B-A1B.
The learned-weight variants use per-expert mixing pa-
rameters. In the view-fed coupling pair, both scoring
and expert computation read the views; stopping the
weight-to-view gradient increases loss by 0.0114 while
preserving forward weights at fixed parameters.

4.6 Parameter and computational efficiency

Parameter overhead. For the 24-layer 10B-
A1B backbone with two routing heads, the Multi-
Router submodule adds approximately 0.06% pa-
rameters. Multi-View adds one latent-view projec-
tion per layer, contributing a further 0.13%, for a
total increase of approximately 0.19%.

Expert computation and communication.
Each selected expert processes one mixed input,
preserving the active-expert count and activated
expert FLOPs. Input mixing takes place on the
source device before dispatch; each token still
sends k vectors of dimension d, preserving all-
to-all communication volume. Additional work
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comes from routing, projection, and input mixing;
for fixed K, the extra scoring and projection cost
scales as D(d + N). Appendix A.6 gives the
parameter and operation counts, together with
same-cluster throughput measurements for the
router and view-fed ablation configurations.

5 Conclusion
Multi-View MoE reuses routing preferences to im-
prove expert selection and shape expert compu-
tation. Motivated by weak agreement between
single-router rankings and empirical expert-utility
rankings, its Multi-Router submodule combines
independently initialized routing heads that learn
highly differentiated preferences. Routing diag-
nostics show relative rank-correlation gains of
8.1% globally and approximately 58% in the layer
with the lowest single-router alignment. Multi-
View further uses each selected expert’s relative
scores across routing heads to blend latent views
into its input before dispatch. Each selected ex-
pert runs once, preserving the active-expert count,
expert FLOPs, and all-to-all communication vol-
ume. On a 24-layer 10B-A1B model trained for
708B tokens, full Multi-View MoE improves the
nine-task downstream mean by 1.18 percentage
points over the baseline; its Multi-Router submod-
ule alone provides a 0.6-point gain. Controlled
mixing interventions show that the model makes
effective use of expert- and token-dependent input
differences. These findings establish routing pref-
erences as a signal for both selecting experts and
shaping how they process each token.

Limitations
The experiments use a 24-layer 10B-A1B back-
bone with a shared training seed and evaluate nine
downstream tasks at the 708B-token checkpoint.
The controlled interventions measure the trained
model’s use of view mixing at that checkpoint.
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A Extended Method Discussion

This appendix provides supporting analyses for
the main-text method. Algorithm 1 in §3.3 gives
the forward pass of the Multi-View routed-expert
branch.

A.1 LatentMoE as the backbone
Because the experts operate in latent space, replac-
ing a selected expert’s input z with a view v(m)

leaves its architecture, width, and hyperparame-
ters unchanged. The existing expert blocks can
therefore be reused without increasing expert ca-
pacity. Latent-space designs have also been stud-
ied in other MoE architectures (Elango et al., 2026;
Liu et al., 2025b).

A.2 Contextual representations and expert
inputs

Attention produces a contextual representation h,
but the baseline MoE still evaluates all k selected
experts at the same projected input z = Ph.
The attention representation and the expert inputs
are separate architectural choices: multiple projec-
tions can give the selected experts different inputs
derived from the same h. We use the term view for
this learned latent projection or the resulting expert
input.

A.3 Choice of fusion position
We consider three positions for combiningR router
scores. (1) Before the nonlinearity (logit sum):∑

r w
(r)⊤
i h = (

∑
r w

(r)
i )⊤h is equivalent to a sin-

gle scorer with weights
∑

r w
(r)
i (§3.2). (2) After

the sigmoid (ours): each router first applies its own
nonlinearity, after which the resulting scores are
combined. (3) After normalization into probabil-
ities: each router’s scores are normalized before
summation, removing differences in their overall
scale. Table 3 reports the corresponding training
comparisons.

A.4 Choice of fusion operator
For post-sigmoid fusion, different aggregation op-
erators emphasize different score patterns. Let
sm ∈ (0, 1) denote one router’s score for an expert.
An additive operator,

∑
m sm, allows a high score

from one router to increase the aggregate even
when other scores are low. Multiplicative opera-
tors,

∏
m sm and the geometric mean (

∏
m sm)1/R,

suppress an expert when any router assigns it a

near-zero score. We also consider additive opera-
tors with an agreement term,

∑
m sm + λ

∏
m sm,

or a disagreement penalty,
∑

m sm − λ |s1 − s2|;
both reduce to summation at λ = 0.

Summation has two useful properties, with
empirical comparisons in Table 3 and Fig. 7.
First, multiplicative aggregation is sensitive to low
scores: one near-zero score can suppress an expert
regardless of the other routers’ scores. Summa-
tion does not impose this requirement for agree-
ment. Second, with s̄i =

∑
m sm,i, the expert’s

output gate in Eq. 3 can be decomposed into per-
router contributions, gi =

∑
m αism,i/

∑
j∈S s̄j .

A product does not have this additive decomposi-
tion, and its scale depends on R. The same raw sig-
moid scores also supply the input-mixing weights
in §3.3: for each selected expert, its scores are nor-
malized across routers, am,i = sm,i/

∑
n sn,i, so

that
∑

m am,i = 1.
We also evaluate a variant that selects experts

using maxm sm,i and gates their outputs using∑
m sm,i. Selection therefore depends on an ex-

pert’s highest router score, while the output weight
uses scores from all routers. This separates the
effects of score aggregation on selection and gat-
ing. Conceptually, it corresponds to choosing one
router at the selection stage, analogous to choosing
one view for an expert’s input in a hard single-view
variant. Table 4 separately reports the evaluated
view-mixing variants.

A.5 Aggregation before selection
The layer aggregates all router scores before a sin-
gle top-k selection. Every router scores the full ex-
pert set {1, . . . , N}, and the number of activated
experts remains k, independent of the number R
of routers or K of views. All routing heads con-
tribute to one shared ranking over the full expert
pool.

An alternative is to distribute a fixed budget of k
selections adaptively among routers. Although this
preserves the total budget, each router still ranks
experts independently and selects only up to its as-
signed quota. An expert may therefore be excluded
from each local selection even if its aggregate score
would place it in the global top-k. We instead ag-
gregate the scores and perform one selection with
a fixed total of k experts.

A.6 Cost accounting in detail
Let L be the number of MoE layers. The hidden
dimension isD, the latent dimension is d, and there
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Variant Expert FLOPs Throughput

Multi-Router (R = 2) 1.00× 17,375
Geometric mean 1.00× 17,424
Product 1.00× 17,564
Coupled views 1.00× 16,449
Detached views 1.00× 16,908

Table 5: Same-cluster throughput in tokens/s/card for
the listed 10B-A1B ablation configurations. Cou-
pled and detached variants use view-fed scoring. Ex-
pert FLOPs are normalized to the backbone. Main-
framework parameter counts are given in Eq. 6.

are N routed experts with k active per token. For
the main configuration with R = K, each layer
adds K − 1 projections of shape d×D and R− 1
routing heads of shape D ×N . Thus,

∆θlayer = (K − 1)D(d+N),

∆θmodel = L∆θlayer.
(6)

With L = 24, K = 2, D = 1024, d = 512, and
N = 256, Multi-View adds 786,432 parameters
per layer and 18,874,368 in total, approximately
0.19% of the 10B-parameter backbone. Multi-
Router adds only the routing heads: 262,144 pa-
rameters per layer and 6,291,456 in total, approxi-
mately 0.06%.

The expert path still evaluates k unchanged ex-
perts on d-dimensional inputs. For each token and
layer, the additional projections and scoring matri-
ces require (K−1)D(d+N)multiply–accumulate
operations (MACs). Counting one MAC as two
FLOPs, and a direct mixture as K multiplications
and K − 1 additions per coordinate, the additional
forward cost for K ≥ 2 is approximately

∆Fforward ≃ 2(K − 1)D(d+N)

+ kd(2K − 1).
(7)

The estimate covers scoring and projection ma-
trix multiplications and input blending per token
and layer. Expert-block FLOPs are unchanged.
The implementation still dispatches k vectors of di-
mension d per token, preserving all-to-all volume
(App. A.7).

Table 5 reports throughput for scoring-only and
coupled/detached view-fed variants on one cluster.

A.7 Implementation
Standard MoE implementations permute tokens
before all-to-all communication, copying each to-
ken’s latent vector once per selected expert into

a buffer organized by expert. Multi-View instead
constructs the d-dimensional mixed input v̂i =∑

m am,iv
(m) for each selected (token, expert) pair

on the token’s device before dispatch. For T to-
kens, the implementation flattens the T × k token–
expert slots, each with one selected expert as its
destination. Each token still dispatches k vectors of
dimension d, so the all-to-all volume is unchanged.
Dispatching all K views and combining them on
the expert’s device would instead multiply that vol-
ume by K. The return all-to-all communication,
inverse permutation, and gated sum of expert out-
puts are unchanged.

Because selection uses no per-view quota, load
balancing is applied once over the N experts using
the backbone’s existing scheme. No auxiliary loss
is added for the views.

The expert bias is added after summing the
routing-head scores and is used only by top-k selec-
tion, S = TopKk(s̄+b); it enters neither the input-
mixing weights nor the output gates. The output
gates follow Eq. 3: the uncorrected s̄i are normal-
ized over the selected set and then multiplied by the
backbone’s per-expert output scale. For input mix-
ing, Eq. 4 normalizes each selected expert’s raw
sigmoid scores across routers, and the resulting co-
efficients directly form v̂i =

∑
m am,iv

(m). The
input-ratio computation uses ϵ = 10−9 for numeri-
cal stability, omitted from the mathematical formu-
las. At fixed parameters, replacing the score sum
by its mean and scaling b by 1/R preserves selec-
tion, output gates, and view weights. To maintain
the bias correspondence during training, its initial-
ization and update increments must also be scaled
by 1/R. In Multi-Router, repeating one routing
head R times and multiplying its balancing bias by
R preserves the forward computation with a single
routing head.

Execution-path verification. For the check-
point probes, we verify the expert IDs, output gates,
and mixing weights received by the dispatcher.
Appendix B.6 reports these execution checks and
identity-replay errors.

A.8 Interaction with other components
Multi-View modifies the MoE down-projection,
router, and permutation step. Attention, includ-
ing multi-head latent attention (MLA) (DeepSeek-
AI et al., 2024a), is unchanged, as is the KV
cache. Hyper-connections and their manifold-
constrained variant mHC use multiple residual
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streams with learned mixing between sublayers
(Zhu et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2025). Multi-View
accepts the resulting sublayer input h and returns
a D-dimensional output, so these designs are ar-
chitecturally compatible. Multi-token prediction
(MTP) (DeepSeek-AI et al., 2024b) adds predic-
tion modules and a loss term, while Multi-View
leaves the training objective unchanged. In our
configuration, the MTP module uses a dense FFN
and is not modified. The method is also com-
patible in design with fine-grained and shared ex-
perts, auxiliary-loss-free balancing, and dense or
hash-routed early layers (Roller et al., 2021). It
leaves the vocabulary, embeddings, routed and ac-
tive expert counts, expert blocks, up-projection,
and expert-parallel layout unchanged.

A.9 Warm-starting from a LatentMoE
checkpoint

An existing LatentMoE checkpoint provides a pos-
sible initialization for Multi-View. View 1 retains
the checkpoint’s down-projection and routing head.
The remaining views are initialized from the same
projection with small perturbations, and their rout-
ing heads are initialized to zero. These additional
routing heads add the same constant to every ex-
pert’s raw score, preserving the raw-score ordering
but generally changing normalized output gates.
Keeping the balancing bias b unchanged also pre-
serves the actual bias-corrected selection, because
the same constant is added to every entry of s̄+ b.
The views can then differentiate during continued
training.

A.10 Properties: tied views and view
differentiation

Tied-view reduction. Since
∑

m am,i = 1, ty-
ing all Pm = P gives v̂i = (

∑
m am,i)Ph = Ph

for every selected expert. With the same router
scores, selected set, and output gates, this recov-
ers Multi-Router with the shared input z = Ph.
All routers continue to score the same expert pool,
independently of whether the view projections are
tied.

Expert-dependent mixing. For a given token,
mixing weights that vary across experts allow
those experts to receive different inputs. If all se-

lected experts share am,i = am(h), then

v̂i =
∑
m

am(h)Pmh

=
(∑

m

am(h)Pm

)
h = Pa(h) h,

All k experts then share an input, but Pa(h) can still
vary with the token, so input modulation remains.
When am is constant, including am = 1/K, the
mixture can be absorbed into a fixed projection.
The main method’s am,i retains both token and
expert dependence, providing modulation at this
granularity without an additional mixing network.

Per-view load. Aggregate load balancing
(App. A.7) controls the number of tokens as-
signed to each expert, which affects dispatch
cost and expert utilization. For the per-view
diagnostics, let um,i(ht) denote the recorded
weight of view m at expert i. Define pm,i =∑

t: i∈S(ht)
um,i(ht)

/∑
j

∑
t: j∈S(ht)

um,j(ht) as
the fraction of view m’s recorded weight mass
assigned to expert i. Aggregate assignment counts
can remain unchanged while pm,· varies. Different
views can therefore concentrate on different
subsets even when the aggregate expert load is
uniform. We report the coefficient of variation
of pm,· and the effective expert count exp(Hm),
where Hm is the entropy of pm,· (App. B.7). A low
effective count indicates concentration on fewer
experts. We also report the ratio of an expert’s
selection share to its gate-mass share, which
distinguishes changes in assignment frequency
from changes in output weighting.

Differentiation. The tied configuration P1 =
· · · = PK is symmetric, but it is preserved by
a gradient update only when the gradient compo-
nents of the views coincide. Each Pm receives
gradients through the selected experts that assign
nonzero mixing weight to view m, scaled by am,i

in Eq. 5. Because these weights can vary across
experts and tokens, the views can receive differ-
ent updates without an explicit diversity penalty.
We assess router disagreement (§4.3) and per-view
load (App. B.7). The checkpoint probes in §4.3
measure mixing-weight and expert-input diversity.
Controlled interventions in App. B.6 test whether
the trained model uses the correspondence be-
tween experts, tokens, and mixtures.

16



Multi-View MoE Oct 28, 2026

Component Setting

Layers / hidden size D 24 / 1024
Normalization / embeddings RMSNorm / untied

Attention MLA, 16 attention heads, gated output
Query / KV latent rank 512 / 512
QK dims per attention head (no RoPE + RoPE) 192 + 64
Value dim per attention head 256
QK-Norm / RoPE base yes / 104

MoE layers all 24
Latent dim d 512
Routed experts / active 256 / 8
Routed expert FFN SwiGLU, intermediate 1024
Shared experts 1, intermediate 1024
Balancing expert bias, rate 10−4

MTP 1 module, dense FFN 5120, weight 0.3

Table 6: Architecture of the 10B-A1B model.

B Experimental Details and Additional
Analyses

B.1 Full configuration
Appendix B.2 gives the complete architecture
and training configuration. The model has hid-
den dimension D=1024, 24 layers, latent dimen-
sion d=512, and N=256 routed experts with top-
8 selection and one always-active shared expert.
Matrix parameters use Muon, while embeddings,
the output head, biases, and router weights use
AdamW. Training uses a warmup–stable–decay
schedule with peak learning rate 6 × 10−4, 4096-
token sequences, approximately 7.9M tokens per
optimizer step, and BF16 with FP8 (E4M3) ma-
trix multiplications under 8-way expert parallelism.
Each variant in §4 changes one experimental set-
ting.

B.2 The 10B-A1B configuration
Table 6 specifies the 10B-A1B latent-space MoE,
with approximately 10B total and 1B activated pa-
rameters. This configuration is used for all main
results, ablations, and diagnostics in §4.

Attention. Each layer uses multi-head latent at-
tention (MLA) (DeepSeek-AI et al., 2024a) with
16 attention heads. Queries are compressed to rank
512, and keys and values share a rank-512 latent
representation. Each attention head has 192 query–
key dimensions without rotary embeddings, 64 de-
coupled rotary dimensions, and a 256-dimensional
value. QK-normalization is applied, rotary em-
beddings use base 104, and the attention output is
gated. The cache stores the 512-dimensional KV
latent and the 64-dimensional rotary key for each
token and layer.

MoE. All 24 FFN layers are latent-space MoE
layers (Elango et al., 2026), with no preceding
dense FFN layers. Each token is projected from

D=1024 to d=512, and 8 of 256 routed experts
are activated. Each routed expert is a latent-space
SwiGLU FFN with intermediate dimension 1024;
one shared expert with the same intermediate di-
mension is always active. Expert biases are up-
dated at rate 10−4 for load balancing (Wang et al.,
2024a), and the auxiliary-loss coefficient is 0.

MTP. Following DeepSeek-AI et al. (2024b),
one multi-token prediction module predicts one ad-
ditional future token. Its FFN is a dense SwiGLU
with intermediate dimension 5120. Its loss is
added to the language-modeling loss with weight
0.3.

Training. The sequence length is 4096 tokens,
and the global batch contains 1920 sequences, or
approximately 7.9M tokens per step. Matrix pa-
rameters use Muon (Liu et al., 2025a) with momen-
tum 0.95 and five Newton–Schulz steps. Embed-
dings, the output head, biases, and router weights
use AdamW with β = (0.9, 0.95) and ϵ = 10−15.
The learning rate reaches 6 × 10−4 after 1000
warmup steps and follows a warmup–stable–decay
schedule ending at 0. Weight decay is 0.1, and gra-
dients are clipped at 1.0. Training uses BF16 with
FP8 (E4M3) matrix multiplications, 8-way expert
parallelism, and seed 42. The main baseline, Multi-
Router, and Multi-View comparisons use the 708B-
token checkpoints; training ablations use a com-
mon checkpoint.

B.3 Comparability protocol
The loss differences are of order 10−3, making con-
figuration consistency particularly important. We
use the following comparison protocol.

Run-pair reference. A pair of near-matched runs
exhibits a systematic loss offset. Its observed dif-
ference provides an empirical reference for the ab-
lation magnitudes in Table 3.

Matched code and configuration. Each variant
uses a common code snapshot with one experimen-
tal setting changed. Comparisons use configura-
tions recorded during training, including initializa-
tion and its scale, optimizer, schedule, and data or-
der.

Complementary diagnostics. We report expert
load and utilization (App. B.7) alongside loss to
characterize how the expert pool is used.

B.4 Additional measurements
Downstream protocol. We evaluate the base-
line, Multi-Router, and score-derived Multi-View
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Figure 7: Training-loss changes for router-fusion vari-
ants with R = 2. All evaluated variants improve over
the single-router baseline. The shaded range shows the
observed run-pair difference.

checkpoints from training step 90K, correspond-
ing to 708B tokens at 7.86M tokens per step, on
the nine tasks in Table 1. CMMLU (Li et al.,
2023), MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2020), MMLU-
Redux (Gema et al., 2024), MMLU-Pro (Wang
et al., 2024b), and BBH (Suzgun et al., 2022) use
5-shot prompts. GPQA (Rein et al., 2023) uses 10-
shot prompts. These tasks are answered without
chain of thought. HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018),
SimpleQA (Wei et al., 2024), and PreciseWik-
iQA (Bang et al., 2025) use 10-shot prompts with
chain of thought and are scored by an LLM judge
(DeepSeek-V4-Flash). Group means and the over-
all mean are unweighted.

Training trajectories and aggregation opera-
tors. Figure 4 in the main text shows the train-
ing trajectories of the baseline, Multi-Router, and
Multi-View through 708B tokens and their loss dif-
ferences. Figure 7 compares the post-sigmoid fu-
sion operators at the shared ablation checkpoint.

B.5 Router-score alignment
For a layer and a sampled token set T , let zt be the
latent input of token t. Evaluating all N = 256
experts gives the normalized output-norm proxy

qt,i = ∥Ei(zt)∥2,

µi =
1

|T |
∑
t∈T

qt,i, ut,i =
qt,i
µi

.
(8)

The normalization removes each expert’s average
output scale. Let st,i be the score before balancing

bias: the score from a single routing head for the
baseline and the summed scores from all routing
heads for Multi-Router. Correlation is computed
over the N experts for each token:

ρt = Corr(rank(st), rank(ut)) . (9)

Token values are averaged within each microbatch
to obtain ρℓ,p,b for layer ℓ, rank p, and microbatch b.
With participating ranks P and microbatches Bℓ,p,
the layer and global averages are

ρℓ =
1

|P|
∑
p∈P

1

|Bℓ,p|
∑

b∈Bℓ,p

ρℓ,p,b,

ρglobal =
1

24

24∑
ℓ=1

ρℓ.

(10)

For layer-wise summaries, we match the two diag-
nostic exports by logged step and average the last
201 records available in both exports. Layer-wise
bands show one standard deviation over these mea-
surements.

B.6 Expert-input diversity and controlled
mixing interventions

Evaluation protocol. All probes in this subsec-
tion use the score-derived two-view checkpoint at
step 90K, the same checkpoint used in Table 1. The
main evaluation contains 256 held-out sequences
of 4096 input tokens, giving 1,048,320 next-token
predictions; the clean checkpoint’s NLL is 2.17617
nats/token. The layer scan uses 80 sequences, giv-
ing 327,600 predictions. No model parameters are
updated.

Diversity definitions. For token t, let St be its
k = 8 selected experts. The probe uses the main
method’s actual mixing proportions, rm,i(t) =
am,i(t) = sm,i(t)/

∑
n sn,i(t), so

∑
m rm,i(t) =

1 and r2,i(t) = 1 − r1,i(t). The actual input to
expert i is

v̂i(t) = r1,i(t)v
(1)(t) + r2,i(t)v

(2)(t).

We compute

Dr(t) =
2

k(k − 1)

∑
i<j

i,j∈St

|r1,i(t)− r1,j(t)|, (11)

Dv(t) =

2
k(k−1)

∑
i<j

i,j∈St

∥v̂i(t)− v̂j(t)∥2
1
k

∑
i∈St
∥v̂i(t)∥2

. (12)
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Figure 8: Additional analyses of the 708B-token Multi-View checkpoint. (a) Mean view-1 share r1,i by expert,
with expert ranks determined independently in each layer. (b) Agreement between the two routing heads on 256
sequences. (c) Single-view interventions on 80 sequences, with downstream routing recomputed; bands are point-
wise 95% CIs. (d) Final-layer effects grouped by clean token-NLL quintile on 256 sequences. The x-axis indexes
five groups with equal numbers of predictions; error bars show 95% intervals.

The bands in Fig. 5(a) are the 25th–75th percentiles
across tokens. Mean cosine similarity between the
two views ranges from 0.059 to 0.530 across layers.
The median view-separation norm, divided by the
mean of the two view norms, ranges from 0.969 to
1.380. The projections therefore produce distinct
views at this checkpoint.

Expert preferences. Fig. 8(a) shows each ex-
pert’s mean r1,i over tokens selecting it; experts are
sorted independently within each layer. All 256 ex-
perts are observed in each layer. The within-token
component accounts for 84.8–88.7% of the mea-
sured share variance, while grouping by expert ID
explains 28.0–73.4%. Across layers, top-8 Jaccard
between routing heads ranges from 0.039 to 0.211,
and top-1 agreement ranges from 1.5% to 37.2%
(Fig. 8(b)).

Interventions and uncertainty. Expert permu-
tation shuffles the view proportions among the
eight selected experts of each token. Token per-
mutation shuffles them among tokens selecting
the same expert; 99.96% of selected assignments
are permutable. For each selected assignment, a
replacement r′1,i is implemented through the dis-
patcher channels (gir

′
1,i, gi(1 − r′1,i)). The out-

put gate gi remains attached to the original assign-
ment and is not permuted. Uniform mixing uses
(gi/2, gi/2); the two single-view interventions use
(gi, 0) or (0, gi). View projections, expert parame-
ters, the selected expert set, and output gates at the
intervened layer are retained. All reported changes
use paired predictions on the same sequences. For
the final-layer permutation tests, we average three
permutation seeds within each sequence and boot-
strap sequences to obtain 95% CIs. Table 7 reports
the final-layer results. The probe reports mean ab-
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Intervention ∆NLL 95% CI

Identity replay 0.0003 [−0.001, 0.002]
Token permutation 2.23 [2.05, 2.41]
Uniform mixture 6.62 [6.20, 7.09]
Expert permutation 13.40 [12.56, 14.35]
View 1 only 18.81 [17.58, 20.12]
View 2 only 20.42 [19.32, 21.56]

Table 7: Final-layer interventions on 256 held-out
sequences. All values, including CIs, are in 10−3

nats/token. Expert selection and output gates gi are
fixed to numerical precision; only view-mixing propor-
tions change.

solute changes in the view-1 share of 0.408, 0.117,
and 0.331 for expert permutation, token permuta-
tion, and uniform mixing, respectively.

Execution and replay checks. On a 16-
sequence execution-check subset, the dispatcher
receives the same expert IDs across interventions;
output gates differ by at most 1.2×10−7 in relative
error, and the realized view proportions at the
dispatcher differ from their intended values by at
most 6.0 × 10−8. Two clean passes agree exactly
on 32 sequences. At layer 24, identity replay gives
a mean NLL change of 2.95 × 10−7 nats/token,
with a 95% CI spanning zero, and a mean absolute
token-level difference of 1.14 × 10−5. Using
replay rather than the clean pass as the paired
reference leaves the reported effects unchanged at
the displayed precision.

For shallower interventions, rounding-level
changes can alter later top-k decisions. At layer 1,
identity replay changes the final-layer expert set
for 6.3% of tokens in the execution check. On
the 80-sequence scan, its mean NLL change is
5.51 × 10−6, with 95% CI [−1.37, 1.57] × 10−4

nats/token. The scan estimates total effects with
downstream routing recomputed. Its intervals use
its own 80-sequence sample and are pointwise
intervals for individual layers.

Single-view and token-group results. Both
single-view interventions increase NLL at every
scanned layer (Fig. 8(c)); their final-layer effects
on 256 sequences appear in Table 7. Both branches
contribute to prediction in this trained checkpoint.
Fig. 8(d) groups predictions into equal-sized quin-
tiles of clean token NLL, with 209,664 predictions
per group. Expert permutation has its largest ab-
solute effect in the highest-loss quintile (0.02936
versus 0.00170 in the lowest). Uniform mixing
gives a middle-quintile ∆NLL of −0.00206. The

largest intervention effects occur in the highest-
loss group.

B.7 Aggregate and per-view expert load
Per-view load measurements show how each
view’s recorded weight mass is distributed across
the shared expert pool. Load balancing acts once
on the aggregated assignment over the N experts
(App. A.7), so different views may concentrate on
different subsets while the aggregate load remains
balanced. We therefore report, for each view, the
coefficient of variation (CV) of its recorded weight
mass across experts and an effective expert count
exp(Hm), where Hm is the entropy of this normal-
ized weight mass (App. A.10). The aggregate load
CV is 0.854, compared with 0.862 for the baseline,
and the aggregate effective count is 188.7, com-
pared with 187.6 out of 256. The individual views
have CVs of 1.155 and 1.144 and effective counts
of 149.0 and 150.2. These counts correspond to
approximately 58% of the pool for each view and
74% in aggregate. This pattern occurs across MoE
layers (layer 2: 218 in aggregate versus 178 and
165; layer 15: 159 versus 123 and 130). Together,
the views combine concentrated expert preferences
with broader aggregate expert usage.

20


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Method
	Preliminaries and framework overview
	Multi-Router: score aggregation before selection
	Multi-View: router-conditioned expert inputs

	Experiments
	Setup
	Downstream performance
	Router preferences shape expert computation
	Alignment of router scores and expert outputs
	Training ablations
	Parameter and computational efficiency

	Conclusion
	Extended Method Discussion
	LatentMoE as the backbone
	Contextual representations and expert inputs
	Choice of fusion position
	Choice of fusion operator
	Aggregation before selection
	Cost accounting in detail
	Implementation
	Interaction with other components
	Warm-starting from a LatentMoE checkpoint
	Properties: tied views and view differentiation

	Experimental Details and Additional Analyses
	Full configuration
	The 10B-A1B configuration
	Comparability protocol
	Additional measurements
	Router-score alignment
	Expert-input diversity and controlled mixing interventions
	Aggregate and per-view expert load


