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Abstract

In Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models, the nature
of expert specialization remains controversial. Re-
ports of domain-associated expert preferences
contrast with analyses attributing routing primar-
ily to token identity or syntactic patterns. To
clarify these differing accounts, we look beyond
expert-level routing to investigate the neuron-
level organization of domain-specialized compu-
tation using Routing-Aware Magnitude Profiling
(RAMP), a measure developed for this analysis.
Using mixed-domain calibration data, we iden-
tify domain-specialized neuron sets with 58-74%
overlap across multi-source samples of the same
domain, compared with 15-24% across domains.
To understand how this organization evolves dur-
ing training, we trace neuron importance through-
out pre-training and post-training across three
fully open MoE families. Neuron importance con-
tinues to reorganize between pre-training check-
points despite comparatively stable expert-level
importance rankings, while post-training largely
preserves neuron rankings. Building on these
neuron-level perspectives, we further introduce
RAMP-based Pruning (RAMPr) to select neu-
rons across experts for balanced multi-domain
capability preservation. At 75% neuron retention,
RAMPr preserves average 91-98% of original
full performance across six models. At 50% reten-
tion, our pruning method can reduce resident GPU
memory by 36-43% and improves batched prefill

throughput by 17-39% effectively. O GitHub

1. Introduction

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architectures increase model ca-
pacity through a collection of experts separately, only a
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subset of which processes each token (OpenAl et al., 2025;
DeepSeek-Al et al., 2026; Qiu et al., 2026). This design
naturally fosters the intuition that each expert serves as a
unit of computational specialization in MoE models. This
intuition is reflected in work that treats expert specialization
as a defining property of MoE architectures and seeks to
induce or identify distinct expert functions (Dai et al., 2024;
Muennighoff et al., 2025; Herbst et al., 2026). However,
a contrasting line of work questions whether routing pref-
erences alone provide reliable evidence of functional spe-
cialization, showing that routing decisions can be strongly
tied to token identity and hidden-state geometry rather than
directly revealing domain-level expertise (Xue et al., 2024;
Wang et al., 2026b). Furthermore, recent interpretability
work suggests that an expert’s routing profile may reflect
a combination of fine-grained features rather than special-
ization in a single domain(Lasy et al., 2026). This raises
an open research question: to what extent is computational
specialization in MoE models aligned with input domains?

Recent studies suggest that neurons within MoE experts con-
tribute unequally to model computation, motivating a finer-
grained view of MoE specialization (Cheng et al., 2025; He
et al., 2026a). We investigate how domain specialization is
organized within MoE models using Routing-Aware Mag-
nitude Profiling (RAMP), which measures each neuron’s
contribution magnitude weighted by its expert’s routing
coefficient. Across six models, the resulting neuron sets ex-
hibit domain-dependent membership, with 58-74% overlap
within domains and 15-24% across domains at 6.25% selec-
tion. Examining how these neurons are distributed across
experts reveals that 62.64-82.50% of domain-exclusive neu-
rons reside in experts where they are disproportionately rep-
resented. We further find that this enrichment correlates pos-
itively with expert-level routing preferences across all mod-
els, with median Spearman correlations of 0.42-0.71, pro-
viding a neuron-level account of the domain-specific routing
patterns reported in prior work (Hu et al., 2026). Meanwhile,
the distribution of domain-related neurons across mixed ex-
perts explains why expert-level routing profiles need not
reveal a clear domain-level organization of computation
(Jiang et al., 2024). Building on prior findings, our analysis
reconciles the debate over expert specialization by explain-
ing how domain-associated routing can coexist with the
absence of clear expert-level domain boundaries.
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Figure 1. Routing-weighted activation magnitudes and output projection norms quantify domain-wise neuron importance, revealing
domain-specialized sets that span mixed experts. Their enrichment correlates with domain routing preferences. Aggregating these
important scores guides multi-domain neuron pruning across experts, retaining different numbers of neurons in each expert.

To understand how this neuron-level organization develops,
we investigate its evolution during training, revisiting exist-
ing observations of early expert routing stabilization during
pre-training (Xue et al., 2024). We track neuron importance
alongside expert-level statistics in two parallel analyses, one
following the OLMOoE full training trajectory (Muennighoff
et al., 2025) and the other combining training stages in
OpenMOoE (Xue et al., 2024) and Instella (Liu et al., 2026).
Comparisons between adjacent checkpoints reveal contin-
ued neuron-level reorganization during pre-training even
when expert-level importance patterns appear stable. Com-
paring adjacent-checkpoint changes within pre-training with
those within post-training yields median neuron-importance
rank correlations of 0.842-0.939 and 0.997-0.998, respec-
tively, extending prior studies of module and neuron stability
(Zhang et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2026a; Qiu et al., 2025).

Beyond explaining specialization, this neuron-level view
provides a basis for optimizing computational capacity in
MoE. Domain-wise profiling reveals the relative importance
of neurons across experts, motivating RAMP-based Pruning
(RAMPr). The observed cross-domain sharing and domain-
dependent importance motivate preserving both broadly im-
portant neurons and those important to particular domains.
These considerations lead to layer-wise pruning by cumula-
tive importance (RAMPr-L) and domain-balanced pruning
by normalized importance (RAMPr-D), each retaining a
shared neuron set across domains. At 75% retention on
GLM-4.7-Flash, RAMPr-D offers a more favorable balance
between knowledge and generation performance than the
expert-pruning baseline REAP, improving the eleven-task
macro-average over it by 2.91 percentage points. Pruning at
50% retention level reduces resident GPU memory by 36—
43% and improves batched prefill throughput by 17-39%.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

(D) Neuron-level specialization. We find there are domain-

specialized neuron sets in MoE spanning mixed experts.
This finding reconciles the debate over expert specialization
by locating domain-related organization at the neuron level.

(@ Training-time evolution. We reveal continued neuron-
level reorganization during pre-training even when expert-
level patterns appear stable. Post-training largely preserves
neuron importance rankings. Expert-level stability provides
an incomplete picture of how specialization evolves.

(® Specialization-informed pruning. Domain special-
ized neurons provide a basis for selecting what to retain
across expert boundaries, motivating RAMP-based Pruning.
The results show that this neuron-level perspective helps
preserve capabilities while reducing GPU memory usage.

2. Related Work
2.1. Expert Specialization in MoE Models

Architectural approaches organize conditional computation
through expert granularity and token allocation, relating
the partition of model capacity to computational cost and
language-model performance (Shazeer et al., 2017; Zhou
et al., 2022; Ludziejewski et al., 2024). Analyses of the
resulting specialization connect expert responses to input
patterns and routing geometry, revealing both architecture-
dependent differences in specialization and associations
between router scores and internal activations (Zoph et al.,
2022; Ahrac et al., 2026). Training-oriented approaches
address the interaction between routing and expert learning
through stabilized assignments, router-logit regularization
and component-specific optimization schedules (Dai et al.,
2022b; Ludziejewski et al., 2025). Compression studies
use routed contributions to identify dispensable computa-
tion at different granularities, from whole-expert removal
to connection-level sparsification within experts (Li et al.,
2024b; Chen et al., 2025; Jaiswal et al., 2025; Lasby et al.,
2026; Song & Zheng, 2026; Dong et al., 2025; Jha, 2026;
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Xie et al., 2024). Another direction reorganizes or selects
neuron-level computation through expert reconstruction, dis-
tillation and depth-dependent retention, extending compres-
sion beyond the expert selection(Lee et al., 2025; Zhou et al.,
2025; Liet al., 2025; 2026; Xu et al., 2026; He et al., 2026b).

2.2. Neuron and Feature Interpretability

Neuron-level interpretations connect activations and pa-
rameters to input patterns and factual associations through
memory-based analyses, attribution and targeted editing
(Geva et al., 2021; Dai et al., 2022a; Meng et al., 2022).
This view of feed-forward computation supports conditional
execution by grouping neurons into routed modules, linking
analyses of their input responses with architectural decom-
position (Zhang et al., 2022). Sparse dictionary learning
instead studies features in a learned representational ba-
sis, decomposing activations into interpretable directions
that can span multiple original neuron coordinates (Bricken
et al., 2023; Cunningham et al., 2023; Templeton et al.,
2024). Circuit-level approaches examine interactions among
components through interventions and automated pathway
discovery, identifying the computations supporting specific
model behaviors (Wang et al., 2023; Conmy et al., 2023).

3. Domain-Specialized Neuron Organization

In MoE, experts can participate in multiple domains (Muen-
nighoff et al., 2025; Hu et al., 2026), while other studies
associate routing with token identity and hidden-state geom-
etry, questioning whether these preferences reflect domain
specialization (Xue et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2026b). In
this section, we address this tension through a neuron-level
analysis of domain specialization within and across experts.

3.1. Models and Domain Comparisons.

The analysis covers six models, Qwen3-30B-A3B (Qwen
Team, 2025), Qwen3.5-35B-A3B (Qwen Team, 2026a),
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B (Qwen Team, 2026b), GLM-4.7-Flash
(GLM Team et al., 2025), Qwenl.5-MoE-A2.7B-Chat
(Qwen Team, 2024) and OLMOoE-1B-7B-0125-Instruct
(Muennighoff et al., 2025), and more details are in Ap-
pendix A. To explore domain-related neuron organization
across varied inputs, we draw calibration text from multiple
datasets covering chat, mathematics, medicine, Chinese text
and code. Generation and multiple-choice data provide dif-
ferent task formats, while code is represented by generation
tasks, yielding nine groups, and their source composition
is detailed in Appendix A. Each group contains 128 docu-
ments, divided equally into discovery and validation sets.

3.2. Routing-Aware Magnitude Profiling

In MoE, a neuron’s activation magnitude alone does not fully
capture its contribution magnitude, which also depends on
the norm of the corresponding down-projection column and
the expert’s routing weight. Within an MoE layer with £
routed experts of width N, expert e maps hidden state x(t)
to the gated activation vector a®(t) as

a®(t) = SILU (Weez(t)) © Wez(t). )

d o
Let w;"“*™" denote the down-projection column for neuron

1 in expert e. The routed branch output is

E

N
g = 3 pt (1) ) _af(tuwi @)
i=1

e=1

where p®(¢) is the routing weight assigned to expert e for
token ¢, set to zero when the expert is not selected.

Equation (2) assigns neuron ¢ in expert e the routed contri-
bution vector ¢%(t) = p®(t)al(t)w ™. For calibration

text D4 from domain d, Routing-Aware Magnitude Profiling
(RAMP) assigns neuron % in expert e the importance score

1/2
I (Da) = (Z Z[p%t)af(t)]Q) gt

zeDy tex

.
3)
This is the square root of the summed squared norms of the
neuron’s routed contribution vectors across tokens. Accu-
mulation and tie-breaking details appear in Appendix A.

3.3. Domain-Specialized Neuron

Using the importance score I (D), we identify the neu-
rons most relevant to each domain by selecting the top r
fraction of routed expert—neuron coordinates within each
layer. We use 7 € {1%, 3.125%,6.25%, 12.5%} to form
domain-specific neuron sets, allowing a neuron to belong to
multiple sets. We compare these sets across samples from
the same domain and across different domains to examine
how their membership varies with the input domain.

Domain-dependent membership. To explore whether neu-
ron sets are domain-specialized, we compare their overlap
across samples from the same domain and across different
domains. For discovery and validation neuron sets 7'
and Ty al "each of size k, overlap is respectively defined as
|Tdisc ) Tva1|
d d

Osame(d) = fa
|T;liisc N Tcdisc|
%

Higher same-domain than cross-domain overlap would in-
dicate that the selected neurons are associated with domain

4)
Ocross(da C) =
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Figure 2. Neuron-set overlap at four selection rates across six models. Blue and orange bars show same-domain and cross-domain overlap.
Dashed lines and connected center points denote six-model means, while gray dotted lines mark random-set expectations. Dark ticks show
each model’s overlap at 1% selection, and upper strips give the change in the same—cross gap relative to that setting, in percentage points.

identity beyond individual text samples. Independent ran-
dom selection gives an expected overlap of k/(E x N) ~ r,
providing a reference for assessing sharing across domains.
At 1% selection, with RAMP, the overlap is 50.79-68.07%
within domains and 8.47-12.64% across domains (Figure 2).
As selection expands to 6.25%, within-domain and cross-
domain overlaps reach 57.77-74.33% and 15.23-23.68%,
respectively. Same-domain overlap exceeds cross-domain
overlap in all 24 model-budget configurations, supporting
domain specialization at the neuron level. Full analysis are
in Appendix A.4. Ablating a domain’s top neurons further
shows that the model relies on them (Appendix A.14).

Neuron specialization for task formats. Task format may
also constitute an additional dimension of neuron specializa-
tion. To test this intuition, we compare neuron sets identified
from generation and multiple-choice inputs within the same
content or language categories. Averaged over the four
selection rates and six models, the within-bucket discovery—
validation overlap is 67.31% for multiple-choice and 60.93%
for generation, with model-wise averages across the four
rates ranging from 58.51-73.81% and 52.09-70.36%, re-
spectively. Cross-format overlap between the paired dis-
covery sets averages 35.08%, ranging from 26.92-43.83%
across models. Within-bucket overlap exceeds cross-format
overlap for both formats in all 24 model-budget configu-
rations, suggesting that neuron-level specialization reflects
both content domain and task format. We further examine
whether individual neurons retain consistent domain pref-
erences across different text samples. Most neurons with
a clear domain preference retain that preference on valida-
tion text, complementing the set-level comparisons above.
Further details are in Appendix A.5.1 and Appendix A.7.

3.4. Neuron Organization Across Expert Boundaries

The identified domain neuron sets offer a finer-grained per-
spective on specialization. We next discuss how these neu-
rons are distributed across experts to relate neuron-level
specialization to the expert specialization discussed in prior
work (Muennighoff et al., 2025; Herbst et al., 2026). For

each domain and layer, we rank experts by their counts ¢4
of selected neurons in the discovery top set Tflﬁsc, then mea-
sure how much of that entire set the highest-count experts
cover. The fraction covered by the top 10% of experts di-
rectly indicates how concentrated the domain’s selected neu-
rons are, compare with approximately 10% under uniform
allocation. At 1% selection, the top 10% of experts cover
53.27-83.70% of each domain’s selected neurons across the
six models. Coverage decreases as the selection rate grows
but remains 35.98—-62.27% at 12.5%, so the selected neu-
rons concentrate in a small subset of experts. Appendix A.8
reports the more detailed figures, tables and analysis.

This concentration alone may produce part of the same-
domain overlap, because 7415 and 7'y*! share neurons when-
ever they draw on the same experts. To remove this effect,
we fix the number of neurons each expert contributes to
Tdisc and Ty?!, denoted ¢2i5¢ and ¢!, and draw neurons
uniformly, which gives the expected baseline overlap

disc .val

1 cS¥c
Ocount = E ze: %- (5)

Observed overlap exceeds this baseline in every layer—
bucket cell at both budgets. At 6.25% selection, the model-
average excess ranges from 22.39 to 40.11 percentage points
(Figure 3b), and more statistics are in Appendix A.8. The
discovery and validation sets therefore agree not only on
which experts hold the selected neurons but also on which
neurons are selected within those experts.

3.5. Domain Enrichment Within Mixed Experts

The previous coverage is measured for each domain, so it
cannot tell whether each domain concentrates in its own
experts or all domains concentrate in the same heavily se-
lected experts. Telling them apart requires comparing do-
mains within each expert, and neurons selected for several
domains would perturb this comparison, so we use the dis-
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Figure 3. (a) Share of each domain’s selected neurons held by the top [0.1E'] experts, with the gray line marking uniform allocation and
the arrow giving the gap in percentage points. (b) Observed overlap against the count-preserving expectation in Equation (5), with one
marker per model, domain and selection rate, and the dashed line marking parity. (c) Validation dispatch share of each domain’s enriched
experts, from the same domain in color and from other domains in gray, with black ticks marking their share of all experts.

covery neurons selected for exactly one domain,

Ud — T(;iisc \ U TCdiSC. (6)
c#d

At 6.25% selection, exclusive neurons constitute 27.75—
39.51% of their parent top sets on average.

If neuron-level specialization merely followed experts that
are heavily selected overall, each domain’s share within
an expert would match its share of all exclusive neurons.
We test this alternative with the enrichment of domain d in
expert e, the ratio of these two shares,

e _ Ta/st
d — md/Sa

)

where z§ counts d’s exclusive neurons in e, s¢ = >, x4,
mg =y . xgand S =) s° Avalueof Fj = 1 matches
this alternative, while F)f > 1 means that d takes a larger
share of the expert than of the pool. Since an expert’s do-
main shares sum to one, no expert can have Ff > 1 for
every domain, so a high overall count alone does not pro-
duce enrichment. We call an expert enriched for d when
F$ > 1 and the BH-adjusted hypergeometric ¢5 < 0.05,
with reference count mgs¢/S. Enriched experts appear
in every domain—layer unit at all four selection rates (Ap-
pendix A.12). They comprise only 13.39-23.26% of experts
on average at 6.25% selection yet carry a share M of 66.40—
83.40% of the domain’s exclusive neurons (Table 1), and
M stays between 58.18% and 85.89% across the four rates.
Therefore, the previous concentration does reflect experts
where each domain takes a larger share than it does overall.

If neuron-level specialization relates to the expert-level do-
main preferences reported in prior work, enrichment mea-
sured from neuron composition alone may correspond to
routing, which we test on validation text. Let C'§ count

Table 1. Enrichment and validation routing at 6.25% selection.
|Hg|/ E is the share of experts enriched for a domain, M is their
share of the domain’s exclusive neurons, p is the median Spearman
correlation between F' and Ar, and A g is the target-minus-other-
domain dispatch-share difference, with all but p in percent.

Model |Hd | /E M ,5 AH
Qwen3 16.18 83.11 0.6668 26.01
Qwen3.5 13.61 83.02 0.5671 19.19
Qwen3.6 13.39 83.40 0.5677 20.71
GLM-4.7 18.12 83.29 0.6498 19.61
Qwenl.5 23.26 66.40 0.3682 3.65
OLMoE 17.47 72.43 0.6357 13.51

dispatched token—expert edges and define

& ! ,
"3:26,03” bgzégra Arg =15-b3. (8)

Arg measures an expert’s preference for d beyond its aver-
age usage in the other domains, matching the relative form
of F'. Within each domain and layer, discovery F’ and vali-
dation Ar are positively correlated across experts at 6.25%
selection, with median Spearman correlations of 0.3682—
0.6668 (Table 1). Taken as a group, the enriched experts
Hg={e: FJ >1, ¢ < 0.05} fixed on discovery text also
receive a validation dispatch share 3.65-26.01 pp higher for
their own domain than for other domains (Figure 3c). Both
associations hold at all four selection rates (Appendix A.13).
To ensure that these patterns do not follow merely from how
often each expert is used, we normalize every neuron’s score
by its expert’s dispatch count, under which the same-domain
advantage, the concentration of selected neurons and the
positive association with routing all persist in every model,
with median correlations of 0.16-0.38 (Appendix A.11).

Experts thus serve several domains yet are preferentially
routed to the domains whose neurons they disproportion-
ately hold. This neuron-level account accommodates both
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Figure 4. Importance-rank correlations between adjacent checkpoints within each domain—layer—pair cell on validation text. (a) Neuron
correlations px and (b) expert-aggregate correlations pg for pre- and post-training. (c) Paired differences Ap = pg — pn, with red dots
where neurons are more stable. (d) Neuron and expert medians for each post-training stage pair on the scale of (a) and (b).

sides of the tension that opened this section, since token text (Appendix B.2). We measure change with the impor-
types shared by all domains drive part of the cross-domain tance I1;(Dg) in layer [ that defines the domain neuron sets,
sharing, consistent with token-level accounts of routing and sum it within each expert to obtain the expert-level view
(Xue et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2026b), while the same— as a reference. Within each domain-layer—pair cell, Spear-
cross gap largely persists on these shared tokens and cor-  man correlations between the two checkpoints give py for
responds to domain-associated expert observations (Muen-  the full-layer neuron ranking and pg for the expert ranking,
nighoff et al., 2025; Herbst et al., 2026; Lasy et al., 2026) and their difference Ap = pp — py is positive when experts
(Appendix A.10). Because RAMP includes both dispatch are more stable. We report medians across cells for each
and routing-weight magnitude, we further show that the do-  model and training stage (See Appendix B.1).

main dependence of selected neurons extends beyond what

routing alone can produce (for details, see Appendix A.9). 4.1. Neuron Reorganization During Pre-training

.. ] . Between adjacent pre-training checkpoints, median py is
4. Training Dynamics of Neuron Organization (9393 for OLMoE and 0.8418 for OpenMoE, below the
expert medians of 0.9898 and 0.9164 (Figure 4a,b). Within
the same cells, the median gaps are 0.0481 and 0.0532,
with expert rankings more stable in 5,775/5,808 (99.43%)
and 201/264 (76.14%) cells, respectively (Figure 4c). Ac-
cumulated over training, these steps lower the correlation
Models and comparisons. A single training trajectory may between the first and last pre-training checkpoints to 0.337
reflect the recipe of one model, so we observe each train-  for OLMoE and 0.450 for OpenMoE (Appendix B.3).
ing stage in multiple model families. One follows OLMoE
through pre- and post-training (Muennighoff et al., 2025),
and the other uses OpenMoE pre-training (Xue et al., 2024)
with Instella post-training (Liu et al., 2026). Checkpoints
are saved at different intervals across stages and models, so
we take an adjacent-checkpoint pair as the common unit
of change, from successive saved steps in pre-training and
successive released checkpoints in post-training such as
Base-to-SFT. All pairs are evaluated on the same validation

Expert routing has been reported to stabilize early in pre-
training (Xue et al., 2024), and this stability need not extend
to the neuron-level. Thus, we follow neuron importance
through training, using expert aggregates as a reference.

Neuron changes could simply follow shifts in routing. To
separate the two, we select adjacent pre-training transitions
on discovery text in which at most 5% of the routing load
shifts between experts while neuron-rank correlation stays
below 0.90. On validation text, 209 of 240 OLMoE and
22 of 27 OpenMOoE transitions meet both criteria again, so
neurons reorganize even where routing barely moves (Ap-
pendix B.4). Decomposing each change into redistribution
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within experts and shifts of experts’ total importance, the
within-expert component is larger in every one of these
cells, with median norm shares of 0.7830 and 0.6491 (Ap-
pendix B.5). The largest changes also hold across texts, as
the direction of the largest 1% of OLMoE changes agrees
on validation for 89.08% of neurons, compared with 71.22%
over all changes (Appendix B.6). Stable routing and expert
aggregates therefore leave room for pre-training to keep
reorganizing which neurons matter inside each expert. This
mirrors Section 3.4, where domain specialization lies in
which neurons are selected within experts. Domain neuron
sets already overlap far more within than across domains
after 20B tokens and stay so (Appendix B.7).

4.2. Neuron Importance During Post-training

Post-training median neuron-importance correlations ex-
ceed 0.99 at both levels in OLMOoE and Instella, with median
gaps of only 0.0007 and 0.0016. Experts remain more stable
in 365/528 (69.13%) and 737/858 (85.90%) cells, but by
margins small enough that both levels barely change.

The remaining change concentrates at Base-to-SFT (Fig-
ure 4d), with neuron medians of 0.9715 and 0.8531 and
expert medians of 0.9886 and 0.9149 for OLMoE and In-
stella, respectively. Instella also releases checkpoints before
Base, and this step changes neuron rankings more than the
preceding Pretrain-to-Midtrain and Midtrain-to-Base transi-
tions, whose mean correlations are 0.917 and 0.930 against
0.849 at Base-to-SFT (Appendix B.3). After SFT, both
levels’ medians exceed 0.9979, and the remaining changes
show little consistent direction across texts, with median
cross-text correlations of 0.1479 and 0.1750 for Instella’s
SFT-to-DPO and DPO-to-Think pairs, so later stages add
no systematic reorganization (See Appendix B.5).

The importance underlying neuron-level specialization is
thus shaped mainly during pre-training and supervised fine-
tuning, while preference optimization largely preserves the
structure it inherits. This timing complements the neuron
sets of Section 3, which are measured on released models
whose neuron importance has largely settled.

5. From Neuron Specialization to Pruning

Section 3 locates domain specialization in which neurons
are selected within and across experts, raising the question
of whether this finding can be put to practical use. Pruning
offers a direct test, since if domain capabilities are carried
by specific neurons inside experts, removing the remaining
neurons should largely preserve them. We therefore propose
RAMP-based Pruning named RAMPr, which aggregates
RAMP importance across domains to select one shared
neuron set within and across all routed experts.

Table 2. Mean performance retention (%) of RAMPr relative to
the original model at 50%, 75% and 90% neuron retention.

RAMPr-L RAMPr-D
Model 50 75 90 50 75 90
Qwen3 61.04 92.64 9744 4447 9399 98.74
Qwen3.5 83.05 96.82 9852 77.53 98.20 99.54
Qwen3.6 83.83 97.63 98.66 80.01 97.63 99.15
GLM-4.7 66.16 91.12 100.77 67.33 95.61 100.67
Qwenl.5 8847 9393 9526 8573 9295 103.60
OLMoE 8342 9530 95.62 80.08 8991 97.16

Table 3. Raw-score 11-task macro-average against Fisher and
REAP at 50% neuron retention, with GLM-4.7 also compared
at 75%. F-G and F-M denote Fisher calibrated on GSM8K and
MBPP, and REAP retains the same fraction of experts.

Model Base F-G F-M REAP L D
Qwen3 7845 29.25 29.37 60.77 52.66 40.18
Qwen3.5 85.20 49.75 56.34 - 76.12 7421
Qwen3.6 84.10 51.65 58.26 - 7523 75.71
GLM-4.7 74.70 29.87 31.01 - 49.05 52.11
Qwenl.5 45.92 32.59 33.76 - 39.60 39.15
OLMOoE 46.37 26.89 30.60 — 38.29 38.05
GLM-4.7 (75%) 74.70 - - 68.99 67.86 71.90

5.1. Layer-Wise and Domain-Balanced Selection

RAMP scores every neuron separately for each domain, and
these domain-wise rankings are partly shared and partly
domain-dependent (Section 3), so pruning one model for
all domains hinges on how they are combined into a sin-
gle score. Summing across domains favors neurons with
large overall contributions, but domains with larger total
importance can dominate this sum, so we also consider nor-
malizing each domain before selection. For the importance
I7.(Dg) in layer [ (Equation (3)), we define

15 (Da)
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where Z;(Dg) = )., I[;(Dq) is the total importance of
layer [ for domain d. "The summed rule defines RAMPr-
Layer (RAMPr-L), and RAMPr-Domain (RAMPr-D) takes
the maximum after normalization so that neurons important
to any domain compete on relative contribution. Both yield
one shared neuron set serving all calibrated domains.

Because domain-important neurons concentrate unevenly
across experts (Section 3.4), each layer retains its top k; =
max(1, round(rE;N;)) routed neurons across all experts
rather than a fixed quota per expert. The fractions r €
{0.5,0.75,0.9} count routed intermediate neuron, not total
parameters. Pruning a neuron removes its rows in the gate
and up projections and its down-projection column, keeping
shared experts and routers (See Appendix C.4).
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Figure 5. RAMPr-L with fixed128 layout at batch 32 and 2048 input tokens, relative to the original model on the same GPU. The Mean
row averages six models arithmetically in (a) and (b) and geometrically in (c) and (d). (a) Active parameters and (b) resident memory,
with colored bars for 50% retention, gray bands for 75% and 90%, ticks at the original and diamonds for REAP. (c) Prefill and (d) decode
speedups on log axes, with points from faint to solid for 90%, 75% and 50% retention and the original model at 1.

5.2. Experimental Setup

We evaluate the six models of Section 3.1 on 13 knowl-
edge and generation tasks, estimating importance from 128
calibration texts in each of eleven domains (Appendix C).
We compare with two published pruning methods in their
original configurations: Fisher pruning removes neurons
with squared-gradient scores and expert-local allocation,
calibrated on GSMS8K or MBPP (He et al., 2026a), whereas
REAP removes whole experts and has checkpoints for two
of our models (Lasby et al., 2026). We report an 11-task
raw-score macro-average, excluding the AIME tasks where
two models score zero, and mean performance retention,
which divides each task score by its Base score to weight
tasks of different difficulty comparably (See Appendix C).

5.3. Results and Analysis

Capability retention. With a quarter of the routed neurons
removed, RAMPr-L keeps 91.12-97.63% of the original
performance, and 95.26-100.77% at 90% retention (Table 2,
with per-model curves in Appendix C.3). At 50% reten-
tion, RAMPr-L still keeps 83.05-88.47% of performance
in four of the six models, with Qwen3 and GLM-4.7 lower
at 61.04% and 66.16%. Against other pruning methods,
both RAMPr variants exceed both Fisher baselines on the
11-task macro-average in every model at 50% retention (Ta-
ble 3). On GLM-4.7-Flash at 75% retention, RAMPr-D
exceeds REAP by 2.91 points, mainly through MMLU and
CMMLU at 69.37 and 68.08 versus 61.62 and 55.44, while
HumanEval and MBPP stay within 1.2 points and 13-task
retention is nearly equal at 95.61% versus 95.71%. REAP
retains more overall on Qwen3 at 50% (76.74%), but in both
models it preserves generation at the expense of QA tasks,
retaining 86.23% and 67.25% on them, whereas RAMPr
keeps QA retention above 90% and, on GLM-4.7-Flash,

holds both QA and generation tasks at about 95%.

Runtime efficiency. We measure pruned RAMPr-L, whose
task scores remain unchanged after pruning (Appendix C.6),
against the original model, using a fixed block width of 128
rather than the fastest layout per setting. At 50% retention,
batch 32 and 2048 input tokens, resident memory decreases
by 36-43% and prefill throughput improves by 17-39%,
averaging 60.68% of the original memory and a 1.27-fold
prefill speedup (Figure 5). Decode stays close to the origi-
nal, with a geometric-mean speedup of 1.01 and per-model
values from 0.94 to 1.10. Savings grow with pruning, as
mean memory falls from 92.66% to 81.07% and 60.68%
and mean prefill speedup rises from 1.12 to 1.17 and 1.27 at
90%, 75% and 50% retention. RAMPr also cuts routed-FFN
active parameters per token by an estimated 32.29-49.43%
(Appendix C.5), a saving that REAP cannot offer, since
removing whole experts leaves the activated experts of each
token unchanged in both number and width.

Ablation study. Importance is estimated from calibration
text, so we vary its size from one to 64 texts per domain
in four models, both rules and three retention rates. Larger
calibration sets improve the 50% RAMPr-L endpoint in
each of the four models, with Qwen3 RAMPr-D at 50% as
the only exception to this trend (Appendix C.8).

Calibration composition also offers a simple lever for re-
covering targeted capabilities without changing the method.
Calibrating Qwen3 at 50% retention on five generation do-
mains instead of all eleven raises RAMPr-L MBPP from
4.00 to 66.80 and HumanEval from 0.61 to 63.41, lifting
generation retention from 35.63% to 61.64% and overall
retention from 61.04% to 70.12%, with multiple-choice
retention at 80.00% (Appendix C.8). Execution-layout abla-
tions, which fix the neuron masks to isolate implementation
effects, are reported separately in Appendix C.7.
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6. Conclusion

Looking beyond expert boundaries treats neurons, rather
than whole experts, as the unit at which MoE models or-
ganize domain specialization. Domain-specialized neurons
overlap across domains, concentrate in a few experts yet
recur within them beyond what expert-level counts predict,
and their enrichment in particular experts corresponds to
routing preferences, reconciling domain-associated rout-
ing with the absence of clear expert-level domain bound-
aries. Training dynamics show when this organization takes
shape, as neuron importance reorganizes inside experts dur-
ing pre-training while expert-level views stay stable, and it
largely settles after supervised fine-tuning. The same view
makes it usable, as RAMP-based Pruning retains one shared
multi-domain neuron set that preserves capability better than
gradient-based neuron pruning and competes with expert
pruning, while reducing memory and computation. Overall,
discovering, tracing and using neurons across experts shows
that expert-level analyses capture only part of how MoE
language models specialize across domains.

Impact Statement

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the un-
derstanding and efficient deployment of Mixture-of-Experts
language models. Insight into how domain-dependent com-
putation is organized at the level of individual neurons can
support the inspection of these models, and neuron-level
pruning reduces the memory and computation needed to
serve them, lowering deployment cost and energy use. There
are many potential societal consequences of our work, none
of which we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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Understanding Mixture-of-Experts Language Models Beyond Expert Boundaries

A. Neuron-Set Analysis Protocol and Additional Results

The neuron-level analysis in Section 3 connects domain-dependent membership with organization across experts. Under-
standing this connection requires separating how neuron sets change with sampled text and selection size from how they
overlap across domains and spread within a layer.

A.1. Models and Calibration Pool

Table 4. Routed FFN structures used for discovery. L ~ Table 5. Dataset sources of the nine task buckets. Each bucket contributes
counts observed MoE layers, E is experts per layer, N 128 randomly sampled documents, split into 64 discovery and 64 validation
is intermediate width, and K is experts selected per ~ documents.

token. GLM excludes decoder layer 0. All models have
hidden dimension 2048. Bucket Actual sources

chat-gen UltraChat, OASST1, Dolly

chat-mcq  CommonsenseQA, SociallQA, CosmosQA
code-gen Magicoder-Evol, Magicoder-OSS
math-gen ~ GSMS8K, Hendrycks MATH, MetaMathQA
math-mcq  AQuA, SciQ

med-gen PubMedQA artificial, ChatDoctor
med-mcq  MedMCQA, MedQA, PubMedQA labeled
zh-gen Fineweb-Edu-Chinese, Alpaca-ZH

zh-mcq C-Eval dev, CMMLU dev

Model L E N

Qwen3 48 128 768
Qwen3.5 40 256 512
Qwen3.6 40 256 512
GLM-4.7 46 64 1536
Qwenl.5 24 60 1408
OLMOoE 16 64 1024

0 B~ 00 000 N

To compare neuron organization across models on the same inputs, the analysis in Section 3.1 uses a shared document split
while preserving each model’s native routed structure.

All observed layers use hidden dimension 2048. Qwen3 refers to Qwen3-30B-A3B (Qwen Team, 2025), while Qwen3.5
and Qwen3.6 are their respective 35B-A3B checkpoints. GLM-4.7 refers to GLM-4.7-Flash, Qwen1.5 to Qwen1.5-MoE-
A2.7B-Chat, and OLMoE to OLMoE-1B-7B-0125-Instruct (Muennighoff et al., 2025). The observed decoder layers are
0-47 for Qwen3, 0-39 for Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6, 1-46 for GLM, 0-23 for Qwenl.5, and 0-15 for OLMOoE. Native top-K
normalization is enabled for the first four models and disabled for Qwen1.5 and OLMoE. The effective mixing coefficients
retain all native scaling.

The sources in Table 5 cover both generation and multiple-choice inputs. Chat generation includes UltraChat (Ding et al.,
2023) and OpenAssistant (Kopf et al., 2023), while chat multiple-choice uses CommonsenseQA (Talmor et al., 2019), Social
IQa (Sap et al., 2019) and Cosmos QA (Huang et al., 2019). Medical generation additionally uses ChatDoctor (Li et al.,
2023), and code generation uses Magicoder data (Wei et al., 2024). Mathematical sources include GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021), MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021b), MetaMathQA (Yu et al., 2024), AQuA (Ling et al., 2017) and SciQ (Welbl et al.,
2017). Medical sources include PubMedQA (Jin et al., 2019), MedMCQA (Pal et al., 2022) and MedQA (Jin et al., 2021).
Chinese multiple-choice data use the development splits of C-Eval (Huang et al., 2023) and CMMLU (Li et al., 2024a).
Chinese generation uses opencsg/Fineweb-Edu-Chinese-V2. 1, whose dataset card cites the OpenCSG Chinese
Corpus report (Yu et al., 2025), and shibing624/alpaca-zh. The Dolly source is databricks/databricks—d
0lly-15k, and the ChatDoctor variant is lavita/ChatDoctor—HealthCareMagic-100k. The Chinese web
source uses a subset of Fineweb-Edu-Chinese, and the other sources use their training splits. These buckets span combined
input conditions, since mathematics multiple-choice includes science questions and the Chinese buckets vary language as
well as content and source.

The calibration data contain 1152 documents per model from nine buckets of an eleven-bucket collection, excluding finance
and law. Each bucket contributes 128 documents. A fixed shuffle with seed 1234 assigns 64 to discovery and 64 to validation,
giving 576 documents on each side. All six models use the same whole-document split.

The original eleven-bucket collection contains 1408 distinct whitespace-normalized texts. The discovery and validation
samples share no documents under exact or whitespace-normalized matching. Inputs are processed as raw text without an
additional chat template or special tokens and truncated to at most 2048 tokens per document. Identical documents can yield
different token counts across tokenizers.

The native structures give per-layer neuron populations of 98,304 for Qwen3 and GLM, 131,072 for Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6,
84,480 for Qwenl.5, and 65,536 for OLMOoE. The corresponding 6.25% sets contain 6144, 8192, 5280 and 4096 neurons.
The 12.5% sets contain twice as many neurons. All recorded layers contribute to the model-level mean.
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Table 6. Routing-weighted RAMP overlap (%) at four selection fractions. 3 60 1
Same compares discovery and validation sets within a domain; Cross compares 7 55
discovery sets across domains. 2
g 50 -
o
1% 3.125% 6.25% 12.5% 4 45
Model Same Cross Same Cross Same Cross Same Cross E 40 7
=}
Qwen3 5401 9.02 6130 1239 66.13 1633 72.05 23.81 é 3517
Qwen3.5 5373 9.28 61.59 1446 66.18 1952 7141 2842 2 30 1 Qwen3 Qwen3.6 Qwenl.5
Qwen3.6 5410 921 6191 1421 6640 1925 7151 2798 & o1 qQuen3.> &7 G477 OLMoE
GLM-4.7 6032 1223 66.32 1493 69.72 1874 73.63 2551 1% 3.125% 6.25% 12.5%
Qwenl.5 50.79 847 5438 11.28 57.77 1523 62.79 2247 Neuron selection rate

OLMoE  68.07 12.64 72.84 19.61 7433 23.68 76.42 30.88

Figure 6. Same-domain minus cross-domain overlap
from Table 6; positive gaps persist at every rate.

A.2. Measurement and Aggregation Details

RAMP in Section 3.2 combines neuron activations with routing weights. The unweighted control in Appendix A.13.4 omits
routing-weight magnitude:

, (10)
2

1/2
19V (Dg) = (Z ZRe(t)af(t)2> gt

x€Dg tEX

where R°(t) indicates actual dispatch. The score therefore retains routing selection and frequency, but not routing-weight
magnitude. Membership, spatial organization and domain enrichment otherwise use routing-weighted RAMP.

For both measurements, forward hooks record squared activations only for experts dispatched by the native model, storing
per-document statistics in FP32. The weighted form accumulates [pa]?, while the unweighted form accumulates Ra?.
Summing these statistics within and across documents before taking the square root and multiplying by the output-projection
column norm gives each neuron’s accumulated contribution magnitude. Native shared or dense branches remain active but
lie outside the ranked routed-neuron population.

For each domain and layer, the selected set contains k¥ = max(1, round(r EN)) neurons. The main RAMP membership
comparison uses r € {1%, 3.125%, 6.25%, 12.5% }. Domain enrichment and fixed-format comparisons use the same four
fractions; task matrices and spatial organization retain 6.25% and 12.5% only. The paired scoring control uses 6.25%.
These selection fractions are distinct from pruning retention rates. Neurons are ranked by absolute domain scores in stable
descending order over flattened expert—neuron coordinates, without cross-domain preference normalization, a minimum
routing-count filter or a contribution-quantile threshold. Tied scores, including zero responses, follow a fixed coordinate
order.

Writing £ for the observed layers, the reported means are

6same = Z ZOsame d l (11)
|‘3| ez ?

bcross = Z Zocrozas d C, l (12)
L=

Within each layer, these means average over nine domains for same-domain overlap and 36 unordered pairs for cross-domain
overlap, then weight observed layers equally. Same-domain comparisons use disjoint discovery and validation text, while
cross-domain comparisons use discovery sets on both sides. Normalizing each intersection by one selected set’s size makes
the two overlaps directly comparable.

A.3. Collection Configuration

The four-budget RAMP comparison contains 24 model-budget configurations and uses full-precision aggregate overlap
values. Each model is loaded in BF16 on a single NVIDIA H20 GPU with PyTorch 2.13.0 and Transformers 5.17.0, and
squared activation statistics are accumulated in FP32. All six models process the same frozen 1152 documents, with 64
discovery and 64 validation documents per bucket.
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A.4. Measurement and Selection-Budget Comparisons

The membership comparison in Section 3.3 depends on both the score definition and how many neurons enter each set.
Table 6 reports routing-weighted overlap at all four selection fractions. Both overlaps grow with selection size in every
model while same-domain overlap stays clearly higher, and the gap between them varies only modestly. From 1% to 3.125%,
the same—cross gap widens in five models and narrows in OLMOoE, from 55.43 to 53.23 percentage points.

Increasing selection from 6.25% to 12.5% narrows the same—cross gap in every model (Figure 6), while the uniform
expectation rises with set size. Larger sets thus share more neurons across domains, but same-domain overlap remains
higher at both budgets.

A.5. Task-Format Comparisons

A.5.1. CROSS-FORMAT COMPARISONS

The task-format analysis in Section 3.3 compares generation and Table 7. Task-format overlap (%) averaged over four
multiple-choice neuron sets within the same content or language cat-  selection fractions. MCQ and Gen compare discovery
egory. We pair chat-gen with chat-mcq, math-gen with math-mcq, and validation sets within a bucket; Cross compares the

med-gen with med-mcq, and zh-gen with zh-mcq, excluding code two formats within a category.

bef:al'lse it ha.s no m}lltiple-choice counterpart. The analysis reuses the Model MCQ Gen Crors
existing routing-weighted RAMP overlaps at 1%, 3.125%, 6.25% and Quen3 6671 60.60 3474
. . .. . 'wen . . .
12.5% selection, without additional model evaluations. T 66.81 58.99 33.65
For each model, selection fraction and native layer, we match the gg}a‘zg %ég gggg g; ;2
generation and mult.lple—chowe buck'ets F)y category. Within-bucket Qwenl.5 5851 52.09 26.92
overlap compares discovery and validation sets separately for each OLMoE 73.81 70.36 43.83

format, while cross-format overlap compares the two matched dis-
covery sets. Each intersection is normalized by the same full-layer
selected-set size k, as in Equation (4). We average the within-bucket overlaps over the four categories separately for
generation and multiple choice, and average cross-format overlaps over the four matched pairs, then weight observed layers
equally. Table 7 averages each model’s results equally over the four selection fractions. The main-text overall means give the
six models equal weight, and the reported ranges are the minimum and maximum of these model-wise four-rate averages,
not the extrema across individual rates or layers.

Both formats retain higher within-bucket than cross-format overlap in all 24 model-budget configurations.

A.5.2. WITHIN-FORMAT DOMAIN COMPARISONS

The domain comparisons in Section 3.3 mix generation and multiple-choice inputs. Restricting comparisons to a single
format helps separate domain differences from this format distinction without changing the selected neuron sets. We
summarize the existing routing-weighted sets at 1%, 3.125%, 6.25% and 12.5% selection, using the same document split
without additional model evaluations.

Generation comparisons use chat, code, mathematics, medicine and Chinese generation buckets, while multiple-choice
comparisons use chat, mathematics, medicine and Chinese multiple-choice buckets. For each model, selection fraction
and native layer, same-domain discovery—validation overlaps are averaged over five generation or four multiple-choice
domains, and cross-domain discovery—discovery overlaps over ten or six unordered within-format pairs, respectively. Each
intersection retains the original full-layer selected-set size & as its denominator, and the resulting layer means are averaged
equally over observed layers. Table 8 reports all four fractions, while Figure 7a—b shows only the representative 6.25%
setting.

All 48 model-budget—format configurations (six models, four budgets and two formats) preserve the same-domain advantage
under routing-weighted RAMP. Across all four fractions and six models, the same—cross gap ranges from 40.59 to 57.50
percentage points for generation and from 40.33 to 53.10 for multiple-choice inputs.
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[ Same domain Cross domain --- Uniform reference
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Figure 7. Within-format overlap and dominant-domain identity under routing-weighted RAMP. (a, b) Same-domain replication and
cross-domain overlap within generation and multiple-choice inputs at 6.25% selection, with the dashed line marking the uniform-set
reference; Table 8 reports all four selection fractions. (c) Size of the strong-margin group relative to all routed neurons. (d) Validation

dominant-label agreement within this group, which is selected on discovery text.

Table 8. Routing-weighted fixed-format overlap (%) at four selection fractions: six models, four budgets and two formats. Same compares
discovery and validation sets within a domain; Cross compares discovery sets across domains within the same format. Generation averages
five domains or ten unordered pairs per layer, and multiple-choice averages four domains or six unordered pairs, followed by equal layer
averaging.

1% 3.125% 6.25% 12.5%
Model Same Cross Same Cross Same Cross Same Cross
Generation
Qwen3 49.72 7.18 58.40 9.97 64.02 13.75 70.69 21.16
Qwen3.5 48.39 6.31 58.24 10.62 64.34 16.02 70.49 25.69
Qwen3.6 48.58 5.98 58.41 10.19 64.42 15.62 70.52 25.05
GLM-4.7 55.93 8.81 63.32 10.88 67.79 14.77 72.41 21.94
Qwenl.5 46.95 6.36 52.59 9.36 56.95 13.75 62.61 21.61
OLMOoE 66.43 8.93 72.47 16.44 74.01 21.39 75.89 2991
Multiple choice
Qwen3 59.38 12.73 64.93 15.24 68.77 18.13 73.74 24.93
Qwen3.5 60.40 16.32 65.77 20.57 68.49 23.88 72.56 30.93
Qwen3.6 61.00 17.42 66.28 20.71 68.88 23.77 72.75 30.61
GLM-4.7 65.81 18.76 70.08 20.27 72.14 23.18 75.16 28.53
Qwenl.5 55.60 12.85 56.62 14.00 58.79 16.80 63.03 22.70
OLMOoE 70.11 17.01 73.30 22.06 74.74 25.29 77.09 31.55
A.6. Full Task Matrices

Cross-domain averages in Section 3.3 summarize sharing but leave individual task relationships unresolved. The full
matrices place these pairwise overlaps alongside same-domain discovery—validation overlap under routing-weighted RAMP
at both budgets.

For each layer, let T3¢ and Ty?! denote the discovery and validation sets. Averaging their normalized intersections equally
over observed layers gives C44, CBB and C4B. The first two compare sets within a text split, while C4Z compares
discovery domains in rows with validation domains in columns. The displayed matrix H combines Cé‘}iB on the diagonal

with C44 elsewhere.

A common bucket order and overlap scale allow direct comparison across matrices.
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Routing-weighted / top 6.25%
Qwen3 Qwen3.5 Qwen3.6

chat-gen 12 10 26 17 20 8 44|27 17 16 16 26 18 22 12 27 18 16 16 25 17 20 11 100
chat-mcq 15 18 21 20 9 10 20 26 22 23 11 15 26 21 23 9 15
code-gen| 16 15 12 11 7 7 17 15 12 11 10 11 18 15 12 11 9 11
math-gen| 12 15 5 19 16 20 45 15 18 9 31 16 19 14 18 9 31
math-mcq| 10 18 5 18 16 26 15 33 10 25 16 26 15 20 33 9 26 5
med-gen |26 21 14 11 26 22 12 15 16 12 25 21 12 14 51 11
med-mcq| 17 20 14 23 49 19 18 23 11 18 15 21 17 23 11 18 33 21
zh-gen|20 9 7 5 5 14 32 22 11 10 9 10 16 28 209 9 9 9 27 9
zh-mcq| 8 10 7 19 18 11 19 32?‘ 12 15 11 31 25 12 21 2s¥‘ 11 15 11 31 26 11 21 27?‘ by
©
GLM-4.7 Qwenl.5 OLMoE - 50 §
chat-gen 18 18 15 24 15 15 10 |34|14 18 15 14 18 °
chat-mcq 20 26 17 22 6 14 1462 9 15 20 12 R
code-gen| 18 16 11 10 6 10 18 9 /6922 15 10
math-gen|18 20 49 15 19 7 29 15 15 22 36 12
math-mcq| 15 26 16 19 23 |14 20 15 36|60 17 - 25
med-gen| 24 17 11 15 11 18 12 10 12 17|69
med-mcq| 15 22 10 19 21 13 15 8 12 23 41
zh-gen|15 6 6 7 37 14 5 9 8 8 11
zh-mcq|10 14 10 29 23 11 21 37@ 9 9 12 22 18 12
y o?o‘“ @é:; cs'i\, ng ,659\6 o?os (ég» ,&° ,@& y o?ck ,@&d cg'i\, o{; ,<°°0 ,o“,"c @5’ ,c§$ 0
FEFEEEETT SFFFFE ¢
N &

Figure 8. Routing-weighted task-set overlap at 6.25% selection across all six models. Orange outlines identify diagonal entries, which
measure same-domain discovery—validation replication. Off-diagonal entries compare discovery sets across domains. Cell annotations are
percentages, rounded only for display. All panels use a 0-100% color scale.

The 12 displayed composite matrices combine the comparisons of interest; the corresponding B B/A B matrices separate
comparisons within validation text from those across splits. The A A matrices follow from H by replacing its diagonal with
ones. Model means computed from H differ from the aggregate overlap means by at most 1.9 x 10~%, consistent with
floating-point reduction differences.

At 6.25% selection, the medical generation and multiple-choice pair has the largest off-diagonal overlap in five models,
ranging from 40.65% to 52.15%. In OLMOoE, the largest overlap joins the two Chinese buckets at 60.63%. The strongest
cross-domain sharing in each model therefore connects inputs from the same content or language category across task
formats.

A.7. Dominant-Domain Identity

The overlapping sets in Section 3.3 allow neurons to belong to several domains. Assigning each neuron its highest-scoring
domain gives a complementary view. For neurons with a clear discovery-side preference, group size and validation label
agreement distinguish its prevalence from its consistency across texts.

For layer [, let j be a flattened expert—neuron index and let Dg‘ and DZ denote the discovery and validation texts from
domain d, respectively. Define the neuron’s discovery and validation dominant-domain labels by u{; = argmaxq I (Dg‘)

and ug = argmax, [;; (D). If v{t and v4! are its largest and second-largest discovery scores, the strong-margin group is
: Vil

G=1q(7) WZQ ~ (13)

Group size is measured relative to all routed neurons, while label agreement is measured within G. Unlike the equal-layer

20



Understanding Mixture-of-Experts Language Models Beyond Expert Boundaries

Routing-weighted / top 12.5%
Qwen3 Qwen3.5 Qwen3.6

chat-gen 19 17 38 27 30 13 54|41 27 26 25 39 28 31 18 27 25 25 38 28 30 17 100
chat-mcq 24 26 33 29 17 14 30 33 36 32 20 19 18 29 33 35 32 19 18
code-gen| 22 23 17 18 16 11 11 27 24 22 20 16 18 27 29 24 22 20 16 17
math-gen| 19 24 53 19 23 9 25 26 30 52 26 28 16 36 25 29 25 36
math-mcq| 17 26 17 53 10 23 25 33 24 52 32 42 17 31 25 33 24 32 5
med-gen[38 33 18 19 23 17 39 36 22 26 32 57 25 20 38 35 22 20
med-mcq|27 29 16 23 33 25 28 32 20 28 42 57 23 28 28 32 20 27
zh-gen[30 17 11 9 10 23 42 31 20 16 16 17 25 39 30 19 16 38 9
zh-mcq|13 14 11 25 23 17 25 42|64 18 19 18 36 31 20 28 39|63 17 18 17 36 32 20 27 38|63 =
©
GLM-4.7 Qwenl.5 OLMoE - 50 §
chat-gen 24 26 23 34 24 22 14 4223 28 24 23 27 21 °
chat-mcq 28 32 29 29 11 15 236615 23 27 20 20 b
code-gen| 24 22 18 17 10 14 28 15 32 24 19 15
math-gen |26 28 54 24 23 32 44 21 20
math-meq| 23 32 22 23 27 24 446425 30 - 25
med-gen| 34 29 18 27 20 19 21 25 47
med-mcq |24 29 17 21 20 15 20 30 47|69
zh-gen[22 11 10 21 9 14 13 14 18 17
zh-mcq|14 15 14 15 12 18 26 23 20 23
y o?o‘“ @(90, cs'i\, o?f ,690\6 o?os (ég» ,&° ,@& y o?ck ,@é:; cg'i\, o{; ,é'ub, o?o (égl/ c§’°l 0
§®§&b€$‘$<§;@QN$ (§v§@§b@,§$‘(§,£w
& &

Figure 9. Routing-weighted task-set overlap at 12.5% selection. The uniform-set reference is 12.5%.

overlap averages, these proportions pool counts across layers before division. All neurons enter this analysis independently
of the selected-set budget.

The strong-margin group occupies 10.29-24.42% of all neurons under routing-weighted scoring (Figure 7c). Validation
dominant-label agreement within these groups is 75.24—-85.46% (Figure 7d). These labels identify each neuron’s maximum-
scoring domain while allowing responses to other domains.

Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6 each have 59,093 all-zero neurons on each split, out of 5,242,880 neurons in total. Overall agreement
includes these neurons, whose ties follow fixed bucket order, while 5,183,787 neurons have positive scores on both splits.

The six routing-weighted identity-transition count matrices and 30 group summaries include zero and tie diagnostics for
each model. Matrix totals count all neurons, and diagonal totals count those retaining the same label.

A.8. Spatial Organization and Count-Preserving Replication

The spatial analysis in Section 3.4 separates the concentration of a domain’s selected-neuron counts across experts from
membership within each expert. Similar expert-level counts can arise from different selected neurons, so both distributions
and membership need to be compared across text samples.

Ranked selected-neuron coverage. For a fixed domain, layer and selection rate, let 2 count all neurons in the discovery

top set T'$i¢ that belong to expert e. The denominator is the entire selected set, kg = |T85¢| = Yo cdiseincluding
neurons also selected for other domains; it is not the domain-exclusive subset U;. Sort the E counts within that layer as

C((iliic >0 > C?E;: and define

k disc
2j=1G)

Glk) = =5

k=0,... E. (14)
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Here k counts ranked experts, whereas kg counts selected neurons. The horizontal axis is k/F and the vertical axis is
the covered fraction G(k) of the domain’s selected set, with G(0) = 0 and G(E) = 1. The uniform-allocation reference
Guniform (k) = k/E corresponds to spreading the selected set evenly over all experts. Counts are sorted separately for
every domain-layer unit before averaging coverage equally over the nine buckets and native layers; expert identities are
never pooled across layers. Zero-count experts remain in the population, and ties can follow expert ID without changing
cumulative coverage.

The nominal top-10% summary uses h = [0.1E'| and reports  Table 9. Routing-weighted selected-neuron coverage (%) of
G(h) together with its actual expert fraction and uniform ref-  the top h = [0.1E7] experts. h/E is the actual expert fraction
erence h / E. For Qwen3 this is 13 /128 = 10.15625%; for and also the coverage under uniform allocation.

Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6 it is 26/256 = 10.15625%; for GLM-
4.7 and OLMOoE it is 7/64 = 10.9375%; and for Qwenl.5 it is
6/60 = 10%. Rounding upward changes the expert fraction by

0<h/E —0.1 <1/E, so the reference must not be replaced 8322;2 ggggg 2%;(2) ;ggg ;431%2 gégg
by a common hard 10%. The neuron selection rates of 6.25% GLM-4.7 764 7573 7359 6873 5874

and 12.5% are separate from these expert fractions. Qwenl.5 6/60 5327 4753 4247 3598
OLMOoE 7/64 74.58 70.71 64.29 53.79

Model h/E 1% 3.125% 625% 12.5%
Qwen3 13/128  76.53 7232 6722  57.36

Table 9 lists the top-10% coverage for every model and selection
rate, and Figure 10 shows the corresponding mean curves. Only
the discovery top sets enter this analysis, while the validation sets are used in the count-preserving replication below. Each
curve rises steeply over the first ranked experts and approaches full coverage well before the last one, so a minority of
experts holds most of a domain’s selected neurons while many experts contain few or none. Coverage at the top-10% point
decreases from 1% to 12.5% selection in every model, as larger selected sets extend into more experts. Qwenl1.5 shows the
weakest concentration with 35.98-53.27% coverage, whereas Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6 reach 61.60-83.70%.

Effective expert count. This auxiliary diagnostic, shown by domain in Figure 11a-b, measures how widely the selected
neurons spread across experts. With ¢dis¢ = cdisc /L) the share of expert e in the discovery set, the normalized effective
expert count is
N

E T EY (¢
A perfectly uniform distribution across all experts gives NN, gésc /E = 1. At 6.25% selection, model-average normalized
effective expert counts range from 14.11% to 37.96%, compared with this 100% uniform reference. The selected neurons
therefore span multiple experts but are concentrated within a subset of the expert population.

15)

Count-preserving replication. The reference in Equation (5) fixes both samples’ per-expert selected-neuron counts, ¢
and ¢!, and assumes independent uniform selection within each expert. All nonlinear statistics are computed separately
for each native layer and bucket before equal averaging. The routing-weighted comparison is shown in Figure 3b, with

domain-resolved values in Figure 11c—d.

At each of the two budgets, all 1926 routing-weighted layer—bucket cells have positive excess overlap. At 6.25% routing-
weighted selection, Qwen3 has 66.13% observed overlap against a 37.70% count-preserving expectation. The corresponding
values for Qwenl.5 are 57.77% and 17.66%. Membership therefore remains consistent beyond what the allocation of
selected-neuron counts across experts alone predicts. The selected sets contain no zero-score neurons, and cutoff tie counts
are recorded separately.

A.9. Routing Contribution to Domain-Dependent Selection

RAMP in Equation (3) accumulates scores only over tokens dispatched to an expert and scales each contribution by the
routing weight p©(t). Because routers already show domain preferences (Muennighoff et al., 2025), part of the domain
dependence of the selected sets could come from routing rather than from the neurons themselves. This section estimates
how much of the observed selection routing alone can account for.

Routing factor shared within an expert. Squaring Equation (3) gives

z D p (1) (1). (16)

zEDy tEx

e,down
)

If(Da)* = |

w
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Figure 10. Ranked selected-neuron coverage curves for the routing-weighted discovery sets. The horizontal axis is the fraction of experts
included after sorting by selected-neuron count, and the vertical axis is the covered fraction GG of the domain’s selected set. Darker blue
indicates a smaller selection rate. Dots mark the top-10% point at the actual fraction h/FE, indicated by the dotted vertical line, and the
dashed diagonal is the uniform-allocation reference. Curves are computed within each domain—layer unit and averaged equally over layers
and buckets.

For each token, the dispatch decision and p®(t) are common to all N neurons of expert e, and the column norm does not
depend on the domain. Routing thus determines how much each token counts within an expert, whereas the order of neurons
inside the expert follows their activations on those tokens. If domain dependence came only from routing, neurons within an
expert would keep the same relative order for every domain, and domains would differ only in how many neurons each
expert contributes to the selected set.

Routing-only bound on cross-domain overlap. Under this hypothesis the selected neurons of an expert are nested across
domains. Writing c¢215¢(d) for the number of neurons of expert e in the discovery top set of domain d, the cross-domain

overlap in Equation (4) would then equal
1 : disc disc
Ouaneld.0) = 3" min(el(d),1(6). a7)

This value is also the largest overlap that any two sets with these per-expert counts can reach, so it is generous to the routing
explanation. The per-expert counts themselves depend on activations and column norms as well as routing, which makes the
bound more generous still. We compute Oyoute from the complete discovery counts used in Appendix A.8 and average it
over the 36 domain pairs and native layers in the same way as the observed overlap.

Table 10 shows that observed cross-domain overlap stays well below this bound in all 24 model-budget configurations.
Observed values of 8.47-30.88% correspond to 20.39-74.95% of bounds ranging from 21.68% to 53.59%. The shortfall is
largest at 1% selection, where the most important neurons are compared. Observed overlap still exceeds the count-preserving
random expectation w1 >, c35¢(d)cd¢(c), which ranges from 1.90% to 23.65%, in every configuration. Domains therefore
select largely different neurons even within the experts they both use, sharing only part of them. Sampling variation between
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(a) 6.25% selection (b) 12.5% selection (c) 6.25% selection (d) 12.5% selection
- 100 - 70
Qwen3
- 60
- 80
Qwen3.5 - 50
Qwen3.6 - 60 - 40
GLM-4.7 - 40 - 30
- 20
Qwenl.5
- 20
- 10
OLMoE
-0 0
T OO L S O O > SO S O OO ST O L SO O > SO SO O O
SEFFEFESE §ES5ES58 & SEFFEFESE F§ESTESES &
FTHEISEELEFIISE 758 ZSEELEFEISTKE FEILSSTEIISE 758 ZSFTETSE
§§’eg’gs,§” ”5§’3§’§s£ v Sfmgggsé” “5§e§’§s§ v

Figure 11. Routing-weighted spatial statistics for each model and bucket at 6.25% and 12.5% selection, as layer means. (a, b) Normalized
effective expert count, the inverse concentration of selected-neuron shares across experts. (c, d) Observed overlap above the count-
preserving expectation, which is positive in every reported layer—bucket cell at both budgets.

disjoint documents also lowers overlap, yet the same document split leaves same-domain overlap at 50.79-76.42%, well
above the cross-domain values. The domain dependence of the selected sets therefore extends to which neurons are selected
inside each expert, beyond the expert-level allocation that routing can produce.

Table 10. Observed cross-domain overlap (Obs.) and the routing-only bound (Bound) in Equation (17), in percent. Both quantities use
routing-weighted discovery top sets and are averaged over the 36 domain pairs within each native layer and then over layers. The bound is
the overlap expected if neurons within each expert kept the same order for every domain.

1% 3.125% 6.25% 12.5%
Model Obs. Bound Obs. Bound Obs. Bound Obs. Bound
Qwen3 9.02 22.86 12.39 25.63 16.33 28.92 23.81 34.97
Qwen3.5 9.28 22.51 14.46 26.92 19.52 31.20 28.42 38.17
Qwen3.6 9.21 21.68 14.21 26.03 19.25 30.39 27.98 37.33
GLM-4.7 12.23 27.75 14.93 28.56 18.74 31.78 25.51 37.37
Qwenl.5 8.47 41.52 11.28 44.92 15.23 48.51 22.47 53.59
OLMOoE 12.64 30.17 19.61 35.66 23.68 39.94 30.88 46.63

Removing routing-weight magnitude. The unweighted score in Equation (10) removes p®(t) while keeping dispatch. At
6.25% and 12.5% selection, it gives same-domain overlap of 67.53-81.03% and cross-domain overlap of 18.90-36.65%, so
the same-domain advantage persists in all 12 model-budget configurations. Its observed overlap also exceeds the count-
preserving expectation in Equation (5) in every layer—bucket cell, with model-average excess of 25.91-47.61 percentage
points at 6.25%. The domain dependence of the selected sets therefore does not require routing-weight magnitude. Dispatch
remains in both scores because a neuron contributes only on tokens routed to its expert, and the routing-only bound above
tests whether dispatch alone can produce the observed selection.

A.10. Token Identity and Domain Dependence

Routing has been linked to token identity (Xue et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2026b), while experts also show domain preferences
(Muennighoff et al., 2025). Since domains differ in vocabulary, the domain dependence of the selected sets could partly
reflect which token types each domain contains. Holding token types fixed across domains separates these two contributions.

We take the token types that occur in all 18 text groups, the discovery and validation splits of the nine buckets, without
relaxing this intersection. Only 6 to 11 token types remain, covering 8.70—-16.27% of the token positions processed in the
forward passes. RAMP is then accumulated over these positions alone, and the same-domain and cross-domain overlaps in
Equation (4) are recomputed at 6.25% selection.
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Table 11 compares both overlaps under all tokens and under shared tokens. Restricting to shared tokens raises cross-domain
overlap in every model, for example from 23.68% to 48.24% in OLMOoE, so common token types account for part of the
neurons that domains share. Same-domain overlap rises as well, and the same—cross gap remains 37.35-42.85 percentage
points, 73.9-90.6% of its value under all tokens. The same token types therefore select different neurons in different
domains, which places domain dependence in the context in which tokens appear.

Both observations fit the neuron-level organization in Section 3. Token identity contributes to the neurons shared across
domains, as token-level accounts of routing suggest, while domain-specific neurons within mixed experts carry the remaining
dependence and correspond to the routing preferences in Section 3.5. A purely token-level account would leave little
same—cross gap on shared tokens, and a purely expert-level account would not explain why the experts holding these neurons
serve several domains.

Table 11. Same-domain and cross-domain overlap at 6.25% selection under all tokens and under token types shared by all 18 text groups,
in percent. Gap retained is the shared-token same—cross gap divided by the all-token gap, and the last two columns give the shared tokens’
share of token positions and their number of types.

All tokens Shared tokens
Model Same Cross Same Cross Gap retained Share Types
Qwen3 66.13 16.33 71.67 28.82 86.0 12.13 10
Qwen3.5 66.18 19.52 72.67 30.48 90.4 16.27 11
Qwen3.6 66.40 19.25 72.76 30.05 90.6 16.27 11
GLM-4.7 69.72 18.74 75.03 32.97 82.5 8.70 6
Qwenl.5 57.77 15.23 73.62 36.27 87.8 12.13 10
OLMOoE 74.33 23.68 85.66 48.24 73.9 10.66 8

A.11. Per-Dispatch Importance

RAMP in Equation (3) accumulates contributions over the tokens dispatched to an expert, so an expert’s neurons gain
importance both from how strongly they respond to each token and from how many tokens of a domain the expert receives.
The second factor is a genuine part of a neuron’s role in the model, yet separating it from the first shows whether the
organization in Section 3 already appears in the contribution per processed token.

We therefore divide each neuron’s score by the square root of the number of tokens of the same text dispatched to its expert,

€
1£(Dg) = 220 (18)

Cq(Da)
which is the root-mean-square contribution per dispatched token and leaves experts receiving no tokens at zero. Discovery
and validation scores are each normalized by their own dispatch counts, so the two splits remain independent. We then
reselect the top 6.25% of neurons in every layer and recompute expert coverage, same-domain and cross-domain overlap,
the enriched lists and their correspondence with validation routing. The routing measures Ar and A i keep their original
definition, because routing preference is the quantity being compared. No additional forward passes are needed, and the
unnormalized statistics reproduce the values in the main text.

Table 12 reports both versions. Domain specialization is preserved under per-dispatch importance. Same-domain overlap
exceeds cross-domain overlap in all six models, with gaps of 27.1-39.6 percentage points, so most of the domain dependence
resides in how strongly neurons respond to each token. Selected neurons remain concentrated, as the top 10% of experts still
cover 36.40-49.95% of each domain’s selected neurons, 3.6-5.0 times the uniform reference. The enriched experts also
continue to track routing, since the median correlation between I’ and Ar is positive in every model at 0.159-0.379, and
the enriched lists still receive 1.93—15.40 percentage points more dispatch share from their own domain than from other
domains.

Normalization removes the differences in how often experts process each domain, which is itself a part of domain-dependent
computation, so these values form a conservative estimate of the organization. That all three properties remain under this
estimate shows that domain-specific neurons are distinguished by their contribution to each processed token, and that the
correspondence between neuron composition and routing reflects this per-token organization in addition to how often experts
are used.
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Table 12. Statistics at 6.25% selection with RAMP (Raw) and with per-dispatch importance in Equation (18) (Norm.). Coverage is the
share of each domain’s selected neurons held by the top 10% of experts, overlaps and coverage are in percent, p is the median correlation
between F' and Ar, and Ay is in percentage points.

Coverage Same Cross 7] Ag
Model Raw Norm. Raw Norm. Raw Norm. Raw Norm. Raw Norm.
Qwen3 67.22 41.21 66.13 49.21 16.33 21.45 0.667 0.277 26.01 12.50
Qwen3.5 73.24 49.95 66.18 51.69 19.52 23.96 0.567 0.320 19.19 15.03
Qwen3.6 74.16 49.18 66.40 50.17 19.25 23.11 0.568 0.296 20.71 15.40
GLM-4.7 68.73 47.97 69.72 59.54 18.74 27.34 0.650 0.379 19.61 13.98
Qwenl.5 42.47 36.40 57.77 55.23 15.23 15.61 0.368 0.159 3.65 1.93
OLMOoE 64.29 39.40 74.33 64.36 23.68 26.66 0.636 0.200 13.51 6.58

A.12. Exclusive-Set Concentration and Domain Enrichment

Many selected neurons from a domain may reflect an expert’s high selected-neuron count overall. To distinguish concentra-
tion from domain enrichment, as in Section 3.5, we compare exclusive membership with its parent set and each expert’s
domain composition.

The analysis uses routing-weighted RAMP on the same 64 discovery documents per bucket, retaining the nine original
buckets and all native routed layers. At each of the four selection rates, exclusivity is recomputed from the corresponding
discovery top sets. This membership criterion differs from the dominant-domain argmax assignment in Appendix A.7: it
identifies coordinates selected for exactly one of the nine buckets, rather than assigning every coordinate a label. All 1926
domain-layer exclusive sets are nonempty at each rate.

A.12.1. CONDITIONAL DOMAIN COMPOSITION

An expert may hold many exclusive neurons from several domains. The common-pool comparison in Section 3.5 accounts
for this overall count when assessing whether a particular domain is disproportionately represented.

Four hypergeometric references make this distinction explicit. Writing ¢® and z° for parent and exclusive counts, and
k=3 .cand m = > x° the full-set uniform reference is Hypergeom(EN, N, k) evaluated at c°. Restricting
attention to exclusive neurons gives Hypergeom(EN, N, m) at x¢, while conditioning on their parent top set gives
Hypergeom(k,c®, m) at 2°. For domain composition, the reference is Hypergeom(S, s¢,mq) at x5, where s° pools
mutually disjoint exclusive sets across domains and S = > _ s°. This common pool includes the target domain.

Upper-tail probabilities Pr(Z > z) are BH-adjusted separately for each score, model, selection rate and reference over all

finite domain—layer—expert tests. The family is not restricted to a layer or filtered by validation routing; finite probabilities

remain in it even where F' is undefined. Composition-enriched experts satisfy 5 > 1 and ¢ < 0.05, defining the discovery

list H,4 and its carried share

ZeEH d xz
mq ’

My = (19)

M is undefined when mg = 0 and zero for an empty list with positive m,4. The list fraction |H,4|/E has a different
denominator and is reported separately.

A.12.2. SELECTION-RATE SENSITIVITY

Table 13 shows how the carried share changes with the selection threshold. All 1926 units contain an enriched expert at
each rate, while model-average M increases from 58.18-78.29% at 1% selection to 66.90-85.89% at 12.5%. The exclusive
fraction moves in the opposite direction, from 46.50-63.53% to 18.66-24.79%. A stricter threshold therefore yields a more
exclusive selected set without necessarily strengthening its expert-composition or routing association.

A.12.3. CONCENTRATION RELATIVE TO PARENT SETS

Concentration asks a different question from domain composition: how unevenly does a set span experts? The parent and
exclusive Herfindahl-Hirschman indices are Hy = Y (c®/k)? and Hy = >~ _(2¢/m)?. For a uniform size-m subset of
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the parent set, the expected concentration is

EH, :HT+(1—HT)mk_m (20)

(k—1)
At 6.25% selection, the mean within-unit ratios Hy /EH, are 1.545, 1.617, 1.657, 1.384, 1.081 and 1.119 in the model
order of Table 1. The highest-count [0.1FE'] experts carry 43.57-79.36% of exclusive neurons on average; these count-
selected experts need not be the composition-enriched list. The accompanying concentration test uses 999 multivariate-
hypergeometric size-matched samples and upper-tail probability (1 + #{Hy, > Hy — 10714})/1000. Its BH family spans
domain-layer units within each model and rate, separately from the expert-composition tests and without selecting units for
routing analysis.

A.13. Domain Enrichment and Validation Routing Preferences

Neuron composition alone does not establish whether an expert is preferentially selected for the same domain. The
comparison in Section 3.5 relates discovery-side enrichment to validation routing, using raw neuron counts as a reference
for what composition adds.

A.13.1. FIXED DISCOVERY STRUCTURE AND ROUTING MEASUREMENTS

All top sets, exclusive counts, enrichment values and lists are defined on discovery text and remain fixed during validation.
Each bucket contributes 64 documents on each side, with native layers and input processing as in Appendix A. The primary
routing measure is dispatch-edge share in Equation (8). An auxiliary measure replaces dispatch counts with summed
effective routing weights, normalizing within each domain before averaging the other eight domains; it does not change the
discovery membership.

Enrichment requires positive s¢, mq4 and S. A zero target count with positive denominators gives F' = 0, whereas an empty
expert exclusive pool gives undefined F'. At 6.25%, there are 130, 628, 636, 51, 1 and 9 empty-pool layer—experts in the six
models, respectively. Domain-exclusive and layer-pool totals are positive.

A.13.2. ASSOCIATION UNITS AND MATCHED COMPARISONS

Each domain-layer correlation compares discovery F' with validation routing across native experts. Spearman correlations
use average ranks, at least three finite pairs and nonconstant vectors, leaving undefined values missing. Model summaries take
the median across domain—layer units. All 1926 primary correlations are valid at 6.25%; nine Qwen1.5 units have negative
relative-preference correlations. Table 14 reports interquartile ranges, negative counts and the auxiliary routing-weight
measure.

To compare enrichment with original top-set or exclusive counts, all predictors use the same finite- ' expert support within a
unit. Differences are computed within units before summarizing their distribution. At 6.25%, model-wise median advantages
over top-set counts range from 0.0538 to 0.0874, and those over exclusive counts range from 0.0061 to 0.0218. Within a
domain and layer, dividing a count by its positive set size leaves its Spearman correlation unchanged. Composition improves
the association over top-set counts in 1757 of 1926 units and over exclusive counts in 1343, with the remaining negative
differences retained in Figure 12.

Holding a native layer—expert fixed instead compares enrichment with validation dispatch share across the nine domains, on
common finite- ¥’ domain support for all predictors. The model-wise median correlations range from 0.4000 to 0.7197, with
negative correlations in every model. Table 15 gives valid and total expert counts and negative correlations for all models.

A.13.3. FROZEN ENRICHED LISTS

Aggregating routing over discovery-enriched experts extends the comparison from individual experts to their combined
preference for the associated domain. For each unit, Ry = Zee o, "o B = Zee 1, b and Ay = Ry — By compare
the same list on the target and other domains. Model summaries weight domain-layer units equally, including empty lists
with zero shares when present. All 1926 lists are nonempty at 6.25%; negative list differences occur in one GLM unit and
eight Qwenl.5 units (Table 15). The model means remain positive at all four rates, alongside positive median correlations
and paired advantages over top counts (Figure 13).
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Figure 12. Paired Spearman gains over original top-set counts (left) and exclusive counts (right) for validation relative dispatch preference.
Each panel includes all 1926 domain-layer units, using routing-weighted 6.25% discovery sets and matched finite-F" expert support.
ECDFs retain negative gains; no units are selected by their routing outcome.
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Figure 13. Routing-weighted enrichment-routing sensitivity at four selection rates. Panels show the median p(F, Ar), median within-unit
advantage over top-set counts, and mean frozen-list preference difference. All six models are shown; the selection rates are discrete
measured thresholds, not pruning settings.

A.13.4. A MATCHED SCORING CONTROL

Routing-weighted RAMP includes the routing coefficient, so we check whether the enrichment-routing correspondence
depends on it. At 6.25%, we compare it with the unweighted score in Equation (10), recomputing both correlations on the
intersection of their finite- F' experts within each domain-layer unit (Table 16). Both scores retain positive model medians,
while the median paired weighted-minus-unweighted change is negative in every model, ranging from —0.0774 to —0.0264.
The positive enrichment—routing correspondence therefore holds under either score and does not rely on the routing-weight
factor, which slightly lowers this particular association; the unweighted control still retains dispatch selection and frequency.

A.13.5. WHOLE-DOCUMENT RESAMPLING

Whole-document resampling measures variation in validation routing while keeping discovery membership and enriched lists
fixed. The bootstrap draws 64 documents with replacement independently within each domain for 200 repeats. Document
multiplicities are shared across layers and experts, with matching document-slot weights across models and scores. Each
repeat reaccumulates dispatch counts, renormalizes domain shares and recomputes the other-domain mean. Resampling
with replacement duplicates documents and adds noise to dispatch counts, which attenuates Spearman correlations, so
96.5-100% of replicate median correlations fall below the full-sample value while mean A replicates stay centered on it.
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Percentile intervals would therefore shift below the estimate, and Table 17 instead reports full-sample estimates with +1.96
bootstrap standard errors, which remain far from zero in every model. Every model-level repeat retains all its units. These
intervals describe variation conditional on the fixed discovery structure and current validation pool; no additional correlation
p values or BH adjustments are introduced.

Table 13. Routing-weighted enrichment at four selection rates. M is the mean exclusive-neuron share carried by composition-enriched
experts. The last two columns report mean list size and exclusive fraction at 6.25% only. All entries are percentages averaged equally over
domain-layer units; each rate covers all 1926 units with nonempty enriched lists.

Model Mo M3 125% Ms.25% M3 5% (\H|/E)6.25% (|U|/k)e.25%
Qwen3 76.21 80.92 83.11 85.06 16.18 38.03
Qwen3.5 75.52 80.63 83.02 85.68 13.61 35.04
Qwen3.6 76.49 80.93 83.40 85.89 13.39 34.92
GLM-4.7 78.29 81.83 83.29 85.06 18.12 34.29
Qwenl.5 58.18 64.76 66.40 66.90 23.26 39.51
OLMoE 67.11 72.15 72.43 72.95 17.47 27.75

Table 14. Domain—layer enrichment—routing associations at routing-weighted 6.25% selection. r is validation dispatch share and
Ar = r — bis relative domain preference. Correlations report medians and [25th, 75th percentiles] across units. N is valid coverage,
equal to the total; n” / n® counts negative correlations. Ap p_ is the median within-unit gain over original top counts on matched
finite- " support. The last column uses effective routing-weight shares without changing discovery membership.

Model N p(F,r) p(F, Ar) n’ /n2 App_rp p(F, Ar®)
0.7018 0.6668

Qwen3 432 [0.625,0.761] [0.586, 0.721] 0/0 0.0538 0.6718
0.5562 0.5671

Qwen3.5 360 [0.461, 0.627] [0.495, 0.628] 0/0 0.0874 0.5715
0.5808 0.5677

Qwen3.6 360 [0.498, 0.647] [0.509, 0.630] 0/0 0.0793 0.5712
0.6419 0.6498

GLM-4.7 414 [0.566, 0.703] [0.568, 0.713] 0/0 0.0719 0.6714
0.3548 0.3682

Qwenl.5 216 [0.193, 0.503] [0.228, 0.499] 13/9 0.0611 0.6582
0.5574 0.6357

OLMOoE 144 [0.430, 0.635] [0.520, 0.706] 3/0 0.0681 0.6616

Table 15. Fixed-expert and frozen-list validation checks at routing-weighted 6.25% selection. pcross correlates F' with dispatch share
across nine domains within a native layer—expert. s® = 0 counts empty exclusive pools. Ry, By and Apg are domain—layer means
for the discovery-frozen list H = {e : F' > 1, ¢ < 0.05}. Shares are fractions. All 1926 lists are nonempty; n” counts negative list
differences.

Cross-domain

Model valid/total Peross noross s¢ =0 Ry By Apy nH
Qwen3 6014/6144 0.7197 125 130 0.4012 0.1410 0.2601 0
Qwen3.5 9612/10240 0.6333 443 628 0.3084 0.1165 0.1919 0
Qwen3.6 9604/10240 0.6390 420 636 0.3214 0.1143 0.2071 0
GLM-4.7 2893/2944 0.7030 93 51 0.3582 0.1621 0.1961 1
Qwenl.5 1439/1440 0.4000 237 1 0.2653 0.2289 0.0365 8
OLMoE 1015/1024 0.6946 38 9 0.3007 0.1655 0.1351 0

Table 16. Paired scoring control at 6.25% selection with un-
weighted (U) and routing-weighted (W) scores. Paired A is the
median unit-wise W — U difference, negative in n_ of /N units.

Table 17. Document-bootstrap intervals at 6.25% selection. Entries
are full-sample estimates +1.96 standard errors from 200 replicates,
conditional on the fixed discovery structure and the validation pool.

Model N puU pw Paired A n_ Model Median p(F, Ar) Mean Ay
Qwen3 432 0.6918 0.6716 -0.0264 312 Qwen3 0.6668 [0.6548, 0.6788]  0.2601 [0.2481, 0.2722]
Qwen3.5 360 0.6008  0.5732 -0.0275 298 Qwen3.5  0.5671 [0.5541, 0.5802]  0.1919 [0.1825, 0.2012]
Qwen3.6 360 0.6064  0.5747 -0.0302 289 Qwen3.6  0.5677 [0.5554, 0.5801]  0.2071 [0.1971, 0.2172]
GLM-4.7 414  0.7108  0.6503 -0.0531 359 GLM-4.7  0.6498 [0.6377, 0.6620]  0.1961 [0.1867, 0.2056]
Qwenl.5 216 04196  0.3682 -0.0774 173 Qwenl.5  0.3682[0.3390, 0.3973]  0.0365 [0.0341, 0.0389]
OLMoE 144 0.6840 0.6368 -0.0620 118 OLMoE 0.6357 [0.6112, 0.6603]  0.1351 [0.1279, 0.1424]
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A.14. Ablating Domain Neuron Sets

Table 18. Task scores (%) after zeroing the top-10% neuron set T§10%> of one domain, compared with the original model and with RAMPr

at 90% retention, which removes the same number of neurons. Each block lists the tasks matched to one domain; gen and mcq denote the
generation and multiple-choice buckets of that domain. Shaded rows ablate the domain matched to the task.

Task Setting Qwen3 Qwen3.5 Qwen3.6 GLM-4.7 Qwenl.5 OLMOoE
WinoGrande Original 70.32 75.06 74.66 73.16 65.59 67.72
RAMPr 90% 71.59 74.19 74.43 73.01 65.98 67.40
Ablate chat-gen 51.38 72.06 71.43 62.04 55.64 51.70
Ablate chat-mcq 49.17 63.93 64.96 52.64 51.78 52.80
HellaSwag Original 77.59 82.64 83.52 80.13 78.90 80.75
RAMPr 90% 77.40 82.35 83.51 80.34 78.68 80.17
Ablate chat-gen 34.35 77.01 77.80 62.43 47.00 44.84
Ablate chat-mcq 37.89 69.45 70.68 60.40 45.30 48.12
HumanEval  Original 87.20 98.17 96.34 91.46 43.90 37.20
RAMPr 90% 89.63 95.12 97.56 88.41 44.51 34.15
Ablate code-gen 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MBPP Original 88.00 86.60 91.80 80.60 33.20 28.80
RAMPr 90% 87.20 89.60 91.40 82.20 31.80 28.80
Ablate code-gen 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00
GSM8K Original 76.42 97.12 96.66 92.19 19.94 68.23
RAMPr 90% 76.42 96.97 96.66 93.25 21.46 69.52
Ablate math-gen 0.00 0.99 091 0.08 0.00 0.00
Ablate math-mcq 0.00 0.61 1.06 0.15 0.00 0.00
MATH-500  Original 96.00 96.80 97.40 88.40 22.60 26.00
RAMPr 90% 95.80 97.60 97.40 88.20 24.00 23.00
Ablate math-gen 0.40 2.60 2.20 1.20 0.00 0.00
Ablate math-mcq 0.00 7.60 7.20 2.00 1.00 0.00
PubMedQA  Original 69.20 65.40 76.40 53.40 14.60 60.60
RAMPr 90% 68.60 66.00 76.60 54.00 15.80 60.80
Ablate med-gen 36.00 52.80 63.40 48.60 35.40 49.40
Ablate med-mcq 41.80 52.20 38.40 42.80 46.40 44.20
CEval Original 83.43 84.40 83.58 69.24 76.30 37.44
RAMPr 90% 82.99 83.73 83.80 69.32 74.00 36.63
Ablate zh-gen 29.72 76.82 76.37 46.29 28.01 24.07
Ablate zh-mcq 26.75 37.37 39.97 27.41 26.82 24.22
CMMLU Original 83.77 85.21 85.19 72.24 77.47 36.40
RAMPr 90% 83.34 84.82 85.11 71.48 75.40 36.46
Ablate zh-gen 30.33 76.88 76.14 49.36 26.22 25.57
Ablate zh-mcq 25.48 43.79 46.61 30.96 25.62 25.09

The overlap, spatial and enrichment results in Section 3 are correlational. They show which neurons RAMP ranks highest
for each domain, but not whether the model needs these neurons to solve that domain’s tasks. This subsection asks that
question directly: if a domain’s top-ranked neurons are removed, does the model lose the matching capability? For each
model and each of the nine buckets, we select the top 10% of routed neurons in every layer by routing-weighted RAMP
(Equation (3)) on the discovery split, denoted Téw%) to distinguish it from the 6.25% sets of the overlap analyses. We zero
the gate and up rows and the down columns of these neurons, as in the zero-masked pruning of Section 5. Each domain is
ablated separately, and neurons shared with other domains remain in its set.

As a reference of the same size, RAMPr at 90% retention removes the 10% of routed neurons with the lowest multi-domain
importance, and Appendix A.15 compares both with random removal. Each ablated model is evaluated on the tasks matched
to its domain under the protocols of the main table (Appendix D), and Table 18 reports all scores.

Answer. Yes. Removing a domain’s top-ranked neurons causes large losses on the matched tasks, whereas removing
the same number of low-importance neurons with RAMPr causes small ones. The neurons that RAMP ranks highest
for a domain are therefore needed for that domain’s tasks, not only correlated with them. Ablating the code set reduces
HumanEval and MBPP to at most 0.40% in all six models, and ablating either mathematics set reduces GSM8K to at most
1.06% and MATH-500 to at most 7.60%, whereas RAMPr at 90% retention stays within five points of the original model on
these tasks.

The Chinese multiple-choice set reduces CEval and CMMLU to 24.22-46.61% across the six models. In Qwen3.5, Qwen3.6
and GLM-4.7, ablating the Chinese generation set causes smaller losses than ablating the multiple-choice set, leaving
46.29-76.88% against 27.41-46.61%, and ablating the chat generation set lowers WinoGrande and HellaSwag by at most
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Table 19. Score difference (percentage points) between random removal and RAMPr at the same budget: random 10% against RAMPr at
90% retention, and random 25% against RAMPr at 75%. Negative values mean random removal scores lower.

10% removed 25% removed
Task Qwen3 Qwen3.5 Qwen3.6 GLM-4.7 Qwenl.5 OLMoE Qwen3 Qwen3.5 Qwen3.6 GLM-4.7 Qwenl.5 OLMoE
WinoGrande —2.37 —1.72 +0.11 —1.03 —0.87 —2.21 —13.42 —1.74 —2.29 —12.08 +0.47 —1.66
HellaSwag —2.42 —1.59 —1.64 —2.52 —0.90 —2.42 —9.03 —5.19 —4.60 —16.56 —1.82 —5.34
CEval —2.08 —0.89 —0.59 —4.83 —3.05 —2.01 —8.54 —4.16 —4.68 —11.74 —7.13 —4.90
CMMLU —2.35 —1.20 —1.21 —3.51 —2.23 —1.46 —9.20 —4.65 —3.89 —9.10 —5.33 —4.55
PubMedQA —5.80 —5.80 —0.20 —1.60 —1.20 —0.60 —7.20 —0.40 —1.40 —13.40 +0.80 —27.40
HumanEval —5.49 —1.83 —1.83 —2.78 —4.88 —12.80 —83.54 —10.98 —9.15 —22.56 —23.17 —28.66
MBPP —2.60 —4.60 —3.80 —9.40 —2.80 —7.40 —80.60 —13.00 —8.60 —30.60 —10.40 —17.80
GSM8K —0.76 —0.38 —1.29 —4.78 —2.20 —15.16 —70.28 —2.20 —5.69 —28.43 —27.60 —42.68
MATH-500 —2.40 —1.80 —1.60 —6.00 —8.40 —7.60 —95.00 —6.00 —8.80 —32.40 —21.60 —20.60
Mean —2.92 —2.20 —1.34 —4.05 —2.95 —5.74 —41.87 —5.37 —5.46 —19.65 —10.64 —17.07

5.72 points in Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6, consistent with the partial overlap between formats in Appendix A.5.1. In Qwen3,
Qwenl.5 and OLMOoE, both Chinese ablations bring CEval and CMMLU to 24.07-30.33%, close to four-choice chance.
PubMedQA decreases after either medical ablation in five models, by 4.80 to 38.00 points.

Qwenl.5 is the exception on PubMedQA, where accuracy rises from 14.60% to 35.40% after the medical generation ablation
and to 46.40% after the multiple-choice ablation. The original model answers “maybe” to 472 of the 500 questions, scoring
below the 55.20% obtained by always answering “yes”. After the generation ablation it answers “no” to 481 questions,
after the multiple-choice ablation it answers mostly “yes” or “no”, and in both cases none of the 55 “maybe’ questions is
answered correctly. The higher accuracy therefore reflects a shift in label preference rather than better medical answers, and
we exclude this entry from the comparison above.

A.15. Random Removal of the Same Size

The losses in Appendix A.14 could arise simply because 10% of the routed neurons are removed, regardless of which
neurons they are. If so, removing the same number of neurons at random should cause losses of similar size, and the RAMP
ranking would carry little information. We therefore remove 10% and 25% of the routed neurons uniformly at random in
every layer, zero them as above, and evaluate each model on the nine tasks of Table 18.

Answer. No. Random removal of 10% lowers task scores by at most 15.86 points relative to the original model, far less
than ablating a domain’s top 10%, which drives code and mathematics scores to near zero. Across the 96 matched pairs of
domain ablation and task, the targeted ablation scores below random removal in 94, and the two exceptions are the Qwen1.5
PubMedQA entries explained above. The large losses in Table 18 therefore come from which neurons are removed, not
from how many.

The same comparison also shows that the ranking is informative at the low-importance end (Table 19). At 10% removal,
random neurons score below RAMPr in 53 of the 54 model-task pairs, with model means from —1.34 to —5.74 points,
and the largest gaps fall on generation tasks, down to —15.16 points on OLMoE GSMB8K. At 25% removal the gap widens
to model means of —5.37 to —41.87 points, and random removal scores below RAMPr in 52 of the 54 pairs. Random
removal reduces Qwen3’s HumanEval, MBPP and MATH-500 to at most 0.61%, whereas RAMPr keeps 80.60-95.00%.
The three pairs where random removal is not lower involve tasks that barely respond to any removal in that model, so their
differences of at most 0.80 points do not separate the two methods. On Qwen3.6 WinoGrande (4-0.11 at 10%), the original
model, random removal and RAMPr score 74.66%, 74.54% and 74.43%, and even RAMPr at 50% retention loses at most
2.99 points. On Qwenl.5 WinoGrande (40.47 at 25%), RAMPr at 75% retention matches the original 65.59% exactly,
and RAMPr at 50% loses at most 2.13 points. On Qwenl1.5 PubMedQA (4-0.80 at 25%), every condition scores between
11.40% and 15.80%, below the 55.20% obtained by always answering “yes”, because of the label preference described in
Appendix A.14, so this task does not measure the model’s medical ability. RAMP thus identifies both the neurons a domain
depends on and the neurons whose removal costs least.

B. Additional Training-Dynamics Results

Tracing how neuron-level specialization develops requires following neuron importance through training, rather than
inferring its stability from expert aggregates.
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B.1. Adjacent-Checkpoint Comparisons Across Training Stages

A stage comparison needs the same unit of change in both groups: an adjacent checkpoint pair. We compute neuron- and
expert-level correlations within pre-training step pairs and within post-training release pairs, then compare the groups
at each level. The primary analysis neither compares the first and last pre-training checkpoints nor averages checkpoint
importance vectors before computing a correlation. Pre-training includes 33 adjacent pairs from 34 OLMoE checkpoints
and six from seven OpenMoE checkpoints. Post-training includes Base—SFT, SFT-DPO and DPO-Instruct for OLMoE, and
Base—SFT, SFT-DPO and DPO-Think for Instella. Across eleven domains and all native MoE layers, these 45 pairs yield
33 x 11 x 16 =5808,6 x 11 x4 =264, 3 x 11 x 16 = 528 and 3 x 11 x 26 = 858 cells, totaling 7,458. OLMoE stage2
and Instella Pretrain—Midtrain—Base belong to the additional interval analyses below.

The main comparison uses validation/all: 64 validation documents per domain, without transition filtering. Discovery
and validation each have all/A/B views (64/32/32 documents), totaling 44,748 records; views are not pooled. Token
contributions accumulate within each domain, layer and checkpoint before rank comparison, with domain—layer—pair cells
weighted equally in the summaries.

Neuron importance and expert aggregation. For checkpoint ¢, If;(Dg; t) is routing-weighted RAMP (Equation (3)),
using native executed dispatch edges. The neuron-level ranking and its expert aggregate can then be compared within cell
c=(d,l,a,b):

I =" I5(Dast),

pr.c = Spearman (I, ) | 1)

PN,c = Spearma11<vec([fﬁ(Dd; a)]e,i) ,VeC([Iﬁ(Dd; b)]w)) J
Ape = pE,c — PN.c-

Here vec flattens the expert—neuron matrix in the same coordinate order at both checkpoints. Expert sums (denoted S,
below) remain within domains and layers; neuron ranks span the full layer, not individual experts. Ties receive average
ranks; constant or insufficient vectors give NA. All 7,458 cells have valid correlations at both levels.

Table 20. Unfiltered validation/all cell medians and positive-gap counts. Paired-gap medians summarize within-cell differences, not
differences between marginal medians.

Stage  Model Cells Median pg Median pn Median Ap Ap>0
Pre OLMOoE 5808 0.989789 0.939291 0.048084 5775/5808
Pre OpenMoE 264 0.916415 0.841811 0.053208 2017264
Post ~ OLMOoE 528 0.998077 0.996918 0.000715 365/528
Post  Instella 858 0.998947 0.997497 0.001597 737/858

Table 20 reports the fraction with strictly positive Ap; reverse counts are 33, 63, 163 and 121, with no zeros. The larger
pre-training gaps indicate neuron-level reorganization that is less apparent in expert aggregates, whereas post-training largely
preserves both rankings. Table 21 shows the spread behind these medians, while Table 22 separates Base—SFT adjustment
from the greater stability of later pairs.

Checkpoint spacing differs; OLMOoE uses 0924 pre-training and 0125 post-training series, while OpenMoE and Instella are
complementary families, not a matched trajectory.

B.2. Checkpoint Coverage and Evaluation Settings

The fixed-text design in Section 4 lets us follow corresponding neuron coordinates across checkpoints within each model
family. Coverage extends beyond the primary 45-pair comparison to the additional interval analyses, with shared execution
settings, routed populations and document sampling.

The two parallel studies cover 56 checkpoints, comprising 43 OLMOoE, seven OpenMoE and six Instella checkpoints.
OLMOoE’s 0924 pre-training series has 34 points between step 5000 and step 1200000. Its five 0125 stage2 checkpoints use
a separate step axis between 5000 and 23842. The four 0125 releases are Base, SFT, DPO and Instruct. The final stage2
checkpoint and released Base model are separate observations. OpenMoE checkpoints carry token labels 200B, 400B,
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Table 21. Same-cell distribution summaries for all four groups. Means ~ Table 22. Post-training cell medians used in Figure 4d, distinct
and medians weight cells equally; p10/p90 are linearly interpolated  from interval means below. Each pair contains 176 OLMoE or

percentiles. Each Ap is computed before summarization. 286 Instella domain—layer cells.
Group Metric Mean Median pl0 p90 Median Median Median
Model Stage pair PE PN Ap
Pre OLMoE pg 0.984780 0.989789 0.969780 0.995742
PN 0.933405 0.939291 0.889235 0.970663 OLMOoE Base-SFT 0.988553  0.971534  0.015946
Ap 0.051376 0.048084 0.021692 0.085220 OLMoE SFT-DPO 0.998329  0.997987  0.000212
OLMoE DPO- 0.999313  0.999351  0.000012
Pre OpenMoE pg 0.841709 0.916415 0.594992 0.985528 Instruct
PN 0.810303 0.841811 0.670846 0.935030  pngrella Base-SFT ~ 0.914858  0.853142  0.054966
Ap 0.031405 0.053208 - 0134631 pngella SFT-DPO  0.999405  0.998732  0.000517
0.123104 Instella DPO- 0999313  0.998312  0.000785
Post OLMoE pgp 0.994372 0.998077 0.985458 0.999634 Think
PN 0.988550 0.996918 0.967078 0.999691
Ap 0.005822 0.000715 - 0.020462
0.000486
Post Instella  pg 0.968869 0.998947 0.893915 0.999725
PN 0.948620 0.997497 0.828626 0.999693
Ap 0.020249 0.001597 - 0.067943
0.000074

600B, 800B, 890B, 1T and 1.1T. Instella releases are Pretrain, Midtrain, Base, SFT, DPO and Think. Each family retains its
own checkpoint and stage axes, with OLMoE pre-training, stage2 and released-stage series reported separately. Historical
OpenMOoE Chat summaries are outside this 56-checkpoint routed analysis.

Routed layers contain 64 experts of width 1024 in OLMoE, 32 of width 8192 in OpenMoE, and 64 of width 1408 in Instella.
Their respective numbers of MoE layers are 16, 4 and 26, with native top-K values of 8, 2 and 6. OLMOoE covers layers
0-15. OpenMOoE covers native decoder layers 5, 11, 17 and 23, preserving capacity-limited dispatch and counting only
post-capacity assignments.

Instella covers layers 1-26, excluding its first dense layer from routed-neuron statistics. Its configuration’s two shared
experts are implemented as one shared MLP of width 2816. This branch remains active and is analyzed separately from
routed-expert statistics and decomposition. Instella retains native Gated MLA and FarSkip behavior, and its model card
specifies ResearchRAIL. The model descriptions follow OpenMoE (Xue et al., 2024) and the Instella-MoE technical report
(Liu et al., 2026).

The eleven text buckets are the nine discovery buckets plus finance-mcq and law-mcq. Each contains 128 records shuffled
with seed 1234. The first 64 form discovery and the remaining 64 form the validation set, giving 704 documents per
side. Each side is divided in order into two fixed 32-document halves per bucket (32/32). All checkpoints reuse these
document sets. Discovery and validation text are disjoint under exact-text and whitespace-normalized matching. Raw text is
right-truncated to 2048 tokens without added special tokens or a chat template. Statistics use non-padding input tokens.

Forward passes predominantly use BF16 with FP32 statistics. OpenMoE retains its specialized ColossalAl runtime and
capacity rules. Instella preserves native FP32 routing buffers and casts its originally FP32 Midtrain weights to BF16 for
forward evaluation. OLMOoE stage?2 uses the published 0125 Base tokenizer through an explicit loading configuration that
resolves the vocabulary mismatch without changing model weights. Input token sequences are identical across checkpoints
within each family, and raw texts are shared across families.

B.3. Neuron and Expert Statistics over Additional Intervals

Long pre-training intervals, the separate OLMOoE stage2 run and the full release series allow us to examine neuron
reorganization beyond the primary adjacent-pair comparison. These summaries use domain—layer means for each specified
interval, not the unfiltered adjacent-pair medians in Tables 20 and 22. Comparing neuron rankings with expert utilization
and response magnitudes helps distinguish changes at these different levels.

Routed-neuron importance follows Equation (3) with checkpoint-specific weights and activations. Squared routing-weighted
activations are accumulated across tokens and documents before taking the square root and multiplying by the corresponding
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Figure 14. Additional multi-granularity interval changes and local replication. Panels (a), (c) and (d) compare validation rank correlations
for routing counts, summed neuron importance, full expert-output energy and neuron importance, using domain-layer means for each
interval. Pre-training endpoint comparisons in (a) are separate intervals. Panels (c) and (d) show within-family stage comparisons.
Panel (b) reports the original candidate counts retained by the full validation set and both halves. Connecting lines follow categorical
comparisons and do not encode interval duration. Each panel labels its own vertical scale.

down-projection column norm. For fixed domain d, layer and checkpoint, summing neuron importance over an expert yields
Se =Y, If(Dg). Complete-output energy is

Eo =Y lpe(t) fe(mi(t))]l5 - (22)

x,t

It includes interactions among neuron outputs and has no outer square root, distinguishing it from both S, and ), [I f(Dd)] .
Dispatch count C, counts only executed edges.

For these interval analyses, correlations compare corresponding coordinates within each domain and layer, then average
equally over valid cells. There are 176 domain-layer cells for OLMOoE, 44 for OpenMoE and 286 for Instella. Spear-
man ties use average ranks, and constant vectors remain NA. The routing-load shift between checkpoints a and b is
£ 18>, Co — Ch/ >, Ch|, the fraction of dispatches that would have to move between experts to turn one load
distribution into the other, while count-rank correlation measures the ordering of expert loads. Top-set diagnostics use
Jaccard overlap, |A N B|/|A U B|, which differs from the intersection-over-set-size statistic in the discovery section. Expert
top sets are selected by S., and neuron top sets by importance over all expert—-neuron coordinates within a layer.

Neuron rankings also change substantially over long pre-training intervals (Figure 16). OLMoE’s endpoint mean correlation
is 0.336 on discovery and 0.337 on validation text; OpenMOoE yields 0.446 and 0.450. OLMOoE’s separate stage2 run has a
mean correlation of 0.986 on both splits. For post-training, validation Base-to-SFT mean correlations are 0.970 for OLMoE
and 0.849 for Instella, increasing to 0.9963 and 0.9985 from SFT to DPO. OLMoE DPO-to-Instruct yields 0.9990, while
Instella DPO-to-Think yields 0.9981. Instella’s earlier Pretrain-to-Midtrain and Midtrain-to-Base means are 0.917 and 0.930.
Base-to-SFT changes neuron rankings more than the subsequent evaluated pairs in both release series.

The accompanying data provide full discovery-side pairwise matrices, valid-cell counts and top-set sensitivity results. The
A/B halves partition the fixed document sets. At the all-expert endpoint, both top sets contain every expert, giving Jaccard
overlap one by construction.
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Table 23. Validation expert-rank correlations over long pre-
training intervals and OLMOoE stage2. Columns correspond
to dispatch counts, summed neuron importance and complete-
output energy. Each entry is a domain-layer mean.

Long pre-training intervals show substantial changes in expert
rankings (Table 23 and Figure 14). OpenMoE’s validation
dispatch-count correlation is 0.190 over the full interval, below
those for summed importance (0.526) and output energy (0.485).
Rankings are much more stable in OLMoE’s separate stage2

Interval C S E
interval. During Instella Base-to-SFT, the validation count cor-
OLMOoE 20B-5033B .543 433 458 lation is 0.788 d with 0.908 f di ot
OpenMoE 200B—1.1T 190 526 485 relation is 0.788, compared with 0. or summed importance
OLMOE stage2 21B-101B 991 996 996 and 0.913 for output energy (Figure 15). The relative stability
of routing and expert responses therefore depends on both the
statistic and the training interval; routing loads alone do not
characterize how expert contributions evolve.
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Figure 15. Stage comparisons for dispatch counts, summed neuron importance and complete-output energy. Values are domain—layer
mean rank correlations for each interval, computed separately on fixed discovery and validation text. Stage-pair positions are categorical
and do not encode interval length. OLMoE’s P and S2 labels denote its separate pre-training and stage2 step counters. The three statistics

summarize expert-level rank stability.
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Figure 16. Endpoint and released-stage neuron comparisons, including Base-to-final comparisons and Instella’s earlier stages. Points are
domain-layer mean Spearman correlations. Lines join categorical comparisons only. Discovery and validation markers can overlap when
their values are close.
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Figure 17. Validation outcomes for all 267 frozen domain-layer transitions from OLMoE and OpenMoE pre-training. (a, b) Validation
routing-load shift against validation neuron-rank correlation; dashed lines are the selection thresholds, and orange points fail at least
one criterion and remain in the denominator. (c, d) Discovery versus validation neuron-rank correlation, marking outcomes on the full
validation set and on both halves of 32 documents per bucket; the two tests are not nested and the panels use different axis ranges.

B.4. Neuron Changes under Nearly Stable Routing

To examine neuron reorganization when routing loads change little, we select adjacent transitions combining nearly stable
loads with changing neuron importance ranks. Unlike the unfiltered comparison in Appendix B.1, selection uses discovery
text and evaluation uses separate validation documents; the scatter plot includes both retained and failed comparisons.

Each candidate is an adjacent pre-training checkpoint pair at a fixed domain and native layer. The routing-load shift must be
at most 0.05 and neuron-rank correlation below 0.90 on the full discovery set and each discovery half. This selects 240
OLMOoE and 27 OpenMoE candidates. The lists and thresholds are fixed before evaluation on the full validation set and both
validation halves. Instella uses separate released-stage comparisons.

Neuron-rank changes coexist with nearly stable routing (Figure 17a-b) in 209/240 OLMOoE and 22/27 OpenMoE candidates
on the full validation set, and in 197/240 and 20/27 on both validation halves. The 31 and five full-set failures remain in
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Figure 18. Cross-text consistency and within-expert structure of neuron changes. (a) Early- and late-checkpoint cross-text rank correlations
and the correlation of importance-share differences. (b) Median within-expert L1 share 7). on jointly observed experts; pre-training groups
are frozen candidates, while Instella groups cover all 286 domain—layer cells per stage pair. (c) Instella’s mean cross-checkpoint rank
correlation contrasted with the median cross-text correlation of Ag. (d) 1. alongside pooled direction agreement of the top-1% Aq
changes, retaining unavailable validation coordinates in the denominator.

the respective denominators. Figure 17c—d relates discovery to validation ranks, distinguishing the non-nested full-set and
both-halves outcomes.

B.5. Exploratory Change Decomposition

Neuron importance can change through redistribution within experts or shifts in experts’ total importance shares. For the
fixed pre-training candidates in Appendix B.4 and the Instella release series, a decomposition separates these contributions,
while cross-text correlations test how consistently the changes recur.

They cover all 267 frozen pre-training candidates and, separately, all 286 domain-layer cells for each of Instella’s five
adjacent released-stage pairs.

For each domain—layer—checkpoint-pair cell ¢, normalize importance separately at each checkpoint ¢ and on each text split
s € {disc, val} as

I ()
oo I8 (DY)
(s)

s s s Pt e,
mge) = Zpt(,e),iv q,fe)z = m(s) :

t,e

P(S)

t,e,n

(23)

Dés) denotes the domain-d text from split s; the domain and layer are fixed by ¢, with the layer index omitted from I. Here
m is the expert’s layer-importance share and g is its conditional within-expert distribution when its mass is positive. For
zero-mass experts, set ¢ = 0 to preserve the identity below and exclude them from conditional-distribution comparisons.

With AP(®) = Pt(;) - Pt(ls) and analogous differences for m and ¢, the exact symmetric decomposition is
AP®) = BG) 4 W),

BO — Am@ 7, W Z ) A, @4

Bars denote two-checkpoint means on the same text split. Here B measures whole-expert share changes and W measures
within-expert redistribution in normalized importance. The signed components can cancel, so their L1 norms need not add
to ||AP;.

The joint expert set 7. contains exactly the experts with positive executed dispatch count Ct(’se) > 0 and positive importance
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mass m§‘2 > 0 at both checkpoints ¢, ¢ on both discovery and validation text. Joint-restricted vectors contain all neuron

coordinates of these experts. The discovery-side within-expert norm share for each cell on this set is

.
W5y

= disc disc .
W, 4 B,

Ne (25)

A zero denominator gives NA. Group summaries are medians of valid per-cell 7. values, not ratios of pooled L1 norms.
Cross-text conditional-change correlations compare Ag(4¢) with Ag(v®) on 7.. Within-component correlations compare
W (dis) with T (V2D on the same set. Both are computed within cells and summarized by valid-cell medians.

For OLMOoE candidates (Figure 18a—b), median early- and late-checkpoint cross-text correlations are 0.84481 and 0.84572,
compared with 0.58063 for importance-share differences. OpenMoE gives 0.69639 and 0.71193, compared with 0.36777.
On the joint expert set, discovery-side within-expert L1 exceeds between-expert L1 in 240/240 and 27/27 cells, with median
norm shares of 0.7830 and 0.6491.

Instella’s five stage pairs cover 1430 cells, including all domain—layer cells for each pair without applying the pre-training
selection criteria. The discovery-side joint-restricted within-expert component is larger in 266/286, 282/286, 247/286,
286/286 and 284/286 cells in chronological stage-pair order. Median norm shares are 0.6221, 0.6963, 0.5728, 0.7067 and
0.7138. The final two pairs have median cross-text conditional-change correlations of 0.1479 and 0.1750. Late post-training
changes thus remain mostly within experts and are small with little consistent direction across texts, consistent with
post-training preserving the organization formed earlier.

B.6. Replication of Large Neuron-Level Changes

Overall ranking stability and the cross-text consistency of neuron-level changes are distinct properties, as separated in
Figure 18c—d. Selecting the largest discovery-side changes tests whether they hold on validation text in the fixed pre-training
candidates and Instella release series. Direction agreement and change-rank correlations distinguish consistent directions of
adjustment from consistent rankings of their magnitudes.

For each cell and change type, selection uses eligible discovery-side coordinates with nonzero absolute change. Layer-share
changes use § = AP over layer coordinates. Within-expert-share changes use = Agq and require positive expert dispatch
count and importance mass at both discovery checkpoints. Validation eligibility is assessed after selection, so this discovery
pool is not restricted to 7.

For each fraction f € {0.01,0.05,0.10,0.20, 1.00}, select the k = max(1, round(N, f)) coordinates with largest |§(115°)
from the cell’s IV, eligible nonzero coordinates. Set kK = 0 when N, = 0. Stable flattened coordinate order breaks ties at the
selection boundary. The fractions correspond to 1%, 5%, 10%, 20% and 100%. The 100% list contains the full eligible
discovery-nonzero pool. All lists remain fixed for validation evaluation.

selected same

For a group G at a fixed fraction and change type, let n count all selected coordinates in cell ¢ and n3*™° count those

with observable validation changes of the same sign as discovery. Direction agreement pools these integer counts as

same
Z(:EG nc
selected *
ZceG’ e

Selected coordinates unobservable on validation text remain in the denominator and contribute zero to the numerator.
Their counts are reported separately. For Ag, validation observability requires routing and positive mass at both validation
checkpoints. A selected nonzero discovery change with zero validation change also contributes zero to the numerator.
Coordinates selected in multiple checkpoint-pair cells are counted at each occurrence. The group rate is coordinate-weighted,
not an equal-weight mean of per-cell rates.

Ac = (26)

On selected coordinates available in both splits, compute separate within-cell Spearman correlations between signed changes
§(di5¢) and §(va) | and between their absolute magnitudes. Constant vectors or insufficient available coordinates give NA.
Signed-change and absolute-magnitude correlations are each summarized by the median over their valid cells.

For layer-share changes, OLMOE direction agreement rises from 71.22% over all eligible discovery-nonzero coordinates
to 89.08% in the largest 1%. OpenMOoE rises from 66.24% to 76.43%, so in both families the largest changes keep their
direction across text splits more often than typical changes. For OpenMoE, the ranking of their magnitudes is less stable,
with median absolute-rank correlation falling from 0.3903 to 0.1899.
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Figure 19. Exploratory replication of discovery-selected changes. All five selection fractions are shown for layer-share and within-expert-
share differences. Direction agreement is the pooled same-direction count divided by the pooled selected count, retaining unavailable
validation coordinates in the denominator. Signed-change and absolute-magnitude Spearman correlations are computed separately on
available selected coordinates and summarized by valid-cell medians.

For Instella SFT-to-DPO within-expert changes, the largest 1% has direction agreement 57.48% and median signed-rank
correlation 0.1277, compared with 0.1479 over the full eligible discovery-nonzero set. The corresponding DPO-to-Think
values at 1% are 60.62% and 0.1979. The denominators retain validation-unavailable coordinates, including 3448 selected
coordinates for SFT-to-DPO at 1%. The seven groups, two change types and five fractions yield 70 summaries, with repeated
coordinate occurrences counted across candidate comparisons. Across Instella’s five stage pairs, Figure 18c—d separates
overall checkpoint rank stability from the cross-text consistency of changes.

B.7. Domain Neuron Sets Across Checkpoints

Section 4 compares neuron importance rankings between adjacent checkpoints. A changing or stable ranking does not by
itself show whether the domain specialization measured in Section 3 exists at a given checkpoint. This subsection therefore
asks two questions directly: when does domain specialization appear during training, and does it persist afterward? We
therefore apply the set analyses of Sections 3.3 to 3.5 directly at every checkpoint, reusing the neuron importance computed
for Section 4 on the same discovery and validation text. At each checkpoint we select the 6.25% sets, compute same-domain
overlap, cross-domain overlap and the count-preserving reference, and compute the enriched-expert share M from the
exclusive neurons, with the definitions and averaging of Section 3.

Answer. Domain specialization is already present at the earliest available checkpoint of every model and then stays nearly
constant through the rest of training (Figure 20). After 20B tokens of OLMoE pre-training, same-domain overlap is 70.53%
against 20.80% across domains, a gap of 49.74 points, and over all 36 OLMOoE checkpoints through post-training the gap
stays between 48.05 and 51.50 points while M stays between 66.89% and 72.58%. At the final checkpoint, the overlaps
of 74.33% and 23.68% equal those reported for OLMOE in Section 3.3. OpenMoE keeps a gap of 29.91-35.15 points
from 200B to 1.1T tokens, while both overlaps decline and M rises from 48.65% to 62.73%, so its exclusive neurons
concentrate into fewer experts as training proceeds. Instella keeps a gap of 48.08—48.88 points across its six released stages;
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Figure 20. Domain neuron-set statistics of Section 3 computed at every checkpoint, at 6.25% selection under routing-weighted RAMP.
Same- and cross-domain overlaps follow Equation (4), the count-preserving reference follows Equation (5), and M is the share of each
domain’s exclusive neurons held by its enriched experts, as in Table 1. Values are averaged over domains and layers. (a) OLMoE
pre-training labelled by tokens seen, followed by the stage-2 and post-training checkpoints, ending at the OLMoE-0125-Instruct model of
Section 3. (b) OpenMoE pre-training. (c) Instella’s released stages.

Base-to-SFT raises same-domain overlap from 64.20% to 67.79% and M from 75.52% to 78.03%, and the later stages
change each statistic by at most 0.25 points. Observed overlap exceeds the count-preserving reference at every checkpoint,
by 29.69-56.22 points across the three models.

These results separate two things that Section 4 alone cannot. Which neurons carry each domain keeps changing during pre-
training, as OLMOoE’s neuron ranking correlates at only 0.337 between its first and last pre-training checkpoints (Section 4.1).
How strongly the neurons specialize by domain does not change, as the same—cross gap stays between 48.05 and 49.74
points over the same pre-training checkpoints. The post-training results agree with Section 4.2, as the only visible change in
Instella occurs at Base-to-SFT.

C. Additional Pruning Results and Protocols

Cross-domain sharing and domain-dependent importance motivate the shared neuron selection in Section 5. The aim is to
preserve broadly important neurons alongside those important to particular domains within a limited budget.

C.1. Calibration and Score Definitions

The shared masks in Section 5 require a choice between preserving the cumulative importance scale and giving each domain
a comparable scale before selection. These choices define the two aggregation rules, while calibration budgets distinguish
the quality and implementation studies.

The n128 main table uses 128 texts per calibration domain, while n64 paired and efficiency experiments use 64, each
truncated to 2048 tokens. The eleven buckets contain the nine discovery buckets plus finance-mcq and law-mcq. Each
experiment uses its recorded sampling and inference profile. RAMPr-L sums domain scores after each domain’s squared
activation statistics have been accumulated and square-rooted, rather than pooling all domain squares before taking a single
square root. RAMPr-D normalizes each domain by its layer-wide importance sum Z;(D,), floored at 10~'2, and takes the
cross-domain maximum. Stored dispatch counts do not normalize either score.

Both rules use per-layer top-k selection over routed intermediate neurons. Zero masking keeps the original weight shapes,
while physical layouts store selected rows and columns with possible padding. Effective parameter count and allocated
layout size therefore require separate reporting; neither follows from scaling total model size by the retention ratio.
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C.2. Relation to Other MoE Pruning Methods

MoE compression methods differ in the unit they remove, the signal that ranks it and the text that estimates this signal
(Table 24). We group them into expert removal, expert merging and within-expert pruning, and write their scores in the
notation of Section 3.2, with 7, the tokens dispatched to expert e, f¢(¢) the output of expert e for token ¢, h(t) and h(t) the
hidden states entering and leaving the MoE layer, £ the language-modeling loss and & the hidden size.

Expert removal. Early methods search for the expert subset to keep, enumerating subsets that best reconstruct each layer’s
output on calibration text (Lu et al., 2024), keeping the experts whose router weights change most during fine-tuning
(Chowdhury et al., 2024), or evolving pruning and merging decisions against task performance (Liu et al., 2024), and a
unified study compares such dropping criteria across models (Jaiswal et al., 2025). Score-based methods instead rank experts
in one forward pass. REAP (Lasby et al., 2026) averages the router-weighted output norm over dispatched tokens,

1
Stmar = 7= > ° W || £®)],- 27)
|T€| teTe

RAZOR (Song & Zheng, 2026) measures the output change caused by deleting an expert, using its residual 7¢(t) =
fe(t) — >, p° (t)f€ (t) from the routed mixture and the expert é that the router selects in its place,
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EASY-EP (Dong et al., 2025) prunes experts for a target domain from a few demonstrations, weighting the router-weighted
output norm by how much each token is changed by the layer,

Stasy(Da) = > p*®)|| f<()]|,[1 — cos(h(t), h(t))], (29)

teEDy

and serves several domains by summing S gy (Da)/ Y, Séagy (Da) over domains. A coding-oriented study prunes half
of the experts from routing and activation statistics collected on code (Jha, 2026).

Expert merging. Merging methods keep the information of removed experts by averaging them into retained ones. MC-
SMOoE (Li et al., 2024b) groups experts by the similarity of their router logits, merges each group with activation-frequency
weights and further compresses the merged experts. HC-SMoE (Chen et al., 2025) clusters experts hierarchically by their
average outputs on calibration text before frequency-weighted merging. DERN (Zhou et al., 2025) drops experts with low
routing statistics, splits them into neuron segments, assigns each segment to the most similar retained expert and merges
segments within each expert by clustering.

Within-expert pruning. Hybrid methods combine expert-level and weight-level steps, such as expert pruning by router-
weight similarity followed by unstructured pruning (Lee et al., 2025), or inter-expert pruning followed by intra-expert
low-rank decomposition (Yang et al., 2024). MoE-Pruner (Xie et al., 2024) removes individual weights by their magnitude
times the router-weighted input activation, and SlimMoE (Li et al., 2025) narrows experts over several stages with distillation.
Methods that remove whole neurons rank them as follows. Fisher pruning (He et al., 2026a) uses the squared loss gradients
of a neuron’s three weight vectors,

e 1 e e 2 e 2
e = 1 20| (Chae) i+ (Gi) i+ (G ) (30)

where G7,, = Ve L, and the expert-local rule used in our comparison keeps the same fraction of every expert. HEAPr (Li

et al., 2026) approximates the loss change from removing a neuron with a second-order term in the expert output space and
ranks neurons across all layers,

iy = ITI > tu ug(t), 31)

teTe

where uf (t) = a¢(t)w ™™ and G is the covariance of V j. £. TENP (He et al., 2026b) keeps the experts ranked highest
by an EASY-EP-style score, retaining more of them in deeper layers, and prunes neurons in the remaining experts by their
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Table 24. MoE compression methods compared by the unit they act on, the operation, the signal that ranks units and the calibration text.

Method Unit Operation Ranking signal Calibration

NAEE Expert Remove Reconstruction of layer output General text

REAP Expert Remove Router-weighted output norm General and code
RAZOR Expert Remove Output change after deletion Seven-domain pool
EASY-EP  Expert Remove Router-weighted output norm, token-weighted Target domains
HC-SMoE Expert Merge Clusters of expert outputs General text
DERN Expert, neuron Remove, merge Routing statistics, segment similarity General text

Fisher Neuron Remove Squared weight gradients One task

HEAPr Neuron Remove Second-order loss change General text

TENP Expert, neuron Remove Expert score, then neuron projection Target domains
RAMPr Neuron Remove Routed contribution per domain Eleven domains, ST or SP

projection onto the expert output,

. 1 (ug(t), fo(t))
— ANANALSh 32
Kl P Py @2

Relation to RAMPr. These methods share two observations that RAMPr also relies on: the router weight is part of a unit’s
contribution to the layer output, and neuron-level units allow finer budgets than whole experts. RAMPr differs in purpose,
since it turns the domain specialization of Section 3 into a pruning rule, and three design choices follow from it. First,
RAMP accumulates a neuron’s routed contribution over all tokens of a domain, ranking neurons by their total contribution
to that domain, which is the quantity whose domain dependence Section 3 establishes. Second, most methods estimate
one ranking from general text, a single task or a pooled mixture, and EASY-EP and TENP combine domains only at the
expert level, whereas RAMPr ranks neurons separately in each of eleven domains across experts, so domain-specific neurons
inside mixed experts (Section 3.5) are kept even when their expert or their pooled importance is ranked low, and S needs a
neuron to rank high in only one domain. Third, because importance is estimated domain by domain, calibration composition
becomes a direct control over which capabilities are preserved (Appendix C.8).

C.3. Task Metrics and Main-Table Results

To assess capability preservation in Section 5, raw-score averages and Base-relative retention provide complementary views
of the same task results. Individual scores show how gains and losses vary across models and retention budgets.

WinoGrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2020), C-Eval (Huang et al., 2023), CMMLU (Li et al., 2024a), MMLU (Hendrycks et al.,
2021a) and PubMedQA (Jin et al., 2019) use accuracy. HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019) uses normalized accuracy. MBPP
(Austin et al., 2021) and HumanEval (Chen et al., 2021) use pass@1. GSMS8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) is scored by exact
match under the strict-match filter in every row, and MATH-500 uses the MATH benchmark’s mathematical problems
(Hendrycks et al., 2021b) with math verification. GPQA Diamond (Rein et al., 2024) and AIME use exact match. GPQA
answers are generated, whereas PubMedQA scores answer options. Quality evaluation uses vLLM 0.29.0 with Im-eval
0.4.13; runtime-efficiency evaluation uses a separately modified Transformers implementation. Appendix D summarizes the
sampling settings and output budgets of the generation tasks. Each calibration bucket is a fixed file of 128 documents, and
every experiment shuffles it once with seed 1234 and takes the first £ documents, so the n64 and calibration-size studies
use nested subsets of the n128 calibration set. The nine buckets shared with Section 3.1 are prepared from training or
development splits of the sources in Table 5, deduplicated within each bucket using the first 256 characters of processed text,
and contain no exact duplicates. Overlap audits against AIME25, AIME26, GPQA Diamond and PubMedQA find no shared
questions. The finance and law buckets are drawn from MMLU professional_accounting and professional_law questions
that also appear in the MMLU test set, covering 256 of its 14,042 items (1.82%), so their effect on the MMLU score is
bounded by this small fraction, and the nine-bucket analyses of Section 3 do not use them.

Mean performance retention is

100 Smethod,t
) (33)
|T| ; SBase,t

where T contains tasks scored for both methods with positive Base scores. The AIME tasks have zero Base scores for
Qwenl.5 and OLMOoE and are excluded only from their ratio mean; individual zero scores remain in the task tables. The
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separate eleven-task raw macro-average excludes AIME for every model and does not divide by Base. Partial-coverage
Fisher rows are not compared using a full-coverage ratio mean.
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Figure 21. n128 mean performance retention for both aggregation rules at all three neuron-retention rates. Ratios are averaged over tasks
with nonzero Base scores. Qwenl.5 and OLMOE use eleven tasks, and the remaining complete rows use thirteen. Values exceeding 100%
are retained. Lines connect only the evaluated budgets.

The full main table contains 92 method—model rows and 764 task results. The two full-task Fisher calibrations use expert-
local squared-gradient selection, while RAMPr uses multiple domains and layer-wise allocation. Figure 22 resolves the
positive eleven-task macro differences into individual task outcomes, including tasks where Fisher scores higher.

REAP removes whole experts (Lasby et al., 2026), defining its 25% and 50% compression settings by the fraction of experts
pruned per layer. Qwen3 REAP-50 retains 64 of the original 128 routed experts, each at its original width. The GLM
row, reap?25, evaluates cerebras/GLM—4.7-Flash—-REAP-23B-A3B based on zai-org/GLM—-4.7-Flash.
Each of its 46 routed layers retains 48 of the original 64 experts, removing 25% and retaining 75%. Intermediate width
1536, top-K = 4, and the shared-expert configuration remain unchanged. The initial dense layer is outside this pruning
population. The released model card labels the checkpoint 23B total and A3B activated. Its next-token-prediction-layer
configuration changes from one to zero, while the main evaluation uses the standard task inference described here. Figure 23
shows that RAMPr-D’s eleven-task raw-score advantage over REAP on GLM comes mainly from knowledge tasks, while
its thirteen-task Base-relative retention stays within 0.10 points of REAP.

C.4. Neuron Retention and Whole-Expert Selection

The relation between neuron selection and whole-expert pruning depends on how retained coordinates are distributed across
experts. The comparison covers all 36 fixed n64 masks from six models, both RAMPr variants, and 50%, 75%, and 90%
neuron retention. For expert e in layer [, w;. /W measures retained intermediate coordinates relative to the original expert
width IW. The distributions in Figure 24 show that many experts retain partial neuron sets rather than lying near the deleted
or complete endpoints. At 50% retention, experts with 0.1 < w;./W < 0.9 account for 36.23-74.65% under RAMPr-L
and 53.20-93.54% under RAMPr-D across models. RAMPr-D has more experts in this intermediate range in all eighteen
model-budget comparisons, consistent with a less polarized allocation. Even at 90% retention, 14.50-29.51% of experts
remain in this intermediate range across models and methods.
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50% of routed intermediate neurons retained in every comparison

(a) RAMPr-L — Fisher-GSM8K (b) RAMPr-L — Fisher-MBPP
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RAMPr: 11 x 128 calibration texts, layer-wise allocation. Fisher: 128 GSM8K or MBPP texts, expert-local allocation.

Native task metrics; Macroll = raw-score mean over the 11 non-AIME tasks, not Base-relative retention. No taskwise baseline selection.

Figure 22. All 264 task-score differences (six models, eleven non-AIME tasks and four RAMPr-Fisher comparisons) at 50% routed-neuron
retention, in percentage points. RAMPr-L/D use 11 x 128 calibration texts and layer-wise allocation, while each Fisher baseline uses 128
GSMSK or MBPP texts and expert-local allocation. Macrol1 averages raw task scores rather than Base-relative retention. All 24 macro
differences are positive, and 246 of 264 task differences are non-negative, with the remaining negative differences retained.

For L routed layers with E experts each, sorting retained widths within each layer as w; (1) > -+ > w; () gives the
layer-equally weighted coordinate coverage

1 ZL: Y1 Wi,
Gk)=— ) =2 (34)
L =1 D1 Wie

Selecting the top k widths maximizes coordinate coverage at that expert count, giving the highest coverage that any whole-
expert selection can reach. Figure 25 measures how much of the neuron selection whole experts can cover at comparable
budgets. At matched 50% budgets, coverage is 76.16—88.58% for RAMPr-L and 67.65-83.08% for RAMPr-D, leaving
11.42-32.35% of retained coordinates outside the selected experts. RAMPr-D, whose allocation is less polarized, falls
further outside whole-expert coverage in every matched model-budget comparison. Even at the nearest-integer 90% expert
budgets, where coverage reaches 94.06-97.80%, whole experts gain only 4.06—7.49 percentage points over a uniform subset.
Concentration thus explains why whole-expert selection can cover many retained coordinates, while the partial sets show
what its coarser granularity misses.

C.5. Estimated Active Parameters and Computation

Retained coordinates determine storage, but their contribution to per-token computation also depends on how often their
experts are dispatched. For hidden dimension h; and retained expert width w;., the bias-free gate/up/down projections have
logical routed storage

Prouted,stored = Z 3hiwie. (35)

Le
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GLM-4.7-Flash | REAP-25 removes 25% of experts; budgets are not equal total-parameter or memory fractions.

Wino RAMPr-D: 1 +1.50
75% neurons retained

Hella{  REAP: 75% experts 1 +2.91

retained (48/64)
C-Eval 4 q +8.62

CMMLU + 4 +12.64
MMLU ~ 8 +7.76
PubMed - 8 +3.00
MBPP - 1 -1.20
HumanEval - 8 -0.61
GSM8K - 8 +0.91
MATH + 4 -1.00
GPQA + 4 -2.53
AIME25 4 -4 -20.00

AIME26 - 4 -10.00

T T T T T

0 25 50 75 100 -20 -10 0 10
Native task score (%) RAMPr-D minus REAP (pp)

11-task raw macro (%): RAMPr-D 71.90 / REAP 68.99 / difference +2.91 pp

13-task mean Base-relative retention (%): RAMPr-D 95.61 / REAP 95.71 / difference -0.10 pp

RAMPr-D calibration: 11 x 128 texts, 2048-token truncation; zero mask at original shapes. REAP is the released expert-pruned checkpoint.

Shaded AIME rows enter only the 13-task retention above. Recorded per-task scoring and generation budgets are unchanged.

Figure 23. GLM-4.7-Flash task scores and RAMPr-D-minus-REAP differences for all thirteen tasks. RAMPr-D retains 75% of routed
neurons, whereas REAP-25 retains 75% of experts (48/64). RAMPr-D has the higher eleven-task raw macro-average (71.90% versus
68.99%, a difference of +2.91 percentage points). Its thirteen-task mean Base-relative retention including AIME is nearly identical
(95.61% versus 95.71%).

Let Cye count actual original-model dispatches to expert e in layer [ on domain d, and let T;3;; count valid input tokens, not
token—expert edges. Weighting retained coordinates by these dispatch counts gives the fixed-routing estimate
. > e Carewie = 1 =
. — e ~ = " . = — .
Pactlve,d - ; 3hl le ) Pactlve - 9 g Pactlve,d' (36)
Dispatch counts, rather than gate probabilities, determine matrix dimensions; the recorded routes satisfy Ze Cae = K|Ty.
Active parameters here mean routed-FFN weights invoked per token, not nonzero activations, the batch-wide union of

weights, or full-model active parameters. Shared experts, dense FFNs, attention, routers, embeddings, output heads and
auxiliary MTP branches are outside this active count.

The probe uses 64 validation documents from each of nine domains: chat-gen, chat-mcq, code-gen, math-gen, math-mcq,
med-gen, med-mcq, zh-gen and zh-mcq. Models share document IDs and order, with native tokenization, raw text and a 2048-
token cap; per-domain token-normalized means are averaged equally. This probe is separate from mask calibration: Table 25
covers all 36 n64 RAMPr configurations, Table 26 lists four n128 supplements, and Table 27 lists 24 task-conditioned n128
Fisher masks. All RAMPr active values apply fixed retained widths to original-model dispatch offline.

Counting a multiply and an add separately gives the matrix-multiply estimate Frpn =~ 2P ctive. It excludes nonlinearities,
elementwise operations, routing, data movement, communication and other model components. For the inspected fixed128
kernel, replacing wj. by 128[w;./128] (zero when w;, = 0) gives an execution-dimension estimate. At 50% neuron
retention, logical active retention is 50.57-67.71%, versus 54.92-75.23% with this alignment (Figure 26). Keeping dense
shapes and merely zeroing weights does not reduce dense matrix-multiply dimensions.
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Figure 24. Complete empirical distributions of normalized retained width for all 36 n64 masks. Rows show RAMPr-L/D and columns
show neuron-retention budgets; the six-model legend is shared across panels. Every native integer width is represented without smoothing,
including zero-width experts. Fixed expert counts within each model make pooled and layer-equally weighted ECDFs identical. Shared
experts, GLM’s initial dense layer, and layout padding are excluded.

Fisher rule-E fixes every expert at 50% of its original width; all 24 available masks therefore have exactly 50% logical active
retention, also 50% under fixed128 because their retained widths are multiples of 128. RAMPr instead selects neurons
across expert boundaries according to domain-wise importance, without imposing the same retention quota on every expert.
Its higher usage-weighted retention is consistent with preserving more neurons in frequently dispatched experts, while
Fisher’s fixed quota yields lower active counts in these comparisons. Quality scores are not paired with these estimates here.

For the inspected native no-capacity-drop REAP configurations only, Qwen3 retains 64/128 experts with K = 8 and width
768, while GLM-4.7 retains 48/64 with K = 4 and width 1536. Their unchanged K and full expert widths imply 100% of
original routed active parameters, despite lower expert storage. Table 28 compares backbone parameter budgets, excluding
auxiliary MTP tensors and non-parameter buffers. For GLM, this removes 1,278,094,656 auxiliary elements and 2,944
router-buffer elements from RAMPr, and 2,208 router-buffer elements from REAP: logical RAMPr is 22.997624B versus
REAP’s 22.996116B, a +0.0066% difference. Qwen3 is 16.036608B versus 16.030317B (40.0392%); fixed128 padding
raises RAMPr’s storage separately. Parameter counts exclude added rank/table buffers and are not GPU-memory estimates.

C.6. Task Scores under Physical Pruning and Zero Masking

A selected neuron set can be implemented by zeroing discarded weights or removing their rows and columns. The
comparison in Section 5 holds the calibration mask and scoring protocol fixed to separate implementation differences from
selection effects. Question-level outcomes further distinguish score differences from disagreements on individual answers.

The n64 paired study evaluates 36 pruning configurations on five tasks. HumanEval uses the
code—answer-v3-prompt—-context scoring protocol for 36 physical models and their 36 zero-masked counterparts,
together with two Base configurations. Each is evaluated on all 164 questions.

The mean signed differences are —0.094, —0.009, —0.020, —0.093 and —0.051 percentage points for WinoGrande, Hel-
laSwag, MMLU, GSMS8K and HumanEval, respectively. HumanEval has the largest mean absolute difference, approximately
1.78 points. For Qwen3.6 RAMPr-L at 50%, physical and zero implementations score 125/164 and 134/164. There are 15
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Figure 25. Layer-equally weighted retained-coordinate coverage, 100G (k), at every integer expert count k, with the same panel and model
ordering as Figure 24. The diagonal gives uniform-subset expected percentage coverage 100k /E’; markers identify k = |rE + 1/2] for
neuron-retention fraction r. Expert budgets are exactly matched at 50% and 75%; at nominal 90%, actual fractions are 89.84375% for
Qwen3/3.5/3.6, 90% for Qwen1.5, and 90.625% for GLM-4.7/OLMoE.

® RAMPr-L (n64) RAMPr-D (n64) | Fisher 50% (n128; 4 models)
(a) Logical estimate (b) Fixed128 dimension estimate
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Figure 26. Routed-FFN active retention at 50% neuron retention: (a) logical and (b) fixed128 execution-dimension estimates for RAMPr-
L/D with n64 calibration. Both panels reuse original-model dispatch on the nine-domain validation probe; neither reports post-pruning
active measurements. Fisher’s 50% reference is shown only for the four models covered by the available task-conditioned n128 masks,
not for Qwen1.5 or OLMOE; its calibration differs from RAMPr’s. Axes show retained active percentages relative to each original model
(100%), with a restricted display range. REAP is not plotted across six models; its two inspected configurations are reported in Table 28.

47



Understanding Mixture-of-Experts Language Models Beyond Expert Boundaries

Table 25. All 36 RAMPr n64 configurations. All active values use original-model dispatch on the nine-domain validation probe. Stored
counts concern logically sliced routed weights only; A is retained active relative to the original model, P is weights invoked per token,
and F' is matrix-multiply FLOPs/token. Subscripts log and 128 distinguish logical and fixed128 execution-dimension estimates. B and G
denote 10°. Keep is the nominal routed-neuron percentage; native integer rounding changes the 90% routed-storage fraction by at most
0.0007 percentage points.

Model Rule Keep (%) Pistorea (B) Alog (%) A1z (%) Piog (B) Fiog (G) Fi28 (G)
Qwen3 L 50 14.4955 66.39 72.09 1.2030 2.4060 2.6123
Qwen3 L 75 21.7433 88.02 90.42 1.5949 3.1898 3.2768
Qwen3 L 90 26.0920 96.55 97.38 1.7495 3.4989 3.5290
Qwen3 D 50 14.4955 62.84 69.57 1.1386 2.2771 2.5212
Qwen3 D 75 21.7433 85.16 89.08 1.5431 3.0861 3.2282
Qwen3 D 90 26.0920 95.46 96.79 1.7297 3.4595 3.5077
Qwen3.5 L 50 16.1061 64.19 72.52 0.6461 1.2923 1.4599
Qwen3.5 L 75 24.1592 85.05 89.08 0.8561 1.7122 1.7934
Qwen3.5 L 90 28.9911 95.38 96.95 0.9601 1.9202 1.9519
Qwen3.5 D 50 16.1061 61.94 71.34 0.6235 1.2469 1.4362
Qwen3.5 D 75 24.1592 83.25 87.97 0.8380 1.6760 1.7711
Qwen3.5 D 90 28.9911 94.32 96.27 0.9494 1.8988 1.9382
Qwen3.6 L 50 16.1061 67.71 75.23 0.6816 1.3632 1.5146
Qwen3.6 L 75 24.1592 87.14 90.63 0.8772 1.7544 1.8247
Qwen3.6 L 90 28.9911 96.02 97.32 0.9666 1.9332 1.9593
Qwen3.6 D 50 16.1061 64.97 73.85 0.6540 1.3080 1.4867
Qwen3.6 D 75 24.1592 85.55 89.75 0.8612 1.7224 1.8068
Qwen3.6 D 90 28.9911 95.23 96.87 0.9586 1.9172 1.9503
GLM-4.7 L 50 13.8915 60.61 63.97 1.0525 2.1051 2.2215
GLM-4.7 L 75 20.8373 83.39 85.17 1.4481 2.8962 2.9579
GLM-4.7 L 90 25.0049 94.58 95.25 1.6424 3.2847 3.3080
GLM-4.7 D 50 13.8915 58.55 62.11 1.0167 2.0333 2.1570
GLM-4.7 D 75 20.8373 81.35 83.87 1.4126 2.8251 29128
GLM-4.7 D 90 25.0049 93.44 94.46 1.6226 3.2451 3.2806
Qwenl5 L 50 6.2285 50.85 55.39 0.4223 0.8445 0.9200
Qwenl5IL 75 9.3428 75.72 79.27 0.6288 12576 13166
Qwenl.5 L 90 11.2114 90.44 92.27 0.7511 1.5022 1.5325
Qwenl.5 D 50 6.2285 50.57 54.92 0.4200 0.8400 09121
Qwenl.5 D 75 9.3428 75.40 79.63 0.6261 1.2523 1.3226
Qwenl.5 D 90 11.2114 90.21 93.37 0.7492 1.4984 1.5508
OLMoE L 50 32212 61.13 66.28 0.4923 0.9846 1.0675
OLMoE L 75 48318 83.51 86.65 0.6725 1.3449 13956
OLMoE L 90 5.7982 94.54 95.62 0.7613 1.5226 1.5400
OLMoE D 50 3.2212 60.35 65.52 0.4860 0.9720 1.0553
OLMoE D 75 4.8318 82.36 86.29 0.6633 1.3265 1.3898
OLMoE D 90 5.7982 93.85 95.73 0.7558 1.5116 1.5419

Table 26. Four supplementary RAMPr n128 configurations, separate from the n64 grid. All active values use original-model dispatch on
the nine-domain validation probe. Stored counts concern logically sliced routed weights only; A is retained active relative to the original
model, P is weights invoked per token, and F' is matrix-multiply FLOPs/token. Subscripts log and 128 distinguish logical and fixed128
execution-dimension estimates. B and G denote 10°.

Model  Rule Keep (%) Pitored (B) Alog (%) Ajag (%) Piog (B) Flog (G) Fi25 (G)
Qwen3 L 50 14.4955 66.16 71.94 1.1988 2.3976 2.6072
Qwen3 D 50 14.4955 62.77 69.47 1.1374 2.2747 2.5176
GLM-4.7 L 75 20.8373 83.28 85.02 1.4460 2.8921 2.9528
GLM-4.7 D 75 20.8373 81.40 83.87 1.4134 2.8269 29128

48



Understanding Mixture-of-Experts Language Models Beyond Expert Boundaries

questions won only by the physical model and 24 won only by the zero model. The 39 differing decisions show why the
nine-question net gap alone does not capture answer-level agreement.

The n128 quality and n64 implementation studies use different calibration masks and generated-answer sets. For example,
Qwen3 RAMPr-L at 75% scores 79.8780% on HumanEval with n128 calibration and 73.7805% in the n64 zero-mask
study. The supplementary reference-model comparison uses code—answer-v4-leading-space-local-import
for four reference models and 18 RAMPr-L zero configurations. The latter 18 scores equal the v3 scores. All physical/zero
HumanEval comparisons use the common v3 protocol.

Table 27. All 24 available Fisher rule-E masks. Each uses 128 task-conditioned calibration texts; retained width w is exactly half of each
expert’s original width, unlike RAMPr’s cross-expert allocation. Both logical and fixed128 routed-active retention are 50%; retained
widths are multiples of 128, so the two matrix-multiply estimates coincide. Columns use the units and original-routing probe of Table 25.

Model  Calibration task w Pitorea (B) Alog (%) A1og (%) Pog B)  Flog = Flos

G)
Qwen3  C-Eval (valid) 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3 CMMLU 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3 GSMSK 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3  HellaSwag 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3  MBPP 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3 minerva_math 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3 MMLU 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3  WinoGrande 384 14.4955 50.00 50.00 0.9060 1.8119
Qwen3.5 C-Eval (valid) 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.5 CMMLU 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.5 GSM8K 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.5 MBPP 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.5 MMLU 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 C-Eval (valid) 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 CMMLU 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 GSMSK 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 HellaSwag 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 MBPP 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 minerva_math 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 MMLU 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
Qwen3.6 WinoGrande 256 16.1061 50.00 50.00 0.5033 1.0066
GLM-4.7 GSM8K 768 13.8915 50.00 50.00 0.8682 1.7364
GLM-4.7 MBPP 768 13.8915 50.00 50.00 0.8682 1.7364
GLM-4.7 minerva_math 768 13.8915 50.00 50.00 0.8682 1.7364

Table 28. Backbone-parameter reconciliation with the two inspected REAP checkpoints. Qwen3 uses 50% neuron/expert retention and
GLM-4.7 uses 75%; RAMPr rules L/D are separate. Preap, Plog and P12g are backbone parameter counts in billions. AP is the logical
RAMPr budget difference relative to REAP. Ajo, and Aj2g are original-routing RAMPr active percentages relative to REAP’s fixed- K,
full-width routed structure (100% of its original model). Auxiliary MTP tensors and non-parameter buffers are excluded.

Model n Rule PREAP P]Og AP (%) Plgg Alog (%) A128 (%)
Qwen3 64 L 16.030317 16.036608 +0.0392 18.176489 66.39 72.09
Qwen3 64 D 16.030317 16.036608 +0.0392 18.275580 62.84 69.57
Qwen3 128 L 16.030317 16.036608 +0.0392 18.206374 66.16 71.94
Qwen3 128 D 16.030317 16.036608 +0.0392 18.276366 62.77 69.47
GLM-4.7 64 L 22.996116 22.997624 +0.0066 23.642498 83.39 85.17
GLM-4.7 64 D 22.996116 22.997624 +0.0066 23.815513 81.35 83.87
GLM-4.7 128 L 22.996116 22.997624 +0.0066 23.627556 83.28 85.02
GLM-4.7 128 D 22.996116 22.997624 +0.0066 23.805289 81.40 83.87
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Figure 27. Real-minus-zero task-score differences for all 180 n64 comparisons. Each model has six method-retention settings per task.
HumanEval uses source-matched v3 scores, and the other tasks retain their recorded metrics. Horizontal offsets separate configurations
without implying another quantitative axis.

C.7. Efficiency Measurement and Layouts

Measuring resident memory and inference time connects the neuron selection in Section 5 to practical resource use. A
common backend and fixed layout allow prefill and decode costs to be compared without choosing a different implementation
for each workload.

All speedups in the six-model study compare the full and physically pruned models in the same modified Transformers
backend, not the vLLM backend used for main-table quality evaluation. The study uses NVIDIA H20 with BF16 and SDPA,
running PyTorch 2.13.0, Transformers 5.17.0 and CUDA 13.3. Timing excludes model loading and weight conversion.
The original-model baseline is measured before and after each layout run, and its throughput differs by more than 5%
between the two measurements in 17 of 144 scenarios, by at most about 11.88%. Native expandable-segment allocation is
enabled. Thirty-six runs cover each model at three retention rates and batch sizes 1 and 32. Each run measures prompts
of 512 and 2048 tokens, with decode fixed to 64 steps. The layout comparison includes Full and native same-mask zero
baselines alongside fixed and adaptive layouts. The main display uses fixed width 128 rather than selecting the fastest layout
separately for each cell.

The complete fixed128 results in Figure 28 cover all retention rates and workloads.

Full and zero each have five timed measurements before and five after the layout runs. Each pruned layout has six blocks of
three repetitions after warmup. For a fixed model, GPU and workload, let £y, F; be the Full time samples and C' the pruned
samples. The reported Full-relative speedup is

median(Fo U FY)

median(C) 37)

Skull =

The prefill and decode panels in Figure 5 convert this speedup to a percentage change as 100(Sgu; — 1), while resident-
memory reductions are already percentages. For comparison with fixed128, each block gives the ratio of its fixed128 and
candidate median times; the final estimate is the median of the six block ratios. Throughput is summarized separately from
per-trial token counts divided by time, whereas reported speedup uses the time samples directly. Prefill counts input tokens
across the batch, while decode counts the fixed output workload. Inference timing starts after loading, input transfer and
layout preparation.

Resident memory is sampled after loading Full, applying the zero mask, or installing each pruned layout, before that model’s
suite warmup. The sampler runs garbage collection, releases unused allocator cache, synchronizes the device, and reads
memory_allocated () and memory_reserved () in GiB. These values describe active PyTorch allocations and
reserved allocator segments in the process. The current suite input has not yet been created, and preceding trial outputs
and KV caches have been deleted. Each layout uses its last sampled resident snapshot; Full and zero use their before-run
snapshots, with after-run values recorded separately. The memory reduction is 100(1 — Mpruned /Mpun) using resident
allocated memory.

Peak allocation statistics are reset after creating the input and attention mask but before prefill. Their maxima are read after
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(a) Prefill speedup

B1 /512 tokens B1 /2048 tokens B32 /512 tokens B32 / 2048 tokens

Qwen3  0.95 0.84 0.75 1.14 1.02 0.94 1.39 1.24 1.15 1.39 1.27 1.17
Qwen3.5 1.04 0.94 0.88 1.12 1.04 1.00 1.17 1.10 1.07 1.17 1.12 1.09
Qwen3.6 1.03 0.93 0.87 1.13 1.05 0.99 1.18 1.11 1.08 1.18 1.12 1.09
GLM-4.7 0.82 0.73 0.74 0.98 0.87 0.84 1.32 1.17 1.09 1.36 1.21 1.13
Qwenl.5 0.79 0.70 0.73 0.97 0.87 0.86 1.18 1.07 1.03 1.22 1.12 1.07
OLMoE 0.79 0.74 0.76 1.07 0.97 0.95 1.26 1.14 1.11 1.30 1.18 1.15
50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90%

(b) Decode speedup

B1 /512 tokens B1 /2048 tokens B32 /512 tokens B32 /2048 tokens

Qwen3 0.99 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 1.01 0.92 0.88 1.00 0.92 0.87
Qwen3.5 0.96 0.95 0.99 0.98 0.99 1.01 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.95 0.92 0.92
Qwen3.6 1.01 0.99 0.92 0.96 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.91
GLM-4.7 0.98 0.97 0.96 0.98 1.03 0.99 1.09 1.00 0.93 1.04 1.00 0.97
Qwenl.5 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 1.13 0.94 0.85 1.10 0.94 0.87
OLMoE 0.93 0.96 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.95 1.05 0.92 0.86 1.05 0.94 0.89
50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90%

(c) Resident allocated memory saved (%)

B1 /512 tokens B1 /2048 tokens B32 /512 tokens B32 /2048 tokens

Qwen3 40.4 19.9 7.6 40.4 19.9 7.6 40.4 19.9 7.6 40.4 19.9 7.6
Qwen3.5 36.0 17.3 6.5 36.0 17.3 6.5 36.0 17.3 6.5 36.0 17.3 6.5
Qwen3.6 36.2 17.3 6.6 36.2 17.3 6.6 36.2 17.3 6.6 36.2 17.3 6.6
GLM-4.7 42.8 21.0 8.3 42.8 21.0 8.3 42.8 21.0 8.3 42.8 21.0 8.3
Qwenl.5 39.5 18.6 7.1 39.5 18.6 7.1 39.5 18.6 7.1 39.5 18.6 7.1
OLMoE 41.0 19.5 7.7 41.0 19.5 7.7 41.0 19.5 7.7 41.0 19.5 7.7
50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90% 50% 75% 90%

Figure 28. Full fixed128 efficiency grid for RAMPr-L with n64 calibration. Every panel reports all six models at 50%, 75% and 90%
neuron retention under four batch—input settings, giving 216 displayed values. Speedups compare the pruned model with its same-GPU
Full baseline and share a color scale centered at one. Memory reductions use a separate 0-50% scale. Numbers are rounded only for
display. Loading and layout conversion are outside inference timing.

the trial and summarized by the largest non-warmup value. For decode rows, the peak-memory interval includes prefill
and the 64 decode steps, while the time field measures only those decode steps. All Full, zero and pruned runs use the
same PyTorch/Transformers environment. Pruned models replace native expert modules with the custom ragged/hybrid
implementation.

CUDA step percentiles are not request-tail latency. Energy is measured through cumulative GPU energy without idle
subtraction and is not whole-machine energy. Missing energy and unavailable whole-run tail estimates remain NA.

At batch 32 and 2048 input tokens, the fixed128 prefill speedup ranges are approximately 1.17-1.39 at 50%, 1.12—-1.27 at
75%, and 1.07—-1.17 at 90% retention. Corresponding resident-memory reductions are approximately 36-43%, 17-21%,
and 6-8%. Decode is roughly unchanged at 50% retention, with a geometric-mean speedup of 1.01, and slows at higher
retention, where fewer neurons are removed.

C.8. Calibration Ablations

Neuron importance is estimated from calibration text, so both sample count and domain composition can affect selection.
The ablations in Section 5.3 vary these inputs to examine their interaction with score aggregation.

The calibration-size study covers four models with per-domain counts 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 and 64, yielding 2856 seed-level
results and 2184 task means. The n64 HumanEval results use the v3 extraction protocol on the corresponding generated
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answers; scoring protocols for other calibration sizes follow their individual task records. Larger calibration sets improve
the strongest-compression RAMPr-L endpoint scores across the evaluated models, while intermediate sizes and other
configurations vary less regularly.

RAMPr-L 50% RAMPr-L 75% RAMPr-L 90%
RAMPr-D 50% RAMPr-D 75% RAMPr-D 90%
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Figure 29. Eleven-task raw macro scores over calibration-set size. Blue denotes RAMPr-L and orange RAMPr-D. Solid, dashed and
dotted lines show 50%, 75% and 90% neuron retention. The n64 HumanEval scores use the v3 protocol. Curves show raw task-score
averages.

The Qwen3 composition comparison changes calibration from eleven mixed buckets with 1408 texts to five generation
buckets with 640 texts. It preserves the scoring rule and 50% retention but changes both domain composition and sample
count. Generation-focused calibration thus recovers much of Qwen3’s generation ability without changing the method and
with fewer than half the texts, raising RAMPr-L overall retention from 61.04% to 70.12% and RAMPr-D from 44.47% to
50.56%. Multiple-choice retention decreases in exchange, from 90.69% to 80.00% for RAMPr-L.

C.9. Execution Ablations

Holding selected neurons fixed separates score-based selection from execution-layout effects in Section 5.3.

Layout ablations preserve effective masks while changing weight packing. Fixed blocks can pad expert widths; smaller
blocks reduce some padding but can exceed the grouped backend’s 1023-group limit, requiring segmented calls whose
overhead remains in the timing. Structural adaptive layouts optimize a proxy such as block count, while timing-based
choices use a local replay estimate. Historical Qwen3 runs use their own cohorts and fixed128 denominators and are not
combined with the newer six-model Full baselines.

C.10. Complete Task Tables

The complete task tables allow the capability-retention comparisons in Section 5 to be read alongside individual outcomes
and the settings used to obtain them.
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Figure 30. All thirteen task scores in the Qwen3 calibration-composition comparison. Mixed and generation-only calibration contain
different total numbers of texts. Both RAMPr variants and the available full-model and REAP results are shown. All task scores
correspond to the same calibration-composition experiment.

All n128 main-table rows are included, with values rounded only for display and unavailable task results left marked.

Table 29. Qwen3 main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 70.32 77.59 83.43 83.77 79.53  69.20 88.00 base 87.20 76.42 96.00 51.52 7333 73.33
fisher-gsm8k 60.62 47.39 45.02 43.39 49.71 20.00 0.00 fisher-gsm8k 0.00 4534 6.80 354 0.00 0.00
fisher-mbpp 61.56 49.29 49.03 4820 5249  57.60 1.40 fisher-mbpp 0.00 227 020 1.01 0.00  0.00
fisher-winogrande 6401 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 60.85 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 65.82 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 6398 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 64.77 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 11.20 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 68.67 71.66 67.83 6837 7325  68.60 4.00 RAMPr-L 50 0.61 6149 68.00 26.77 16.67 13.33
RAMPr-D 50 66.93 63.32 7251 72770 72.87  28.60 3.80 RAMPr-D 50 1.83 2411 2820 7.07 6.67 333
RAMPr-L 75 70.96 76.81 79.27 80.63 78.42  66.60 79.00 RAMPr-L 75 79.88 61.11 95.00 43.94 66.67 60.00
RAMPr-D 75 69.85 75.05 79.94 80.38 77.83  64.20 80.60 RAMPr-D 75 84.15 8438 95.00 4242 5333 66.67
RAMPr-L 90 71.19 7732 8291 83.34 79.63  68.00 87.20 RAMPr-L 90 89.02 73.16 95.00 44.44 70.00 66.67
RAMPr-D 90 71.59 77.40 8299 83.34 79.13  68.60 87.20 RAMPr-D 90 89.63 76.42 9580 52.02 66.67 66.67
reap50 61.17 50.25 46.43 43.57 50.24  56.00 85.20 reap50 87.80 75.06 93.60 19.19 56.67 63.33

Table 30. Qwen3.5 main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 75.06 82.64 84.40 8521 8496  65.40 86.60 base 98.17 97.12 96.80 80.81 90.00 90.00
fisher-gsm8k 67.32 61.67 61.96 6223 64.11  70.80 11.20 fisher-gsm8k 12.80 81.12 3940 1465 0.00 0.00
fisher-mbpp 67.48 59.65 61.96 64.15 6630  70.80 52.40 fisher-mbpp 73.17 5231 3580 1566 000  0.00
fisher-winogrande 7119 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 70.03 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 7259 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 7297 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 73.36 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 72.40 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 73.01 7472 74.15 75.15 7876  69.40 82.40 RAMPr-L 50 9451 96.66 8220 3636 4333 4333
RAMPr-D 50 7332 71.19 7727 76.50 78.97  62.80 79.00 RAMPr-D 50 89.63 95.83 86.60 2525 26.67 20.00
RAMPr-L 75 7498 81.55 81.65 82.77 83.72  67.80 87.00 RAMPr-L 75 95.12 96.59 9520 5859 83.33 9333
RAMPr-D 75 7459 81.24 82.84 83.13 8386  68.80 89.20 RAMPr-D 75 96.34  96.82 96.60 60.61 90.00 93.33
RAMPr-L 90 74.19 8235 83.73 84.82 84.46  64.60 89.60 RAMPr-L 90 95.12 96.82 97.60 71.21 83.33 93.33
RAMPr-D 90 74.03 82.32 83.58 84.69 84.52  66.00 89.20 RAMPr-D 90 9451 9697 9720 75776 90.00 93.33
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Table 31. Qwen3.6 main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 74.66 83.52 83.58 85.19 8245  76.40 91.80 base 96.34  96.66 97.40 57.07 93.33 96.67
fisher-gsm8k 69.38 63.93 64.49 6438 6587  73.20 21.20 fisher-gsm8k 1524 87.34 33.00 10.10 0.00  0.00
fisher-mbpp 66.46 60.50 65.16 65.77 66.73  74.80 61.00 fisher-mbpp 6585 63.84 3920 11.62 0.00 3.33
fisher-winogrande 7159 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 71.69 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 72.88 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 73.09 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 72.09 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 45.00 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 7238 76.33 7645 76.17 75.05  77.60 79.40 RAMPr-L 50 87.20 96.29 8540 2525 60.00 53.33
RAMPr-D 50 71.67 7324 77.19 76.82 7621  76.60 81.00 RAMPr-D 50 87.80 96.36 88.60 27.27 36.67 23.33
RAMPr-L 75 74.74 82.55 82.24 83.10 81.58  77.60 89.20 RAMPr-L 75 96.95 96.44 9640 54.04 86.67 86.67
RAMPr-D 75 74.03 81.95 82.76 83.17 80.69  77.40 90.00 RAMPr-D 75 96.34 9636 96.80 57.07 83.33 86.67
RAMPr-L 90 74.43 8320 83.43 85.03 82.79  76.20 91.40 RAMPr-L 90 97.56 96.66 96.80 53.54 90.00 90.00
RAMPr-D 90 74.43 83.51 83.80 85.11 8246  76.60 90.60 RAMPr-D 90 95.73 9621 97.40 58.08 86.67 93.33

Table 32. GLM-4.7 main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 73.16 80.13 69.24 7224 7243  53.40 80.60 base 91.46 92.19 88.40 4848 66.67 63.33
fisher-gsm8k 58.64 51.15 4138 38.66 41.06  42.60 1.20 fisher-gsm8k 0.61 3889 11.80 253 0.00 3.33
fisher-mbpp 56.20 50.05 42.72 41.13 39.10  53.40 10.80 fisher-mbpp 14.02 20.17 13.00 0.51 0.00  0.00
fisher-winogrande 60.38 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 57.88 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 5149 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 5261 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 51.10 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 39.80 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 60.77 63.52 53.57 52.18 60.13  26.00 13.60 RAMPr-L 50 3598 87.64 71.00 15.15 5333 46.67
RAMPr-D 50 60.22 56.26 56.76 58.00 56.97  22.40 39.20 RAMPr-D 50 6829 77.26 70.80 7.07 50.00 40.00
RAMPr-L 75 7324 7921 66.27 65.65 69.79  25.60 69.60 RAMPr-L 75 80.49 92.19 87.60 36.87 66.67 66.67
RAMPr-D 75 71.74 75.08 65.82 68.08 69.37  49.40 78.20 RAMPr-D 75 90.24 9242 87.60 4293 60.00 63.33
RAMPr-L 90 73.01 80.34 69.32 70.86 71.88  52.80 82.20 RAMPr-L 90 88.41 9272 87.80 4596 76.67 66.67
RAMPr-D 90 73.01 80.00 68.35 71.48 71.54  54.00 78.60 RAMPr-D 90 87.80 9325 8820 49.49 76.67 63.33
reap25 70.24 72.18 57.21 55.44 61.62  46.40 79.40 reap25 90.85 91.51 88.60 4545 80.00 73.33

Table 33. Qwenl.5 main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 65.59 7890 76.30 77.47 59.47 14.60 33.20 base 4390 1994 2260 13.13 0.00 0.00
fisher-gsm8k 60.69 66.35 5230 51.36 4930  16.00 11.00 fisher-gsm8k 427 26.00 11.60 9.60 0.00 0.00
fisher-mbpp 61.96 64.81 51.71 52.58 48.59 13.40 21.00 fisher-mbpp 22.56 2047 10.80 354 000 0.00
fisher-winogrande 6196 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 7275 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 57.65 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 5861 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 53.81 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 1440 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 63.54 68.58 60.25 59.44 54.69  13.60 25.80 RAMPr-L 50 28.05 41.77 1680 3.03 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-D 50 63.46 69.89 61.00 61.53 5534  14.00 26.80 RAMPr-D 50 26.83 2638 1840 7.07 0.00  0.00
RAMPr-L 75 65.59 76.51 69.47 68.47 57.61 11.40 29.80 RAMPr-L 75 39.02 27.60 21.60 9.09 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-D 75 65.59 7599 71.62 70.66 58.37 12.00 33.60 RAMPr-D 75 4146 1994 20.80 9.60 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-L 90 65.75 78.62 72.44 73779 5897 13.80 31.80 RAMPr-L 90 42.07 17.59 20.80 12.12 000 0.00
RAMPr-D 90 65.98 78.68 74.00 75.40 59.50  15.80 31.40 RAMPr-D 90 4451 2146 2400 16.67 000  0.00
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Table 34. OLMOE main-table scores. Missing entries remain NA. Scores are percentages under the recorded task protocols.

Method Wino Hella CEval cmmlu mmlu PubMed mbpp Method humaneval gsm8k MATH GPQA aime25 aime26
base 67.72 80.75 37.44 36.40 53.77  60.60 28.80 base 3720 68.23 26.00 13.13  0.00  0.00
fisher-gsm8k 56.51 53.89 29.35 28.01 36.16 3240 0.80 fisher-gsm8k 1.22 46.17 620 505 0.00 0.00
fisher-mbpp 56.43 5292 29.57 28.67 39.66  55.20 14.00 fisher-mbpp 17.07 2646 6.00 10.61 0.00  0.00
fisher-winogrande 60.77 NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-winogrande NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-hellaswag NA 63.10 NA NA NA NA NA fisher-hellaswag NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-ceval-valid NA NA 3254 NA NA NA NA fisher-ceval-valid NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA 3248 NA NA NA fisher-cmmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA 43.14 NA NA fisher-mmlu NA NA NA NA NA NA
fisher-minerva-math NA NA NA NA NA NA NA fisher-minerva-math NA NA 10.40 NA NA NA
RAMPr-L 50 59.04 60.11 36.26 33.22 4558  40.60 24.20 RAMPr-L 50 27.44 6293 2020 11.62 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-D 50 60.30 59.28 34.32 3376 4597  47.80 25.00 RAMPr-D 50 2622 59.89 1940 657 000 0.00
RAMPr-L 75 64.17 77.09 3640 36.19 51.13  51.00 28.80 RAMPr-L 75 33.54 69.07 2460 12.63 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-D 75 64.40 76.47 36.85 36.06 51.35  41.80 27.40 RAMPr-D 75 3476 67.85 2080 9.09 0.00 3.33
RAMPr-L 90 67.40 80.17 36.63 36.46 5321  51.80 28.80 RAMPr-L 90 3415 69.52 23.00 11.62 0.00 0.00
RAMPr-D 90 67.17 79.95 36.63 36.31 53.58  60.80 27.80 RAMPr-D 90 3232 68.46 2220 13.64 0.00 0.00

D. Evaluation Settings

All task scores in Appendix C.3 are obtained with Im-eval 0.4.13 on vLLM 0.29.0, in BF16 and with seed 1234. The
multiple-choice tasks, WinoGrande, HellaSwag, C-Eval, CMMLU, MMLU and PubMedQA, are scored by comparing the
likelihoods of the answer options, so they involve neither sampling nor a generation budget. The generation tasks apply each
model’s chat template, enabling thinking for the models that support it, and use the sampling settings and maximum output
lengths in Table 35. Within each model, the original model and every pruned variant are evaluated under the same settings.

Table 35. Generation settings for the six models. Budgets are maximum output tokens. For Qwen3.5 and Qwen3.6, HumanEval and
MBPP use temperature 0.6, top-p 0.95 and top-k 20 without a presence penalty. Qwen1.5 additionally uses the system prompt “You are a

helpful assistant.”

Model Thinking Sampling AIME MATH GPQA GSM8K HumanEval MBPP
Qwen3 On T=0.6, top-p 0.95, top-k 20 38,912 16,384 16,384 8,192 8,192 8,192
Qwen3.5 On T=1.0, top-p 0.95, top-k 20, presence 1.5 81,920 16,384 16,384 8,192 8,192 8,192
Qwen3.6 On T=1.0, top-p 0.95, top-k 20, presence 1.5 81,920 16,384 16,384 8,192 8,192 8,192
GLM-4.7 On T=1.0, top-p 0.95 32,768 16,384 16,384 8,192 8,192 8,192
Qwenl.5 Off T=0.7, top-p 0.8, top-k 20, repetition 1.05 8,192 16,384 8,192 8,192 8,192 8,192
OLMoE Off Greedy 2,048 2,048 1,024 2,048 2,048 1,024
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