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Abstract

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) has been demon-
strated as an efficient method to scale up mod-
els. By dynamically and sparsely selecting
activated experts, MoE can effectively reduce
computational costs. Despite the success, we
observe that many tokens in the MoE models
have uncertain routing results. These tokens
have nearly equal scores for choosing each ex-
pert, and we demonstrate that this uncertainty
can lead to incorrect selections. Inspired by
the Global Workspace Theory (GWT), we pro-
pose a new fine-tuning method, GW-MoE, to
address this issue. The core idea is to broad-
cast the uncertain tokens across experts during
fine-tuning. Therefore, these tokens can ac-
quire the necessary knowledge from any expert
during inference and become less sensitive to
the choice. GW-MoE does not introduce addi-
tional inference overhead. We validate that GW
can mitigate the uncertain problem and consis-
tently improve in different tasks (text classi-
fication, question answering, summarization,
code generation, and mathematical problem
solving) and model sizes (650M and 8B pa-
rameters). Our code is publicly available at
https://github.com/WaitHZ/GW-MoE.

1 Introduction

In recent years, large language models (LLMs)
have developed rapidly (Devlin et al., 2019; Tou-
vron et al., 2023; OpenAI et al., 2024) and have
been widely applied in numerous fields, includ-
ing education, healthcare, and smart transporta-
tion (Dan et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023b; Zheng
et al., 2023). The impressive capabilities of LLMs
can be mainly attributed to the increased model
scale. However, continuously increasing the scale
of LLMs raises the difficulty of model deployment
and poses challenges for promoting LLMs within
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Bottom5% Average Top5%

Mixtral-8× 7B 0.63 0.79 0.93
DeepSeek-16B 0.81 0.88 0.93

JetMoE-8B 0.88 0.94 0.97

Table 1: Uncertain tokens are not uncommon in MoE
models. We calculate the expert selection entropy from
routing scores in the first layer of three common MoE
models. The entropy is normalized in [0, 1] follow
Sec 3.1, with value 1 corresponding to a uniform score
distribution. Some tokens have almost uniform expert
selection. We call them ‘uncertain tokens’.

the open-source community. As a result, the sparse
activation moel MoE has been receiving increasing
attention (Shazeer et al., 2017; Fedus et al., 2022).

MoE models reduce computational costs by
sparsely activating only a small number of model
parameters for a single input. In existing works (Fe-
dus et al., 2022; Dai et al., 2024; Shen et al., 2024),
the proportion of activated experts is typically 1

8 or
1
4 . Specifically, the router (usually a linear layer)
in MoE models outputs the score of selecting each
expert based on the input, and those with the high-
est scores will be selected. However, when testing
some common open-source MoE models with bil-
lion parameters (Jiang et al., 2024; Dai et al., 2024;
Shen et al., 2024) on Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023),
we notice that router assign some tokens to experts
with almost uniform scores. We use normalized
entropy to measure the uncertainty of the expert
selection of tokens. Normalized entropy is calcu-
lated by summing the products of each outcome’s
probability and its logarithm, divided by the loga-
rithm of the number of outcomes. When the value
approaches 1, it indicates that the score distribution
output by the router is close to be uniform. As
shown in Tab 1, a subset of tokens has a normal-
ized entropy that is greater than 0.9 in all three
MoE models. We use uncertain tokens for such
phenomena in the rest of the passage.

Additionally, we demonstrate on JetMoE-8B that
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randomly selecting experts for uncertain tokens
can outperform the choices made by the Top-K
operator, as shown in Fig 1. More unfortunately,
vanilla fine-tuning increases the number of uncer-
tain tokens. We find that 72% of the tokens in the
JetMoE-8B remain uncertain after fine-tuning, and
the number of uncertain tokens is 3.4 times larger
than before.
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Figure 1: Randomly selecting experts for uncertain
tokens can give better results. We let the uncertain
tokens (entropy greater than 2.0) in the last layer of Jet-
MoE randomly select experts, and the average results
(blue) from multiple experiments on three tasks are bet-
ter than those obtained by using the Top-K operator to
select experts (dashed line). To further verify, we let
the same proportion of arbitrary tokens randomly select
experts and observe that the results (gray) are worse
than uncertain random. The metrics for each task are
the same as those in Sec 4.5.

Why is it important for tokens to select the cor-
rect expert? Geva et al. (2021); Qiu et al. (2024)
suggest that the FFN layer, commonly replaced by
MoE in transformers, acts as a key-value memory
network. In the MoE models, each expert acts as
an independent memory block, and the router de-
termines which one to access for each token. If the
router is uncertain for some tokens, these tokens
may fail to access the necessary knowledge.

To solve this problem, we take inspiration from
human brains. GWT (Baars, 1993) suggests that
there are independent functional modules in the
human brain for processing different neural sig-
nals. For complex signals, modules can cooper-
ate by broadcasting information through a global
workspace. When learning new knowledge, this
broadcasting mechanism helps form long-term
memory and strengthens the stability and acces-
sibility of knowledge recall. Similar to the human
brain, each expert in MoE models can be seen as a

functional module; like complex signals, uncertain
tokens also need to be more easily accessible. We
believe that GWT provides valuable insights for
fine-tuning MoE models.

Based on this, we propose a novel method for
fine-tuning MoE models called Global Workspace
tuning for Mixture-of-Experts (GW-MoE). During
fine-tuning, we broadcast uncertain tokens to all
experts, allowing each to learn the relevant knowl-
edge, so that during inference, uncertain ones can
obtain the necessary knowledge from any expert,
as shown in Fig 2. Because all experts have learned
knowledge of uncertain tokens during fine-tuning,
GW-MoE does not introduce any additional infer-
ence overhead. This ensures that the model remains
efficient in various applications.

We evaluate GW-MoE across different model
scales (from hundreds of millions to several billions
parameters) on various tasks, including natural lan-
guage understanding, question answering, summa-
rization, mathematical problem-solving, and code
generation. Extensive experimental results have
demonstrated that our method consistently outper-
forms standard fine-tuning.

Summarizing, our core contributions are:

• We observe ‘uncertain tokens’ in pre-trained
MoE models, and we prove that these tokens
may select the wrong expert.

• We propose a novel fine-tuning method GW-
MoE that does not introduce additional infer-
ence overhead, helping all experts learn the
knowledge of uncertain tokens and reducing
the impact of choosing the wrong expert dur-
ing inference.

• GW-MoE outperforms standard fine-tuning
across various model scales and natural lan-
guage tasks.

2 Background

2.1 Mixture of Experts
Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) is an efficient method
for scaling up model sizes (Shazeer et al., 2017;
Fedus et al., 2022). It usually consists of two
components: a router G and a set of experts
{E1, E2, ..., EN}. In the transformer architecture,
MoE is typically employed to replace the feed-
forward networks (FFNs) layer. Each expert can be
regarded as a new FFN, and G determines which
K experts to select and computes their respective
weights. Formally, the output y of an input token
x is computed as follows:



Figure 2: Overview of GW-MoE. Left: Based on the GWT, some neural signals (grey) only need to activate a single
functional module in the human brain, while others (blue) will use the global workspace to broadcast information,
facilitating cooperation between modules. Right: GW-MoE is inspired by GWT. When the router’s output score is
nearly uniform, those tokens (blue) are called uncertain tokens and are broadcast to all experts during fine-tuning;
during inference, since all experts have learned the knowledge of uncertain tokens, these tokens can obtain the
necessary information from any expert. The rest (grey) are certain tokens, routed to the TopK experts during both
inference and fine-tuning, following standard MoE.

y =
∑

gi∈TopK(G(x))

giEi(x) (1)

where gi is the score computed by the router for
selecting expert i.

Deciding which expert to choose is a difficult
discrete optimization problem. In addition to the
greedy Top-K experts per token shown in Eq. 1,
there are many other methods, such as greedy Top-
K tokens per expert (Zhou et al., 2022), reinforce-
ment learning (Bengio et al., 2016), optimal trans-
port (Liu et al., 2023a), linear programs (Lewis
et al., 2021) and deterministic fixed rules (Roller
et al., 2021; Dai et al., 2022).

2.2 Global Workspace Theory
GWT (Baars, 1993) is an explanation proposed for
human cognition. It suggests that the human brain
has independently functioning modules, and these
different modules can compete to send messages
into the global workspace. Messages in the global
workspace can be responded to by other modules;
therefore, some complex neural signals can be col-
laboratively processed by multiple modules. When
learning new knowledge, messages in the global
workspace are more readily encoded into long-term
memory, enhancing knowledge accessibility.

In MoE, experts are similar to the modules in the
human brain, with typically only a small number of
experts processing the input tokens. However, MoE
has no component similar to the global workspace.
In our method, uncertain tokens can broadcast mes-
sages to all experts.

3 Method

Overview. Inspired by the GWT, we propose GW-
MoE. The key idea is to broadcast those uncertain

tokens to all experts. Compared to standard fine-
tuning, all experts can learn the knowledge of uncer-
tain tokens, so during inference, uncertain tokens
can obtain information from any expert, reducing
the impact of incorrect selections.

3.1 Which Tokens Are Uncertain?
The first question to address is what kind of tokens
are considered uncertain? Intuitively, the tokens
that are difficult to determine which K experts to
select are uncertain. The output of router G can be
expressed as follows:

G(x) = [g0, g1, ..., gN−1] (2)

N is the total number of experts, and gi is the score
that token x chooses expert i. The uncertainty
of the router G in selecting experts for x can be
measured by entropy:

H(x) = −
∑
i

gilog(gi) (3)

Taking K = 1 as an example, when the router
is very certain about choosing expert j, there will
be gj = 1, gi ̸=j = 0, and the entropy takes the
minimum value 0. Conversely, if the router is com-
pletely uncertain about which expert to choose,
there will be gi =

1
N , i ∈ {0, 1, ..., N − 1}, and

entropy takes the maximum value logN .
In Tab 1, to compare MoE models with different

numbers of experts, we adopt normalized entropy
as follows:

Hnorm(x) =
H(x)

logN
(4)

It can be observed that all three models have a
portion of tokens that difficult to determine which
experts to choose, especially in the JetMoE-8B.



In practice, we measure the entropy distribution
of the base model’s router output and take the top
5% of the values as the threshold H∗. Tokens with
entropy greater than H∗ are considered uncertain.

3.2 GW-MoE

In standard fine-tuning, the model updates are not
fully-differentiable (Puigcerver et al., 2024; Zhong
et al., 2024). Because of the Top-K operator, the
gradients of the objective function are only propa-
gated back to the selected experts. Therefore, it is
difficult to obtain the necessary knowledge when a
token cannot choose the correct expert.

GW-MoE enables the expert updates caused by
uncertain tokens to be fully-differentiable. During
fine-tuning, the input tokens are divided into certain
and uncertain parts based on H∗. The certain part
is processed using the standard MoE approach, as
shown in Eq. 1. These inputs correspond to simple
signals in the human brain, which cannot compete
for the right to broadcast themselves to the global
workspace. The tokens in the uncertain parts will
broadcast themselves to all experts as follows:

y =
N−1∑
i=0

giEi(x) (5)

Combining Eq. 1 and Eq. 5, we can get the com-
plete GW-MoE:

y =

{ ∑N−1
i=0 giEi(x), H(x) ≥ H∗∑

gi∈TopK(G(x)) giEi(x), H(x) < H∗

(6)
During inference, all tokens use the standard

MoE approach, which means no additional infer-
ence overhead is introduced.

3.3 Implementation Details

In addition to using H∗ to distinguish whether to-
kens are uncertain, we also introduce an additional
hyper-parameter max num slots. In some tasks, we
observe that during the initial stages of fine-tuning,
the average entropy first increases and then grad-
ually decreases. To avoid the increase of training
time and memory requirements caused by entropy
changes, we use max num slots to limit the max-
imum number of tokens broadcast in each batch.
We specify the value of max num slots based on the
average length of the dataset in practice.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

We evaluate GW-MoE on multiple datasets
across diverse tasks including nature language
understanding, question answering, summariza-
tion, math problem soving and code generation.
GLUE (Wang et al., 2019) is a widely used
benchmark for testing models’ language under-
standing capabilities. It consists of a series
of text classification tasks: sentence similarity
(STSB; Cer et al. 2017), (QQP; Wang et al. 2017),
(MRPC; Dolan and Brockett 2005), sentiment anal-
ysis (SST2; Socher et al. 2013), sentence accept-
ability (CoLA; Warstadt et al. 2018), natural lan-
guage inference (MNLI; Williams et al. 2018),
(QNLI; Demszky et al. 2018), (RTE; Giampiccolo
et al. 2007). For the summarization task, we use
DialogSum (Chen et al., 2021b), which consists
of 13460 dialogues with corresponding manually
labeled summaries and topics. For the question-
answering task, we use SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al.,
2016) and Quoref (Dasigi et al., 2019). The
former contains questions and answers extracted
from Wikipedia articles, designed to assess the ma-
chine’s ability to understand reading comprehen-
sion; the latter is used to test the model’s under-
standing of referential expressions.

In large-scale experiments, we use Alpaca (Taori
et al., 2023) to instruction-tune the model, which
contains a series of human instructions and output
pairs. We test the model’s common sense reason-
ing on the ARC Challenge (Clark et al., 2018),
its ability to solve mathematical problems on the
GSM8k (Cobbe et al., 2021), and evaluate the code
generated by the model using HumanEval (Chen
et al., 2021a).

4.2 Experiments Details

Firstly, we evaluate GW-MoE on Switch-Base-
8 (Fedus et al., 2022), which is built on T5-
Base (Raffel et al., 2020) with 650M parameters.
Each MoE layer in Switch-Base-8 contains 8 ex-
perts and activates 1 experts for each token. After
that, we evaluate our method on the larger-scale
model JetMoE-8B (Shen et al., 2024). It also con-
tains 8 experts in each layer but activates 2 experts
for each token. Same as (He et al., 2023), we fine-
tune pretrained base models on selected datasets
and report results of the last checkpoint. To the
best of our knowledge, there is no specialized fine-
tuning method proposed for MoE models, and in



Method CoLA SST-2 MRPC STS-B QQP RTE QNLI MNLI Avg

Standard FT 54.65 94.86 88.48 88.62 91.66 67.10 92.88 88.29 83.32
GW-MoE 55.17 94.90 88.35 88.96 91.70 70.49 92.81 88.43 83.85

Table 2: Overall comparison on GLUE. For STS-B, we report Pearson Correlattion. For CoLA, we report Matthews
correlattion. For others, we report accuracy. The best result on each block is in bold.

Method DialogSum SQuAD Quoref

Standard FT 24.06 83.35 25.97
GW-MoE 24.34 83.52 26.56

Table 3: Overall comparison on DialogSum, SQuAD
and Quoref. For DialogSum, we report Rouge-2 (↑). For
the question-answering tasks of SQuAD and Quoref, we
report the Exact Match (↑).

all experiments, we use standard fine-tuning as our
baseline. Following the recommendations of (Shen
et al., 2023; Chi et al., 2022), we freeze routers’
parameters during fine-tuning. As discussed in
Sec 3.1, we will select the value of H∗ from 1.6
and 1.8 for Switch-Base-8 based on the statistical
results of the base model on the dataset, and set
H∗ to 2.0 in JetMoE. Other hyperparameters used
in our experiments and more details can be found
in Appendix A. All experimental results are the
average of three runs with different seeds, the stan-
dard deviation of the main results is presented in
Appendix B.

4.3 Main Results
GLUE. Tab 2 compares GW-MoE and the standard
fine-tuning on the GLUE benchmark. Specifically,
GW-MoE shows an average 0.53 increase com-
pared to standard fine-tuning. The results demon-
strate the advantage of GW-MoE in natural lan-
guage understanding tasks. It’s worth mentioning
that we also attempt not to freeze the router’s pa-
rameters during fine-tuning. Compared to freezing,
it decreases performance in almost all tasks. This is
consistent with (Shen et al., 2023; Chi et al., 2022).
NLG Tasks. Tab 3 shows the comparison re-
sults across summarization tasks and question-
answering tasks. Our method achieves better re-
sults on all three datasets than standard fine-tuning,
with an average improvement of 0.35. These re-
sults indicate that GW-MoE is effective in NLU
tasks and can improve MoE models’ performance
in natural language generation (NLG) tasks, even
in summarization tasks with long inputs.

4.4 Impact of Additional Computation
Although GW-MoE does not introduce additional
inference costs, broadcasting uncertain tokens dur-

Method SQuAD Quoref DialogSum

Standard FT 217.7 95.72 119.5
GW-MoE 189.4 89.76 110.4

Table 4: The number of samples per second during fine-
tuing for different tasks on Switch-Base-8.

Method Arc GSM8K HumanEval

Standard FT 48.9 26.1 30.5
GW-MoE 49.5 27.2 32.3

Table 5: Comparison of results after fine-tuing on
JetMoE-8B. For Arc Challenge, we report accuracy (↑).
For GSM8K, we report strict match (↑). And for Hu-
manEval, we report pass@1 (↑).

ing fine-tuning introduces extra computation. We
evaluate the number of samples per second during
fine-tuning for different tasks on Switch-Base-8, as
shown in Tab 4. The same task is tested on the same
machine, and the batch size is the same. By set-
ting the max num slots based on the average length
of the dataset, our method’s training speed is only
reduced by about 10% compared to standard fine-
tuning. This indicates that our method improves
performance and does not introduce significant ad-
ditional computational costs during training.

4.5 Performance in Scaling-Size

To further verify whether GW-MoE remains effec-
tive at a larger scale, we fine-tuned JetMoE-8B on
the Alpaca dataset. Following (Gao et al., 2023),
we test the models’ common sense reasoning ability
on the Arc-Challenge and its ability to solve math-
ematical problems on the GSM8K. Both two tasks
are configured with a 5-shot learning setup. For
code generation, we test models on the humaneval
benchmark following (Ben Allal et al., 2022). To
fairly compare the code generation capabilities,
we uniformly adopt greedy decoding and report
pass@1. The results is shown in Tab 5. In these
three tasks, the models fine-tuned by our method
all exhibit better performance. This indicates that
GW-MoE can be used not only for models with
hundreds of millions of parameters but can also be
extended to those with billions of parameters.



5 Analysis

5.1 Uncertainty and Wrong Selection.

In Sec 1, we present our findings: there are some
uncertain tokens in the MoE models with billions
of parameters, as shown in Tab 1. We hypothesize
that this uncertainty in the router may lead to
the incorrect expert selection. To validate our
hypothesis, we let the uncertain tokens (H > 2) in
the final layer of the JetMoE base randomly select
experts and set the scores of both selected experts
to 0.5. We test the model on the three tasks in
Sec 4.5. One may argue that such repeated tests
may lead to test information leaks and an unfair
comparison with the baseline. We (1) repeat such
experiments x times for each task and report the
average performance. We also (2) set up control
experiments where the same proportion of arbitrary
tokens randomly selected experts. These experi-
ments are also repeated with the same seeds in (1).
Such configurations help us separate the effects of
lucky improvement from random search.

The results is shown in Fig 1. The three tasks
consistently demonstrate the following results: 1)
allowing uncertain tokens to randomly select ex-
perts can lead to better performance; 2) allowing
the same number of arbitrary tokens to randomly
select experts can lead to a decrease in performance.
From this result, we can infer that uncertain tokens
may choose the incorrect experts during inference.

5.2 Global Workspace Broadcasts Knowledge

Compared to standard fine-tuning, GW-MoE
makes the updates to the experts by uncertain to-
kens fully-differentiable. This ensures that during
fine-tuning, all experts can learn the knowledge
from the uncertain tokens. In other words, if we
consider the experts as memory blocks, we store
the information needed by uncertain tokens in all
the blocks. During inference, uncertain tokens that
cannot determine the choice of experts can obtain
the necessary knowledge from any expert. There-
fore, if GW broadcasts knowledge for uncertain
tokens to all experts, we can expect a GW-tuned
MoE to perform better than the standard-tuned one
when we enforce uncertain tokens to select experts
randomly.

To verify this, we conduct experiments of
random expert selection on the GW-tuned and
standard-tuned Switch-Base-8 models. To better il-
lustrate the differences, we let all layers’ uncertain
tokens to randomly select experts. Tab 6 shows the

Method EM Decrease

Standard FT 80.28 3.07
GW-MoE 82.74 0.78

Table 6: The impact of uncertain tokens randomly se-
lecting experts. We report the values of EM on the
SQuAD dataset and the decrease compared to using the
Top-K selection of experts.

results: when uncertain tokens in the GW-tuned
model randomly select experts, the Exact Match
(EM) only decreases 0.78; in contrast, the standard-
tuned model suffers a 3.07 decrease. This sug-
gests that in the models trained with GW-MoE, the
knowledge for uncertain tokens is stored in all
experts and they can acquire the necessary knowl-
edge from any expert. Thus, the uncertain tokens
are less sensitive to the choice of experts. Although
such broadcasting can lead to redundancies in each
expert for the uncertain tokens, we will show it is
an effective solution since it’s hard to correct the
router for the uncertain tokens directly.

5.3 Router is Hard to Correct

As GW provides the router with more information
about the experts, one may expect GW to bring im-
provement by helping some uncertain tokens find
suitable experts and reduce their choice entropy.
However, we find the ratio of uncertain tokens be-
fore and after fine-tuning on Alpaca is approxi-
mately 1 : 3 on JetMoE when both GW-tuned or
standard-tuned. This indicates it’s hard to directly
correct the uncertain token problem via tuning even
when the router is provided with more information
under the current MoE framework. Therefore, the
broadcast knowledge in Sec 5.2 brought by GW
is the main factor for the improvement. We leave
other methods to solve the uncertain token problem
without redundancy for future works.

This also highlights one potential limitation in
the existing Top-K routing design: some tokens
can’t find the best expert combination. This can
also explain why shared-expert (Wu et al., 2022;
Dai et al., 2024) design brings benefits: the shared-
experts improve the min-max results for tokens that
can’t find suitable experts.

5.4 Uncertain Tokens

An interesting question is which tokens in natural
languages are more likely to be uncertain in MoE
models. We count the 50 most frequently broadcast
tokens in JetMoE on the Alpaca dataset, as shown



in Fig 3. Surprisingly, the most uncertain tokens
are those without clear semantics, such as articles,
conjunctions, prepositions, punctuation marks, and
some very common verbs and nouns.

One possible explanation is that when a model
predicts the next token autoregressively, it is in-
deed difficult to determine which expert to process
these words without specific meaning. For instance,
when the word "sing" appears, one might naturally
anticipate the next word to be "song." However,
when the current word is an article like "a", with-
out context, it is impossible to make a prediction
because there are too many possible options. These
tokens require different expert knowledge due to
different contexts, hence they have higher H .

Figure 3: The 50 most frequently broadcast tokens in
JetMoE. Most of them do not have a clear semantic.

We use the same H∗ and also count the most
broadcast tokens on the DialogSum dataset by
Switch-Base-8. Since the model is based on the T5
architecture, we perform separate statistics for the
encoder and decoder. The most broadcast tokens in
the decoder are highly similar to those in JetMoE,
and the most broadcast tokens in the encoder are
shown in Fig 4. Unlike the decoder, the tokens that
are broadcast the most in the encoder include more
words with clear semantics. The role of the encoder
is to integrate information, so there is no need to
pay special attention to words that lack semantics;
instead, common words with clear semantics have
higher H .

Figure 4: The 50 most frequently broadcast tokens in
the encoder of Switch-Base-8. These tokens are mostly
common words with clear semantics.

6 Ablation Study

Activating more experts for all tokens results
in worse performance. GW-MoE activates more

Top1 FT Top2 FT

Top1 Eval 83.35 82.29
Top2 Eval 78.98 81.78

Table 7: EM of different Top-K tuning/inference com-
binations on SQuAD.

GLUE (avg) SQuAD Quoref DialogSum

w/o braodcast 83.85 83.52 26.56 24.34
w/ braodcast 83.70 83.48 26.43 24.26

Table 8: Comparison of whether to broadcast uncer-
tain tokens during inference with the same metrics as
Sec 4.3.

experts for uncertain tokens during fine-tuning. A
naive approach would be to activate more experts
for all tokens. We conduct validation experiments
on the SQuAD dataset using the Switch-Base-8.
In Tab 7, we report the EM of the following four
settings: Top1 fine-tuning/Top1 eval, Top2 fine-
tuning/Top1 eval, Top1 fine-tuning/Top2 eval and
Top2 fine-tuning/Top2 eval. It can be observed that
activating more experts during evaluation than dur-
ing pre-training can lead to performance drop, even
if the number of active experts is changed during
fine-tuning. We believe that not all tokens require
the activation of more experts during fine-tuning,
only the uncertain tokens need to pass information
to all experts. In addition, it is also important to
ensure that the number of activated experts remains
consistent with that during pre-training.
It’s not necessary to broadcast uncertain tokens
during inference. GW-MoE does not introduce
additional inference costs, it remains the same as
the standard model during inference. We test the
impact of broadcasting uncertain tokens on perfor-
mance during inference, as shown in Tab 8. In-
terestingly, not broadcasting uncertain tokens is a
better choice during inference in almost all tasks.
We speculate that the reason might be the differ-
ence in entropy distribution between the training set
and the test set, where some tokens that are certain
in the training set are incorrectly broadcast during
inference. Unlike (Huang et al., 2024), GW-MoE
focuses on the uncertainty of expert selection rather
than activating more experts for harder tokens.
H∗ needs to match the max num slots. In GW-
MoE, two additional hyperparameters are intro-
duced: H∗ and max num slots. The latter is used to
limit the additional computational overhead during
fine-tuning. We fix the encoder’s max num slots
to 16, decoder’s to 1, and we try different values



of H∗ on the SQuAD dataset. The variation of
EM with H∗ can be seen in Fig 5. EM is highest
when H∗ is 1.8, which is also the value we adopt
in our experiments based on the distribution of the
encoder’s entropy. When H∗ greater than 1.8, we
suspect it could cause the exclusion of uncertain
tokens from selection, resulting in a decrease of
EM; when H∗ is less than 1.8, due to the limita-
tion of the max num slots, certain tokens might
occupy the limited broadcasting rights, preventing
the truly uncertain tokens from being broadcast. In
summary, the two additional hyperparameters in
GW-MoE need to match each other. We suggest
using a value close to 5% of the dataset’s average
length as the max num slots, corresponding to the
statistical method of H∗ in Sec 3.1. In our exper-
iments, such settings typically result in a stable
improvement.

1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0
H*

83.0

83.1

83.2

83.3

83.4

83.5

EM

Figure 5: The variation of EM with H∗. The dashed
line indicates the result of standard fine-tuning.

7 Related Work

7.1 Mixture of Experts

Shazeer et al. (2017) introduce the Mixture of Ex-
perts(MoE) into the LSTM model and apply it to
the machine translation task. Subsequently, Lep-
ikhin et al. (2020) is the first to introduce MoE into
the transformer model. With the release of Switch
Transformer (Fedus et al., 2022), MoE begins to
be widely used in the training of LLMs, such as
(Jiang et al., 2024; Dai et al., 2024; Shen et al.,
2024). At the same time, many works focus on the
design of the router: Roller et al. (2021); Dai et al.
(2022) propose using static routing to ensure load
balancing among experts and stable training; Zhou
et al. (2022) propose using expert-choice, allowing
different tokens to be assigned to various experts.
Liu et al. (2023b); Qiu et al. (2023) use the experts’

first layer weights as expert embedding to further
connect the router and expert. In addition, Wu et al.
(2022); Rajbhandari et al. (2022); Dai et al. (2024)
utilized shared experts to represent the common
knowledge among experts.

Recently, many works have suggested that the
number of experts should be dynamically deter-
mined based on the input tokens (Li et al., 2023a;
Huang et al., 2024). These works are more relevant
to ours; they also select more experts for some to-
kens based on the router’s information. Unlike they
activate more parameters for some tokens during
inference, our method focuses on the tokens in the
input sequence that are uncertain about the expert
choice. We activate all experts for these tokens
only during fine-tuning while remaining consistent
with the standard MoE during inference, thus not
introducing additional overhead.

We also find that there is limited research on fine-
tuning MoE models. Shen et al. (2023) and Chi
et al. (2022) suggest that freezing the router pa-
rameters can prevent overfitting during fine-tuning.
Zhao et al. (2024) introduces an additional hyper-
network to provide information from unselected
experts. By learning the parameters of the hyper-
network during fine-tuning, it performs better than
the standard MoE. Our work does not introduce ad-
ditional parameters and provides a new perspective
on routing uncertainty for model fine-tuning.

7.2 Global Workspace Theory

GWT (Baars, 1993), as a theory of consciousness,
is receiving growing attention in the quest to build
Artificial General Intelligence. These works (Van-
Rullen and Kanai, 2021; Butlin et al., 2023) lever-
age GWT to discuss how to build true intelligence
from existing models. Our work differs from theirs,
we focus on how to draw on GWT to make uncer-
tain tokens be able to acquire the required knowl-
edge during inference.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce GW-MoE, a novel MoE
model fine-tuning method, which does not intro-
duce any additional inference overhead. We ob-
serve many uncertain tokens in the pre-trained MoE
model, and routers can assign worse-than-random
experts to them. Inspired by GWT, we broadcast
uncertain tokens during fine-tuning, allowing all
experts to learn this part of the knowledge; during
inference, the required knowledge can be obtained



from any expert. We show the effectiveness of our
method on multiple NLP tasks. We conduct in-
depth analyses of the router behaviors in MoE and
prove GWT brings improvement via broadcasting
knowledge. Our analysis can provide insights for
the design of routers and MoE pre-training.

Limitations

There are several limitations: 1) In this work, we
only focus on the models’ fine-tuning and did not
explore the possibility of using GW-MoE during
the pre-training. 2) Due to the limitations of exper-
imental conditions, we did not validate our method
on larger-scale models, such as Mixtral 8 × 7B
and Mixtral 8 × 22B. 3) Based on experimen-
tal observations and the results from DeepSeek
MoE (Dai et al., 2024), we find that MoE models
underperform dense models in understanding tasks
like MMLU. Due to the lack of semantics in the
broadcast tokens, GW-MoE is also unable to pro-
vide an enhancement to decoder-only models in
understanding tasks. We will leave the improve-
ments for these issues to future work.
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Method CoLA SST-2 MRPC STS-B QQP RTE QNLI MNLI

Standard FT 54.65±1.92 94.86±0.24 88.48±0.32 88.62±0.21 91.66±0.04 67.10±0.96 92.88±0.32 88.29±0.03

GW-MoE 55.17±1.13 94.90±0.28 88.35±1.67 88.96±0.12 91.70±0.09 70.49±3.23 92.81±0.02 88.43±0.17

Table 9: The results with standard deviations for the GLUE in section 4.3.

Method DialogSum SQuAD Quoref

Standard FT 24.06±0.28 83.35±0.18 25.97±0.63

GW-MoE 24.34±0.33 83.52±0.15 26.56±0.07

Table 10: The results with standard deviations for NLG
tasks in section 4.3.

B Standard Deviation of the Main Results

Tab 9 and Tab 10 demonstrate the standard devia-
tions of the results for GLUE and the NLG tasks in
section 4.3.
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