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ABSTRACT

Looped Transformers reuse one block of layers several times: by spending extra
computation they push a model of fixed size further, and so use its parameters
more fully; while sparse mixture-of-experts (MoE) models activate only a few
of many experts for each token. Looped MoE bridges these two design philoso-
phies and gives MoE models new potential for better expert usage, but it raises
a question: how to loop a MoE? We answer it with Foil. With the expert pa-
rameters and the expert compute per token held fixed, Foil (1) flattens the ex-
perts, halving the expert layers, doubling the experts per layer and doubling the
passes, so that every routing decision chooses from a larger pool, and (2) un-
ties the attention, giving each pass its own attention parameters while the ex-
perts and routers stay shared. Experiments show that Foil clearly outperforms
the unflattened looped baseline: at 20B tokens every Foil model has lower pre-
training loss than the baseline; at 100B tokens the loss improves monotonically
with the degree of flattening, the most flattened Foil ending 0.012 nat below the
baseline at equal parameters and compute, with downstream accuracy on par or
better; untying the attention also yields more balanced and more confident rout-
ing at equal shape. Our ablations analyse why Foil works and turn the findings
into design guidance for looped MoE: the returns of looping and of widening
the expert layers amplify each other, routing confidence tracks healthy expert use
better than load balance, and a sparse looped MoE should therefore use more
experts per layer and more passes. Code and configurations are available at
https://github.com/SR-A-W/how-to—-loop—-moe.
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Figure 1: Motivation of designing Foil. Left: why loop a sparse MoE. (1) At equal parameters,
looping lowers the loss, and matches non-looped models with much less parameters; (2) Tokens
reaches more distinct experts the more passes it makes. Right: Foil’s design. (1) Flattens the experts,
(2) Unties the attention. (3)Loops more times, (4)Keep parameters and compute unchanged.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Looped models apply one block of Transformer layers repeatedly to an evolving hidden state, so
that the depth of computation is set by the number of passes rather than by the number of stored
layers (Dehghani et al., 2019). A model of fixed size can thus be made stronger by computing more,
which uses its parameters more fully: both theory and experiments show that looped Transformers
suit computations that need many iterative steps (Giannou et al., 2023; Saunshi et al., 2025), and
looping has recently been scaled to large pretraining runs and to spending more computation at
inference time (Geiping et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025). As hardware compute grows far faster than
memory capacity and bandwidth (Gholami et al., 2024), trading computation for stored parameters
is increasingly attractive, and how best to loop a model has become an active question (Prairie et al.,
2026; Huang et al., 2026).

Sparse mixture-of-experts (MoE) models take a different route to efficiency: each layer holds many
experts, but every token is routed to only a few of them, so that the parameter count far exceeds the
computation per token; current large models hold hundreds of experts per layer and route each token
to only a few (DeepSeek-Al, 2024; Kimi Team, 2025). The price is that a token sees only k experts
in each layer, and the more experts there are, the less often each of them is used. Whether the experts
are actually used, and whether they specialise, has been a central question since the first sparse MoE
models (Fedus et al., 2022; Zoph et al., 2022), and a balanced load alone does not answer it (Li et al.,
2026).

These two design philosophies are, however, naturally compatible. A routing decision exposes a
token to only a few of the available experts; looping changes this: every pass gives the token a
new routing decision in the same layer, so it can reach different experts, and different combinations
of them, without storing any additional expert parameters. Our measurements make this potential
concrete in three observations. (1) Looping brings better performance or fewer parameters. At
equal parameters, looping twice lowers the loss by 0.064 nat, and a looped model with far fewer
parameters nearly matches a non-looped model with twice the layers by spending more computation
per token (Figure 1, top). (2) Looping lets a sparse MoE use more of its experts. The number of
distinct experts a token reaches grows with the passes, from 16 without looping to 36 with eight
passes (Figure 1, bottom). (3) Looping unlocks equivalent-parameter properties for MoE. Because
experts are called repeatedly, the equivalent number of experts and the number of possible routing
combinations grow multiplicatively as the looped block is flattened, while the real experts and the
compute stay fixed.

Earlier work has combined looping with experts (Csordds et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2026b; Jaggi,
2026; Li et al., 2025), but none has studied how the experts should be distributed over the looped
block—how many experts a layer holds, how many layers the block has and how many times it
is looped—when the expert parameters and the compute are fixed. Nor has it been asked which
parameters a pass should own: with attention shared across passes, flattening discards the attention
parameters of the layers it removes, whereas giving each pass its own attention keeps the parameter
budget and lets successive passes process the shared experts’ inputs differently, at no extra compute.
This raises our question: how to loop a MoE when its parameters and compute are fixed? We
answer it with Foil. Foil (1) flattens the experts, scaling down the number of layers in the looped
block while scaling up the experts per layer and the number of passes in proportion, so that every
routing decision chooses from a larger pool, and (2) unties the attention, giving each pass its own
attention parameters while the experts and routers stay shared across passes. Our contributions are:

* We propose Foil, which flattens the experts and unties the attention of a looped MoE while
holding the parameters and the compute per token fixed (Section 2).

* We validate Foil in 20B-token pretraining and 100B-token continued training: it clearly lowers
the pretraining loss of the unflattened baseline, matches or exceeds it downstream, and untying
the attention yields healthier routing than tying it at the same shape (Section 3).

» Through systematic ablations we characterise several phenomena of looped MoE and distil a
design suggestion: a sparse looped MoE should use appropriately more experts per layer and
more passes (Section 4).
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Figure 2: Vanilla looped MoE versus Foil. Both models share the same skeleton: a prelude (embed-
ding and one regular MoE layer), a recurrent core applied for several passes, and a coda (one regular
MoE layer and the LM head). The vanilla core ties both attention and experts across passes. Foil
flattens the core—it keeps the total number of experts fixed while using fewer layers, more experts
per layer and more passes—and unties the attention: the experts are shared across passes, but every
pass has its own attention set, selected by the pass index. Both models call the same number of
experts per token. When the core has several layers, every layer carries one attention set per pass;
the ellipsis marks the remaining sets. Red: attention; blue: experts.

2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 NOTATION AND ACCOUNTING

We first fix the notation for the looped block and count what it stores and computes; Figure 2 shows
the vanilla looped MoE and Foil side by side, and Section 2.2 defines Foil.

Resource and routing accounting. Consider a block with D separate banks of F experts, each
containing peyp parameters, traversed L times. Assume unrestricted top-k routing with 1 < k£ < F,
exactly k distinct experts executed per visit, and no dropped assignments. Then F,¢,) = E X D,
Deg =D XL, Feqg =FE XD XL, Ecomp =k X D X Land Poxperts = 2 X D X pexp (router
scoring, below 1% of the expert compute for the most flattened shape, is not counted; Appendix A).

Appendix A gives a rigorous formulation of the looped block, of these identities and of the bounds
on expert coverage.

2.2 FOIL: FLATTEN THE EXPERTS, UNTIE THE ATTENTION

We build on the looped skeleton of Huginn (Geiping et al., 2025): token embedding, a prelude of one
ordinary MoE layer, a looped block of D layers applied L times, a coda of one ordinary MoE layer,
and the output layer. The prelude and coda have 8 experts each, run once and are never flattened, so
all configurations differ only in the looped block, whose shape we write as (E, D, L) (Figure 2).

Flattening enlarges the routing pool at fixed expert budget and compute. One flattening step
maps (F, D, L) to (2E, D/2,2L): half the layers, twice the experts per layer, twice the passes. It
keeps the expert parameters (E,ca1 = F X D), the expert calls per token (Ecomp = k X D x L) and
the effective depth (Do = D X L) fixed, and enlarges the pool E of every routing decision and the
equivalent expert count Eq = ' x D x L, the number of experts in the non-looped model obtained
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by unrolling the passes. Three steps from (8, 8, 2) give (16,4, 4), (32,2, 8) and (64, 1, 16), raising
Eeq from 128 to 1024.

Untying the attention restores discarded parameters at no extra compute. A conventional
looped model shares the whole block across passes, attention included, so flattening also removes
attention sets: the looped block of (8, 8,2) holds eight, that of (64, 1,16) a single one reused on
every pass, while the experts are untouched. We therefore share the experts and routers across
passes but give every pass its own attention, DL = 16 sets along the whole sequence, with no pass
embedding (Figure 2, right). Untying adds no computation; it only restores the attention parameters
that sharing discards. We call the flattened models with shared attention proto-Foil and those with
untied attention Foil.

We propose three Foils: Foil-1 (64, 1, 16), Foil-2 (32, 2, 8) and Foil-3 (16, 4,4). The baseline, Base
(8,8,2), is the looped model with untied attention and differs from the Foils only in shape; the
controls, Base-tied and proto-Foil-3, -2, -1, share the attention. Base and the Foils have 553.7TM
parameters each, the shared-attention models 490.8-520.2M. The further models of the ablations
(Section 4) are named by their shape. All models route each token to the £ = 2 most probable
experts of a layer under a linear router with softmax and renormalised weights, with SwiGLU experts
(all settings and parameter counts in Table 3).

2.3 THREE METRICS DESCRIBE HOW THE EXPERTS ARE USED

We measure expert use on the recurrent core over 255,500 probe tokens; St(g are the k experts token
t selects at layer d and pass £, and p; (1) > -+ > py () its sorted router probabilities.

Distinct experts reached per token (U,).

D L
vo=>"|Usia| < pmin(e kL)
d=1 ¢=1
counts the distinct experts token ¢ reaches over its passes; its mean, as a fraction of the bound, shows
how many experts looping lets a token use.

Load balance (B5). . N
By - — 2
i E Zf:l q; E
where ¢; is the share of routing requests expert ¢ of a layer receives, passes pooled, and Ny the
effective number of experts (Wu et al., 2026, Eq. S10). This is Jain’s fairness index (Jain et al.,
1984): it lies in [k/E, 1], equals 1 for even load and shows whether the load concentrates on a few
experts; model values pool Ny over layers.

Routing confidence: the median margin ratio (MMR).

MMR = 20

Pt,(E/2)

compares the router’s first choice with the median-ranked expert of the whole pool (z: router logits),

a margin taken against the median expert rather than within or at the edge of the selected set. It

equals 1 for an indifferent router at any FE, is averaged geometrically over decisions, and targets
balanced load with indifferent routing (Li et al., 2026).

= exp(24,(1) — 21,(/2))

The metrics are read together, relative to themselves, or at equal shape. Router scores are not
rescaled, and both B; and MMR depend on E; only same-direction changes of both are read as
healthier routing. A traffic-matched masking test checks whether rarely used experts are dispensable
(Appendix I); related metrics are in Appendix B.

3 EXPERIMENTS

Every model is trained on the same data in the same order, from the same initialisation seed and
under the same learning-rate schedule, for 20B tokens (training details in Appendix C); this is 35—
40 tokens per parameter for the eight compared models, enough by the Chinchilla ratio (Hoffmann
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Figure 3: Flattening with untied attention: loss and downstream accuracy of the Foils and Base. Top
row: 20B tokens; bottom row: after continued training to 100B tokens. In each row, solid bars on
the left show the final loss (lower is better) and tinted bars on the right the zero-shot accuracy on
the three representative tasks (higher is better), each panel with its own vertical axis; bars from left
to right: Foil-1, Foil-2, Foil-3, Base. At 20B all three Foils are below Base; at 100B the loss falls
monotonically with flattening and Foil-1 ends 0.012 nat below Base. Downstream accuracy is on
par or slightly better; further tasks are in Appendix E.

et al., 2022), and we scale the main models up to 100B tokens. The router applies a softmax at
temperature 1 over the experts of a layer and selects the top two, without noise or bias terms.

Downstream, the main text reports three zero-shot tasks, one representative for each of word pre-
diction (LAMBADA, standard split), sentence continuation (HellaSwag) and coreference resolution
(XWinograd, English). We report (1) language-modelling loss at the end of training, compared
between models as paired differences with standard errors, (2) downstream task results, and (3)
routing metrics (B3 and MMR). Full results are provided in Appendix D, including a seed-change
experiment that supports the robustness of the results.

The runs of this study consumed approximately 12.6k NVIDIA H200 GPU-hours (about 18.2k
including earlier control and failed runs); each run used at most one node with eight H200 GPUs.

3.1 FLATTENING WITH MORE PASSES RAISES THE CEILING OF MODEL ABILITY

Holding the real expert count F,.,; = 64 and the expert calls per token E.omp = 32 fixed, we
flatten Base step by step, halving the layers of the recurrent core, doubling the experts per layer and
doubling the passes, which gives Foil-3, Foil-2 and Foil-1; every pass keeps its own attention.

Flattening improves the model at both training lengths (Figure 3):

* At 20B tokens, all three Foils reach a lower loss than Base. The loss falls through the second
flattening step and then levels off: Foil-1 ends 0.007 nat below Base, slightly above Foil-2. On
the three representative tasks, the Foils are at or above Base, within their standard errors.

* At 100B tokens, every flattening step lowers the loss and Foil-1 is the strongest, 0.012 nat
below Base. On the three representative tasks, all three Foils score slightly above Base, by one
to two standard errors.

The 100B results confirm the 20B findings and enlarge them: the gain of the flattest shape grows
with training, while Foil-2’s stays put. Further downstream results are in Table 5. The remaining
experiments use 20B tokens.
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Figure 4: Tied versus untied attention at equal shape: loss (a), downstream accuracy (b) and rout-
ing (c). Horizontal axis: flattening steps from (8, 8,2) to (64,1, 16); each step to the right dou-
bles F and L and halves D. Red squares: untied attention (Base and Foil-3, -2, -1); grey-blue
circles: tied attention (Base-tied and proto-Foil-3, -2, -1). (al, a2) Final loss at 20B and 100B to-
kens; error bars are twice the standard error of the paired difference from the (8, 8,2) model of the
same line. (b1, b2) Mean zero-shot accuracy over the three representative tasks, 1 standard error.
(c1, c2) Load balance By and routing confidence MMR of the recurrent core at 20B tokens, from a
single-seed probe without error bars; since both depend on E, only the two points at the same shape
are compared. With tied attention the loss rises again after the first flattening step, while with untied
attention it levels off at 20B and keeps falling at 100B; the gap is largest for the most flattened pair
(0.049 nat at 100B). At every shape the untied model is both more balanced and more confident.

3.2 UNTIED ATTENTION UNLOCKS THE FLATTENED MODEL’S POTENTIAL

At each of the four shapes we compare a pair of models that differ only in whether the attention is
tied across passes: Base-tied and proto-Foil-3/2/1 share one attention set over all passes, whereas
Base and Foil-3/2/1 keep one per pass (Table 3). The tied models follow the classic looped design
and serve as controls, but flattening discards their attention parameters (520.2M to 490.8M), whereas
Base and the Foils all have 553.7M at equal compute.

Untying lowers the loss at every shape, more so when flatter. At 20B tokens, the untied model
is better in all four pairs, most of all when fully flattened: Foil-1 is 0.042 nat below proto-Foil-1
(Figure 4, al—a2). After continued training to 100B tokens, the gap grows steadily with flattening,
to 0.049 nat for the Foil-1 pair.

Downstream, the untied model scores higher in every pair. On the mean of the three represen-
tative tasks, the untied model is ahead in all four pairs at both token budgets; at 20B the difference
exceeds two standard errors in every pair except the Foil-2 pair, and at 100B it widens with flattening
and exceeds two standard errors in the two most flattened pairs, reaching 3.3 points for Foil-1 over
proto-Foil-1 (Figure 4, bl-b2). Further downstream results are in Table 5.

At equal shape, untied attention routes more evenly and more confidently. Reading the two
routing metrics together and only at equal shape (Section 2.3), the untied model has both a higher
load balance Bs and a higher routing confidence MMR than its tied counterpart in all four pairs, with
the smallest gap at the Base pair (Figure 4, c1-c2). The two metrics move in the same direction,
which we read as healthier routing.
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Table 1: Final loss (nat) of the tied-attention models at 20B tokens and its decrease from the model
with half the passes or half the experts per layer (standard errors 0.0006—0.0012); —: not applicable.
A loss vs. model with

D E L FEreal k/E Final loss (nat) half the passes half the experts per layer
2 32 1/4 2.7874 - -
8 4 32 1/4 2.7196 0.068 -
4 8 32 1/4 2.6875 0.032 -
2 64 1/8 2.7490 - 0.038
16 4 64 1/8 2.6793 0.070 0.040
8 64 1/8 2.6384 0.041 0.049
4 2 32 1/2 2.7277 - -
4 32 1/2 2.6747 0.053 -
] 2 64 1/4 2.6884 - 0.039
8 4 64 1/4 2.6287 0.060 0.046
8 64 1/4 2.5961 0.033 -
16 2 128 1/8 2.6414 - 0.047

4 ABLATION STUDIES

We run the ablations at 20B tokens, where Section 3 showed that the trends agree with those at
100B tokens and that changing the initialisation seed alone barely moves the loss. Unless stated
otherwise, the models in this section tie the attention across loop passes, so that adding passes adds
no parameters (untying it keeps the gains of flattening, Section 3.2), and are named by their shape
(E, D, L). A gain is a decrease of the final loss (nat), paired as in Section 3.

4.1 WIDER, SPARSER LAYERS SLOW THE DIMINISHING RETURNS OF LOOPING

We add passes, from two to four and from four to eight, to four layer configurations (£, D) and
measure the gain of each step at fixed (E, D): (8,4) and (4,8) with E\c = 32, and (16,4) and
(8,8) with Eyea = 64.

Wider, sparser layers gain more from additional passes. From four to eight passes (Table 1,
passes column), (16,4) gains 0.041 nat, against at most 0.033 for (8,4), which has half its real
experts, and (8, 8), which has twice its layers. From two to four passes (Table 1), (16,4) gains more
than (8, 8) and is on par with (8,4). At E,ca = 32, the sparse (8,4) gains clearly more from two
to four passes than the half-active (4, 8), although (4, 8) spends twice the expert compute per pass.
Since each comparison changes more than one quantity, we conclude only that wider, sparser layers
make the returns of looping decline more slowly, without attributing this to a single cause.

4.2 MORE PASSES ENLARGE THE GAIN FROM WIDENING

Here widening doubles the experts per layer E at fixed D and L, so the expert calls per token E¢omyp,
stay the same while the real experts F,., double.

Widening and looping amplify each other. Widening (8,4, L) to (16, 4, L) gains more the more
passes the model makes, from 0.038 nat at L = 2 to 0.049 at L = 8, and widening (4,8, L) to
(8,8, L) likewise gains more at L = 4 than at L. = 2: the more passes, the more widening pays. For
each 2 x 2 block we take the gain of doing both minus the gains of widening alone and of looping
alone; of the three such interactions, two are clearly positive and one is on par with zero, and none
is negative (Table 1, experts column, as its increase with L).

Widening shows diminishing returns in the number of experts added. Widening once more,
from (8,8,2) to (16,8,2), gains only 1.2 times as much as widening from (4, 8,2) to (8,8,2),
although it adds eight experts per layer instead of four (Table 1, experts column); at two passes the
added width is used less, in line with the finding above that widening pays more with more passes.
Since our design cannot widen a layer at fixed E,.,, part of this decline may come from the change
in Ereal.
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Widening the expert layers and looping more are complementary: each enlarges the other’s
gain. Under a fixed expert-parameter and per-token compute budget, this is exactly what
flattening does: wider, sparser layers looped more often.

(a) (8,8,L), tied attention (b) proto-Foil, tied attention (c) Foil, untied attention
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Figure 5: Routing confidence (MMR) per loop pass at 20B tokens (geometric mean over the core
layers). (a) At fixed (E, D) = (8, 8), more passes lower the confidence of every pass, and beyond
L = 2 the model-level MMR falls from 4.15 to 3.36; (8,8, 8) peaks at pass 7. (b, c¢) Along the
flattening sequence, confidence generally rises over the passes; proto-Foil-2, proto-Foil-1 and Foil-1
reach a peak (black triangles) and then fall, whereas Foil-2, the Foil with the lowest loss at 20B, has
no peak. After a peak, further flattening or more passes very likely gain least (Section 4.4).

4.3 LOAD BALANCE ALONE DOES NOT INDICATE HEALTHY SPECIALISATION

Load balance is the classic measure of expert utilisation, but it has been questioned: a balanced
load can hide a router that has no preference among the experts, which motivated measuring routing
confidence as well (Li et al., 2026).

With untied attention, flattening routes more confidently, less evenly, and reaches a lower
loss. Along the flattening sequence with untied attention, By falls steadily from the unflattened
model (Base) to the most flattened one (Foil-1), while MMR rises (Figure 4, c1—c2). Following the
readings of Section 2.3, we read these only as trends of each metric, not as absolute comparisons
across different £. Yet the most flattened model reaches a lower loss than the unflattened one
(Figure 3): the lower balance does not come with a worse model.

The least-used experts are not the least useful. Masking the experts that carry the least 10% of
the routing traffic and comparing with traffic-matched random groups (Appendix I), the least-used
group raises the loss more than the random mean in seven of the eight models compared in Section 3
(Base-tied, proto-Foil-3/2/1, Base, Foil-3/2/1), and in none does it fall below the range of the random
groups; the exception, proto-Foil-2, is on par with the random median (Table 13 and Figure 6). For
sparse MoE, load balance alone is therefore not a suitable indicator of healthy expert specialisation.

4.4 ROUTING CONFIDENCE AND ITS PER-PASS PEAK INDEX THE LOOPING GAIN

In Section 3.2, the MMR difference between Foil and proto-Foil is largest for the Foil-2 pair (14%;
Figure 4, ¢2), and Foil-2 has the lowest 20B loss of the Foil family including Base (Figure 3). This
led us to examine MMR pass by pass.

Routing confidence and the gain per pass decline together. 1In the (8,8, L) series, where every
model has eight experts per layer and absolute values are therefore comparable, the model-level
MMR falls from 4.15 to 3.36 and the average gain per pass over the non-looped (8, 8, 1) from 0.064
to 0.022 nat as L goes from 2 to 8; the two decline together at every step, and (8, 8, 8) is lowest in
both (Table 9). We state only that the two move in the same direction, not that one causes the other.
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After a peak, further flattening or more passes very likely bring the smallest or no gain.
In many models MMR rises with the pass index up to some pass and falls afterwards (Figure 5):
(8,8, 8), proto-Foil-2, proto-Foil-1 and Foil-1 peak, whereas the Base and Base-tied pair, the Foil-
3 and proto-Foil-3 pair, Foil-2 and the (8,8, L) models with L < 4 are most confident on their
last pass. After its peak, flattening proto-Foil-2 further to proto-Foil-1 raises the loss by 0.017 nat
(Figure 4, al); Foil-1, which peaks, is 0.0020 nat above Foil-2 at 20B, about three standard errors
(Figure 3); and (8,8, 8) has the smallest average gain per pass of its series. Conversely, Foil-2,
which has no peak, is the Foil with the lowest loss. These are few cases, so we state the relation as
very likely rather than as a rule.

Within a range, routing confidence (MMR) is a diagnostic of router differentiation beyond
load balance; its per-pass peak signals that the gains from looping are close to exhausted, a
practical guide for designing looped models.

5 RELATED WORK

Looped Transformers. Looped models apply the same layers repeatedly to an evolving hidden
state, trading computation for depth and reuse for parameters, from the Universal Transformer to
latent reasoning and scaling laws for recurrent depth (Dehghani et al., 2019; Giannou et al., 2023;
Saunshi et al., 2025; Geiping et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025; Bae et al., 2025; McLeish et al., 2026;
Schwethelm et al., 2026; Prairie et al., 2026). Their looped blocks are dense; ours is a sparse MoE,
whose experts and attention must be arranged over layers and passes.

Sparse mixture-of-experts. Sparse MoE models activate only a few experts per token and thus
grow their parameters far beyond their computation, and they now underlie most large language
models (Fedus et al., 2022; Lepikhin et al., 2021; Zoph et al., 2022; Jiang et al., 2024; DeepSeek-
Al 2024; Qwen Team, 2025; Muennighoff et al., 2025; Kimi Team, 2025; 2026; GLM-5 Team,
2026; MiniMax, 2026); the granularity of the experts is a further design dimension, splitting experts
into smaller ones and activating more of them (Dai et al., 2024; He, 2024; Ludziejewski et al.,
2024). Earlier work combines looping with experts by turning the layers of a looped Transformer
into shared mixtures of experts or by looping a whole MoE block (Csordas et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2026b); MoEUT ablates how many distinct consecutive layers form its repeated group and uses
two for its smaller models. Other work ties experts across neighbouring layers (Jaggi, 2026; Tan
et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2026c): MoRE lets adjacent layers share one larger expert pool, each layer
keeping its own router (Qiu et al., 2026), and Megrez2 is similar (Li et al., 2025). In dense models,
One Wide FFN shares one widened feed-forward layer across the encoder layers while keeping
per-layer attention (Pires et al., 2023), a dense counterpart of flattening with untied attention. Each
proposes one form of sharing, but none compares, at fixed expert parameters and compute, the layout
(E, D, L) of the looped block and whether its attention is shared across passes; Jaggi (2026) and
Megrez2 share experts with per-layer attention, as we do, but start from compressing deep models
rather than varying the layout of a looped block.

Expert utilisation. Load balance is usually maintained by auxiliary losses, capacity limits or bias-
based balancing without an auxiliary loss (Fedus et al., 2022; Zoph et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024);
beyond imbalance, experts can degrade through representation collapse or a router without prefer-
ence (Chi et al., 2022; Li et al., 2026), and recent routing and balancing methods build on the same
score-distribution and effective-count views (Shahout et al., 2025; Nguyen et al., 2026; Wu et al.,
2026). We keep a standard balance metric, add MMR, which measures confidence against the me-
dian of all experts, and a traffic-matched masking test, and interpret them only through the three
readings of Section 2.3.

6 CONCLUSION

How should a MoE be looped? We answer with Foil, which flattens the experts into fewer, wider lay-
ers looped more often and unties the attention across passes. At equal parameters and compute, Foil



Preprint

outperforms the unflattened looped baseline, its loss improves monotonically with flattening at 100B
tokens, and at every shape it beats the attention-sharing proto-Foil in loss, downstream accuracy and,
at 20B, routing balance and confidence. Our ablations show that widening and looping amplify each
other, that load balance alone does not indicate healthy specialisation while MMR moves with the
looping gain, and that its per-pass peak marks where flattening gains least. Limitations and future
work are discussed in Appendix J.
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A FORMAL SETUP AND RESOURCE ACCOUNTING

This section states the looped block of Section 2.1 formally and derives the identities and bounds
used there.

Problem formulation. We seek to improve sparse mixture-of-experts language models by reor-
ganising how their parameters are stored and reused. As in Section 2.1, E is the number of experts
in each physical layer of the looped block, D the number of layers in the block, L the number of
passes through it, and k the number of experts selected per token at each layer visit. Given a token
sequence x1.7, the prediction objective is the next-token negative log-likelihood

T
ACLM = 7EI1:T |:% ZIngg(fL‘t | x<t):| . (1)

t=1

The goal is to lower this loss while controlling the stored expert parameters and the selected-expert
computation per token; the quantities below are those that Foil (Section 2.2) holds fixed or enlarges.

The looped block and attention sharing. Let H C(ll) be the hidden states of the sequence after

physical layer d on pass ¢, with H, él) the output of the prelude. Write Aff) for the attention sublayer
of layer d on pass ¢ and M for its MoE sublayer, each including normalisation and the residual
connection. The looped block computes

HY = M), B = 1S (o) 2

and passes H g‘) to the coda; attention, routing and expert outputs are recomputed on every visit. The
experts and router of M4 are shared across passes, but their inputs change with ¢, so sharing does

not force the same expert selections on different passes. Tied attention imposes Aff) = Ay for all /;
Foil gives every pass its own attention map. At fixed (E, D, L), every tied model is recovered from
an untied one by setting its per-pass attention weights equal, so the tied function class is contained
in the untied one; this guarantees neither strict inclusion nor better optimisation. Different flattened
shapes impose different sharing constraints, so the containment does not extend across shapes.

Routing. Let ugec)l be the normalised input of token ¢ to the MoE sublayer of layer d on pass ¢, fg .

the e-th expert of that layer, and g4 and wg . its router scores and expert combination weights. The
selected experts and their combined output are

S = TopK (ga(ul), k), 3)
¢ ¢ Y4
u =" waeul) fae(ul)), @)
eeS’)

and M, adds yt(i)l to the residual stream.
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Resource and routing identities. Let each expert contain py, parameters, and assume unre-
stricted top-k routing with 1 < k < F, exactly k distinct experts executed per visit, and no dropped
assignments. Counting each physical expert once for storage, each layer visit once for effective
depth, and each selected expert once per call gives the identities of Section 2.1,

Ereal =FE x D7 Pexperts =ExDx Pexp»

Deg =D x L, Ecomp =k x D x L,
B DxL

Eeq:EXDXLa |Rformal‘: (k}) 5

where Riormal 18 the set of formal routes of one token, the ordered sequences (St(ﬁ)dg D, e<r, of

unordered top-k selections; its size follows from the (g ) choices at each of the D x L visits. A

trained model need not realise every route, and different routes can implement the same function;
likewise, F.q counts parameter-tied expert slots in the unrolled computation, not independently
learned experts. Holding E x D, D x L and k fixed while increasing E enlarges |Rorma1| Without
increasing the number of expert calls, but this alone establishes neither greater functional capacity
nor lower loss.

Bounds on expert coverage. The number of distinct experts token ¢ reaches over its passes satis-
fies

D L
kxD < U = Z‘U s < Dmin(E,kL). 5)
d=1 ¢=1

In each layer the union contains the & distinct experts of any one visit, and it contains at most the
FE experts of the layer and at most the kL selections made over the L visits; summing over the D
layers gives both bounds.

Three comparison regimes. The identities separate three ways of comparing looped MoE models.

* Additional passes at fixed parameters. Holding E and D fixed while increasing L preserves
the stored parameters when all block parameters are shared and no pass-specific parameters
are introduced. Effective depth and expert calls increase in proportion to L. This comparison
measures the benefit of additional computation through parameter reuse.

» Parameter—computation trade-offs. Holding E and D x L fixed while reducing D and increas-
ing L preserves the number of layer evaluations and expert calls but reduces the number of
stored experts. With unchanged sublayer dimensions and sequence length, the leading forward
arithmetic is matched.

* Flattening at fixed expert parameters. For an integer a > 1 dividing D, the map (F, D, L)
(aE,D/a,al) preserves E x D, D x L and k x D x L while multiplying E., by a. The
per-layer cap on distinct experts rises from min(E, kL) to a min(FE, kL), whereas the whole-
block cap stays D min(E, kL). Flattening therefore enlarges the pool available at each routing
decision without raising the maximum number of distinct experts a token can reach across the
block. Each flattening step of Section 2.2 uses a = 2.

Total parameters of Foil. The total parameter count of Foil is
Ptotal - Poutside + Ex D x Pexp + D x L x Pattn + D x Prouter(E)7 (6)

where P,utside counts the parameters outside the looped block and the remaining terms count its
experts, attention and routers (our RMSNorm layers have no gain and hence no parameters). With
attention shared across passes (proto-Foil), the attention term is D X Py, instead. For a bias-free
linear router of input width dy,odels Prouter (E) = dmodel X E, so the router total is also preserved by
flattening. Since D x L is fixed along the flattening sequence, Foil keeps the attention parameters,
and hence the total, unchanged, whereas with shared attention they decrease with D. Likewise, fixed
D x Land k x D x L preserve the leading attention and selected-expert arithmetic, but not router
scoring: a linear router produces E' x D x L expert scores per token, at a cost of O(E x D x L x
dmodel ), Which grows along the sequence. Ecomp therefore measures expert computation, not total
FLOPs including routing and dispatch.
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B EXPERT-COLLAPSE DIAGNOSTICS: DEFINITIONS AND LIMITS

All quantities are empirical summaries of the same N = 255,500 probe tokens at the final check-
point, restricted to the recurrent core. Index tokens by ¢, physical layers of the core by d and

passes by /¢, as in Section 2. For each decision, the finite router logits 2152 , define pgec)l i, =

exp(zt(z_’i) /22 exp(zt(wgy ;)- The recorded top-k set St(’g contains exactly k = 2 distinct experts,
with ties resolved by the model’s routing rule. Load uses these selections, not probability mass or
the renormalised mixture weights.

Class 0: coverage of physical experts. The distinct-expert count is

D

vy

d=1

For the bounds see Equation (5). We report U = N~' 3", U, and U/[D min(E, kL)]. AtL =1
the ratio is identically one and is omitted from Table 10. Along the flattening sequence the number
of distinct experts a token reaches falls (Base 24.1, Foil-3 17.8, Foil-2 12.5, Foil-1 9.7 at 20B;
Table 10): flattening enlarges the pool of each routing decision, not the number of experts a token
uses. The increase with additional passes reported in the introduction (Figure 1) is at fixed shape.

L

U st

{=1

., kD < U, < Dmin(E, kL). 7)

Class 1: load concentration. The count share and effective expert count of layer d are

| NoL o 1 Ny
. 2
Qi =3 Y Hie Syl Noa=—p—, Bara=—" (8)

NLk t=1 =1 diet q?ii E

Ny q is the inverse Simpson effective count (Wu et al., 2026, Eq. S10); it equals s for traffic uni-
formly spread over s experts. Its normalisation By 4 is Jain’s fairness index (Jain et al., 1984). Since
> qai = 1and 0 < gg; < 1/k, Cauchy-Schwarz and ¢3; < qq;/k give

1 1 k
—< 2 < = Z < By <. 9
E_Zijqdz_k, 5 < Baa< 9)

By 4 = 1if and only if the load is uniform. The lower endpoint B2 4 = k/E holds if and only if the
same k experts are selected at every decision in that layer, the maximally concentrated load permitted
by top-k dispatch. Intermediate values quantify concentration without specifying a universal failure
threshold. Unlike MaxVio, which measures the largest relative overload (Wang et al., 2024, Eq. 4),
B5 depends on all expert shares.

Counts are pooled over passes before taking the reciprocal. The model score is

D

ZdD_l N2 d 1

Brodel2 = = =" = —= E By 4. (10)
DFE D et

Pooling can conceal concentration within a pass: when F = kL, partition the experts into L disjoint
groups of k and assign all tokens to group ¢ on pass ¢. This gives pooled B, = 1, although each

pass has By = k/E. A per-pass score instead uses qq0,; = (Nk)~'>",1{i € St(g}; averaging
these scores generally differs from pooling counts.

Class 2: median margin ratio. Suppress the decision indices and order logits as z(1y > -+ >
2(g). Withm = [E/2], define

R— P@a)

1
= p(m) = exp(z(l) — Z(m))7 MMR(I) = exp<|I| Z[Za,(l) - Za‘m)}) . (11)

a€l

All experimental pools have even E: the denominator is the upper of the two central probabilities,
at descending rank F/2, rather than their arithmetic mean. The nonempty index set Z contains
the token—layer—pass decisions being summarised; the full-core score weights all N DL decisions
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equally. This is the geometric mean of decision-level ratios, not a ratio of averaged probabilities. The
logit form cancels the softmax normaliser and avoids division by probabilities that may underflow.

MMR is at least one and equals one exactly when the top m logits coincide at every included de-
cision. Complete router indifference, p; = 1/FE for every expert at every decision, is sufficient but
not necessary: z = (0,0,0,0, —c¢, —¢, —¢, —c¢) with ¢ > 0 also gives R = 1. Replacing every logit
vector by az + 1, with o > 0 and the same tie rule, leaves top-k selections and By unchanged
but sends MMR to MMR“. MMR measures separation from the median rank and depends on logit
scale; it does not measure the margin between the selected and unselected experts.

Joint interpretation. Load concentration and weak router preference are distinct routing phe-
nomena. They also differ from the collapse of hidden representations studied by Chi et al. (2022).
Neither B> nor MMR observes expert outputs: even identical expert functions can coexist with bal-
anced, confident routing. Consequently, the scores describe traffic and router preference, while the
masking test in Appendix [ measures sensitivity to expert removal. Table 10 reports the diagnostics;
comparisons use the same probe and aggregation, and absolute comparisons in the main text are
restricted to equal shapes because both scores depend on E.

Related metrics used in prior work. Besides the three metrics of Section 2.3, the literature uses
further load-balance and routing-confidence metrics; Table 2 lists the ones we also computed, with
their ranges under top-k routing. For one routing decision, p; are the router’s softmax probabilities
over the F experts (temperature 1), sorted as p(1) > -+ > p(gy; S is the selected set and a; =
pi/ > jes pj the renormalised weight of ¢ € S; g; are the load shares of Equation (8). Our models
use no capacity limit, so no assignment is ever dropped; Table 11 gives the values of the other related
metrics for every small-tier model.

Table 2: Related metrics used in prior work: load balance (top four rows) and routing confidence
(bottom five rows). Ranges are for top-k routing with k£ < E. Cited works show prior use of each
quantity; the exact formulas and normalisations are as stated here.

Metric Definition Range, direction Source

normalised load entropy By -, ¢ng/InE [Ink/1In E, 1], higher more even (Nguyen et al., 2026)

MaxVio FEmax; q; — 1 [0, E/k - 1] lower less overload (Wang et al., 2024)

normalised Gini G* i lai — a;l/[2(E = 1)] 0, (E /(E — 1)], lower more even  (Chen et al., 2026a)

dropped-assignment rate dropped / requested assignments [0, 1]; not dpphcable (no drops) (Fedus et al., 2022; Lepikhin et al., 2021)
selected-expert probability pi,i €S [0, 1], higher more support (Fedus et al., 2022; Riquelme et al., 2021)
selected-set mass Y iesPi [k/E 1], higher more concentrated (Shahout et al., 2025)

boundary margin Inpry — Inpggry [0, 00), higher clearer selection (Thaman, 2025)

full-pool entropy concentration 1 — H(p)/InE [0, 1], higher sharper (Shahout et al., 2025)

selected-weight concentration 1 — H(a)/Ink [0, 1], higher one expert dominates (Nguyen et al., 2026)

C EXPERIMENTAL CONFIGURATION

Data. All models are trained on the sample—100BT subset of FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al.,
2024), tokenised with the SmolLM2 tokenizer (Ben Allal et al., 2025) (vocabulary 49,152), which
yields 101.7B tokens. Sequences are packed to a context length of 4,096 tokens. Every run reads
the data in the same fixed order, so that at every optimiser step all runs have seen the same tokens;
this makes the step-wise paired comparisons possible.

Optimisation. We use AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) with 8; = 0.9, 82 = 0.95, weight
decay 0.1 and gradient clipping at norm 1.0, in bfloat16. The global batch is 96 sequences, i.e.
393,216 tokens per step. The learning rate follows a warmup-stable—decay schedule (Hu et al.,
2024): a linear warmup over 1,000 steps to a peak of 3 x 10~%, a constant phase, and a decay over
the last 10% of the run with a 1 — /- shape down to 5% of the peak. All models share this schedule,
the initialisation seed (42) and the data order; the seed replicate changes only the initialisation seed,
to 43.

Auxiliary losses. Every model adds to the language-modelling loss a load-balancing loss of the
Switch Transformer form (Fedus et al., 2022) with coefficient 0.01 and a router z-loss (Zoph et al.,
2022) with coefficient 0.001. Both are computed for every MoE layer on every pass and averaged
over the unrolled depth. The losses we report are the language-modelling loss alone.
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Table 3: Per-configuration hyperparameters and parameter counts. (E, D, L): experts per MoE
layer, layers in the loop block, loop passes. FEieq = E - D (distinct experts), Ecomp = D - L - k
(expert calls per token), Feq = E - D - L. Attention: shared = one set of attention weights reused
by every pass; untied = one set per pass. Parameter columns in millions, rounded independently:
total; experts (including their routers) and attention inside the loop block; the non-looped head and
tail layers; “other” = token embeddings and output projection. Run ids are the identifiers used in our
logs. Base width: dy,04e1 = 1024, 16 attention heads, expert hidden width 1536, top-k = 2, one head
and one tail layer with 8 experts each, vocabulary 49,152. * E = 4 with k = 2: half of the experts
in a layer are active for every token. ® Two head and two tail layers. ¢ Not looped (L = 1).

Loop Loop Head/

Model Runid (E,D,L) Attention Fra FEecomp FEeq Total experts attn. tail Other
Base width (dmneder = 1024): Foil family

Base-tied  S1 (8,8,2) shared 64 32 128 5202 302.1 33.6 839 100.7
proto-Foil-3 S2 (16,4,4) shared 64 32 256 5034 302.1 16.8 83.9 100.7
proto-Foil-2 S3 (32,2,8)  shared 64 32 512 495.0 3021 84 839 100.7
proto-Foil-1 S4 (64,1,16)  shared 64 32 1024 490.8 302.1 4.2 839 100.7
Base Ul (8,8,2) untied 64 32 128 553.7 3021 67.1 839 100.7
Foil-3 U2 (16,4,4)  untied 64 32 256 553.7 3021 67.1 839 100.7
Foil-2 U3 (32,2,8)  untied 64 32 512 553.7 3021 67.1 839 100.7
Foil-1 U4 (64,1,16)  untied 64 32 1024 553.7 3021 67.1 839 100.7

Base width (dmoeder = 1024): other grid models
- S6¢ (8,8,1) shared 64 16 64 5202 302.1 33.6 839 100.7

- S8 (8,8,3) shared 64 48 192 5202 302.1 33.6 839 100.7
- S9 (8,8,4) shared 64 64 256 520.2 302.1 33.6 83.9 100.7
- N4 (8,8,8) shared 64 128 512 5202 302.1 33.6 83.9 100.7
- S5 (16,4,2)  shared 64 16 128 503.4 302.1 16.8 83.9 100.7

- N3 (16,4,6)  shared 64 48 384 5034 302.1 16.8 83.9 100.7
- N2 (16,4,8)  shared 64 64 512 5034 302.1 16.8 839 100.7

- S7 (8.4,2) shared 32 16 64 3524 151.0 16.8 83.9 100.7
- S12 (8,4,4) shared 32 32 128 3524 151.0 16.8 83.9 100.7
- N1 (8.4,8) shared 32 64 256 3524 151.0 16.8 83.9 100.7

- S11¢ (4,8,2) shared 32 32 64 369.1 151.0 33.6 839 100.7
- S13¢ (4.8,4) shared 32 64 128 369.1 151.0 33.6 83.9 100.7
- S10 (16,8,2)  shared 128 32 256 8222 604.1 33.6 83.9 100.7
- S14¢ (8,16,1)  shared 128 32 128 855.8 604.1 67.1 83.9 100.7
- S15° (8,8,2) shared 64 32 128 604.1 302.1 33.6 167.8 100.7

Training length. The 20B-token stage runs 50,000 steps (19.66B tokens); the constant phase ends
at step 45,000 and the decay occupies the remaining 5,000 steps. The 100B-token continuation starts
from the step-45,000 checkpoint, taken before the decay, resumes the optimiser state and the data
order, and lengthens the schedule to 254,313 steps (100.0B tokens), with the learning rate at its peak
until step 228,882 and the same decay afterwards.

Reported loss. The reported loss of a model is its mean language-modelling loss over the last
2,000 training steps, and two models are compared by the mean of their step-wise loss difference
over this window. Loss standard errors treat consecutive training steps as independent and are there-
fore understated.

D EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Seed replicate. Base-tied was retrained with only the initialisation seed changed (seed 43 instead
of 42; both runs are in Table 4). The paired difference of the final-window loss is —0.0003 +
0.0009 nat, and every difference we interpret as a result is at least 0.002 nat; smaller differences are
reported as on par.

Table 4 collects the configuration, parameter count and final-window loss of every small-tier model.
The three expert counts are F,., = ED (distinct experts in the core), Ecomp = DLk (expert calls
per token) and E., = E'DL (experts of the equivalent non-looped model).
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Table 4: Main results of all small-tier models (dy,0qc1 = 1024) at 20B tokens, and at 100B tokens
where the model was continued. Loss: mean task loss over the final window (nat); perplexity is its
exponential. Parameters in millions. YRepeated from an earlier group for comparison. Single seed
except the seed-43 repeat of Base-tied.

Model (E,D,L) attention params (M) FEieal Feomp Feq loss20B  ppl20B loss 100B
Flattening, tied attention

Base-tied (8,8,2) tied 520.2 64 32 128 2.688 14.71 2.522
proto-Foil-3 (16,4,4) tied 503.4 64 32 256 2.679 14.58 2.520
proto-Foil-2 (32,2,8) tied 495.0 64 32 512 2.684 14.64 2.531
proto-Foil-1 (64,1,16) tied 490.8 64 32 1024 2.700 14.89 2.548
Flattening, untied attention

Base (8,8,2) untied 553.7 64 32 128 2.666 14.38 2.511
Foil-3 (16,4,4) untied 553.7 64 32 256 2.663 14.33 2.506
Foil-2 (32,2,8) untied 553.7 64 32 512 2.657 14.25 2.501
Foil-1 (64,1,16)  untied 553.7 64 32 1024 2.659 14.28 2.499
Loop passes, (E,D) = (8,8)

- (8,8,1) tied 520.2 64 16 64 2.752 15.68 2.582
Base-tied® (8,8,2) tied 520.2 64 32 128 2.688 14.71 2.522
- (8,8,3) tied 520.2 64 48 192 2.650 14.16 -

- (8,8,4) tied 520.2 64 64 256 2.629 13.86 -
- (8,8,8) tied 520.2 64 128 512 2.596 13.41 -
Loop passes, (E, D) = (16,4)

- (16,4,2) tied 503.4 64 16 128 2.749 15.63 -
proto-Foil-3% (16,4,4) tied 503.4 64 32 256 2.679 14.58 2.520
- (16,4,6) tied 503.4 64 48 384 2.649 14.14 -
- (16,4,8) tied 503.4 64 64 512 2.638 13.99 -
Loop passes, (E,D) = (8,4)

- (8,4,2) tied 352.4 32 16 64 2.787 16.24 -

- (8,4,4) tied 352.4 32 32 128 2.720 15.17 -
- (8,4,8) tied 352.4 32 64 256 2.688 14.70 -
Pool size and depth at fixed Ecomp = 32

- (4,8,2) tied 369.1 32 32 64 2.728 15.30 -
Base-tied® (8,8,2) tied 520.2 64 32 128 2.688 14.71 2.522
- (16,8,2) tied 822.2 128 32 256 2.641 14.03 -
8 (8,4,4) tied 352.4 32 32 128 2.720 15.17 -
- (8,16,1) tied 855.8 128 32 128 2.625 13.81 2.463
Other controls

- (4,8,4) tied 369.1 32 64 128 2.675 14.51 -
Base-tied, two-layer prelude/coda (8,8,2) tied 604.1 64 32 128 2.656 14.24 -
Base-tied, seed 43 (8,8,2) tied 520.2 64 32 128 2.688 14.70 -

E DOWNSTREAM EVALUATION

Final checkpoints are evaluated on 36 downstream tasks. A task is kept as valid only if all 35
models trained for 20B tokens (all widths) score, on average, at least five standard errors above
its baseline (chance level, zero for open-ended completion, or the majority class for classification
tasks), in the metric and setting that lies furthest above the baseline. The appendix reports seven
valid tasks: the three representative tasks of the main text, and PROST, LAMBADA (OpenAl),
SWAG and BLiMP. The three representative tasks of the main text take one task from each of three
categories: word prediction (LAMBADA, standard split), sentence continuation (HellaSwag) and
coreference resolution (XWinograd, English). Zero-shot is the main setting (Table 5). For 5-shot
(Table 6), HellaSwag is averaged over three evaluation seeds, which change the choice of in-context
examples; the other tasks have seed 0 only, and BLiIMP and LAMBADA (OpenAlI) have no 5-
shot variant. Standard errors are those of the evaluation harness; a mean over tasks treats the tasks
as independent, and the standard error of a difference between two models is /se2 + seZ, which
ignores that both models answer the same questions and is therefore conservative.

F HELD-OUT VALIDATION LOSS

Held-out losses are computed at the final checkpoints on a FineWeb-Edu validation slice of 8.0M
tokens, disjoint from the training data, and on Wikipedia, C4 and arXiv slices of 3—-4M tokens each;
the evaluation reports means only (Table 7).
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Table 5: Zero-shot downstream accuracy (%, =1 standard error) of the eight models of Table 3.
SWAG, HellaSwag and PROST are scored by length-normalised accuracy, the other tasks by accu-
racy; the mean over tasks treats tasks as independent (standard error of a difference between two
models about 0.31).

Task Base-tied  proto-Foil-3  proto-Foil-2  proto-Foil-1 Base Foil-3 Foil-2 Foil-1
20B tokens

PROST 31.27+034 31.00x0.3¢  29.50+0.33  30.73+0.3¢  30.26+0.34 31.71+0.34 31.10+034 29.80+0.33
LAMBADA (standard) 23.17+0.59  24.22+0.60 2548 +0.61  23.73+0.59 25.89+0.61 26.14+0.61 26.66 +0.62 26.14 +0.61
LAMBADA (OpenAl) 32.08 +0.65 32.33+0.65 32.23+0.65 31.09+0.64 35.30+0.67 34.54+0.66 33.86+0.66 34.29+0.66
SWAG 55.34+0.35  55.47+035  55.36+0.35  54.69+035 55.74+0.35 55.90+0.35 56.73+0.35 56.41 +0.35
HellaSwag 39.55+0.49  40.41+049  40.72+049  39.86+0.49 40.82+049 41.30+0.49 41.07+0.49 41.46 +0.49
BLiMP 82.18+0.13  82.07+0.13  81.09+0.14 81.15+0.14 81.94+0.13 81.98+0.13 82.14+0.13 82.40+0.13
XWinograd (en) 63.78 +1.00  63.01 £1.00  63.61 +1.00 62.37+1.00 64.52+0.99 64.09+1.00 64.77+0.99 64.56 +0.99
Mean, seven tasks 46.77 +0.22  46.93 +0.22 46.86 +0.22 46.23 +0.21  47.78 +0.22  47.95+0.22 48.05+0.22 47.87 +0.22
Mean, three representative tasks ~ 42.17+0.42  42.55+0.42 4327042  41.99+042 43.74+042 43.84+042 44174042 44.05+0.42
100B tokens

PROST 29.84+033 31.21+0.34 31.85x034 30.34x034 29.60+033 34.52+0.35 29.92+033 29.45+0.33
LAMBADA (standard) 29.85+0.64  29.32+0.63  28.31+0.63  26.57+0.62 30.43+0.64 31.38+0.65 30.18+0.64 31.83+0.65
LAMBADA (OpenAl) 36.44 +0.67 38.42+0.68 37.16+0.67 36.23+0.67 39.24+0.68 39.80+0.68 39.61+0.68 39.98 +0.68
SWAG 59.13+0.35  59.32+0.35  58.77+0.35 5844 +035 59.17+0.35 59.98+0.35 59.90+0.35 59.98 +0.35
HellaSwag 47174050 47.07+0.50  46.59 +0.50  45.68 0.50  47.23 +0.50  47.41+050 48.06 +0.50  48.43 +0.50
BLiMP 82.12+013 81.14+0.14  80.24+0.14 81.64+0.13 81.97+0.14 82.13+0.13 81.66+0.13 81.82+0.13
XWinograd (en) 67.87+0.97 68.26 £0.97  66.92+0.98  67.01 +0.98 68.22+0.97 68.95+0.96 70.67+0.94 68.82+0.96
Mean, seven tasks 50.35+0.22  50.68 +0.22 49.98 +0.22 49.42 +0.22  50.84 +0.22  52.02+0.22 51.43+0.21 51.47+0.22

Mean, three representative tasks ~ 48.30 +0.42  48.22 +0.42 47.27 +0.42 46.42 +0.42  48.63 +0.42  49.25+0.42 49.64 +0.41  49.69 +0.42

Table 6: 5-shot downstream accuracy (%, +1 standard error). HellaSwag is the mean over three
evaluation seeds; Tseed 0 only; — marks tasks without a 5-shot variant. The mean over five tasks
excludes these two and treats tasks as independent (standard error of a difference between two
models about 0.38). Metrics as in Table 5.

Task Base-tied  proto-Foil-3  proto-Foil-2  proto-Foil-1 Base Foil-3 Foil-2 Foil-1
20B tokens

PROST 33.24+034 31.50+0.34  26.96+032 27.88+033 30.35+0.34 29.96+0.33 29.12+033 29.50+0.33
LAMBADA (standard)’ 22.71 +0.58  23.17+0.59  24.84+0.60  22.34+0.58 24.86+0.60 24.41+0.60 24.80+0.60 24.24 +0.60
LAMBADA (OpenAl) - - - - - - - -
SWAGT 54.41+035 55.22+035 54.85+035 54.33+035 54.96+035 55.30+0.35 55.59+0.35 55.55+0.35
HellaSwag 40.13 049  41.12x0.49  41.01xo.49  40.17xo.49  40.79 +0.49 41.15+049 41.50+0.49 41.38 £0.49
BLiMP - - - - - - - -
XWinograd (en) 63.78 +1.00  65.20+0.99  65.03+0.99  63.57+1.00 66.80+0.98 65.08+0.99 64.43+0.99 67.18 +0.97
Mean, five tasks 42.85 +0.27  43.24 +0.27  42.54 +0.27  41.66 +0.27  43.55+0.27 43.18 +0.27 43.09 +0.27 43.57 +0.27
Mean, three representative tasks ~ 42.21 +0.42  43.16 +0.42 43.63 +0.42 42.03 +0.42  44.15+0.42 43.55+0.42 43.58 +0.42  44.27 +0.41
100B tokens

PROST' 27.84+0.33  27.87+0.33  29.36+0.33  25.24+0.32 29.58+0.33 31.61+0.3¢ 28.49+0.33 28.25+0.33
LAMBADA (standard)® 28.66 +0.63  26.49+0.61  27.44+062  25.25+0.61 30.02+0.64 27.87+0.62 30.93+0.64 30.91+0.64
LAMBADA (OpenAl) - - - - - - - -
SWAGH 58.83+0.35  59.02+0.35  58.60+0.35  58.13+0.35 5848 +0.35 5896 +0.35 59.36 +0.35  59.33 +0.35
HellaSwag 47.52+0.50 47.56 +0.50  47.07 0.50  46.20 0.50  47.61 +0.50  47.95+0.50 48.78 +0.50  48.48 +0.50
BLiMP - - - - - - - -
XWinograd (en)f 69.81 +0.95 71.14+0.94  69.68 +0.95  68.09 +0.97 71.53+0.94 71.31+0.94 T72.77+0.92 72.13+0.93
Mean, five tasks 46.53 +0.27  46.42+0.26  46.43+0.27  44.58 +0.27 47.44+027 47.54+027 48.07+0.26 47.82+0.27

Mean, three representative tasks ~ 48.66 +0.41  48.40+0.41  48.06 +0.41  46.51+0.42  49.72+041 49.04+0.41 50.83+0.41 50.51 +0.41

G ABLATION RESULTS

Ablation details. Table 8 lists the widening gains and the interaction of widening and looping
behind Section 4.2; Table 9 lists the routing confidence and the looping gains of the (8,8, L) series
behind Section 4.4.

H ROUTING METRICS OF ALL MODELS

I EXPERT-MASKING EVALUATION

The masking test asks whether experts that receive little traffic are also of little value. It uses two
disjoint samples of the same corpus: sample A selects the experts, sample B measures the loss. On
sample A we count, for every physical expert of the recurrent core, how often it is selected into the
top-k, with the passes pooled onto the physical expert; the prelude and coda layers are never masked.
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Table 7: Held-out loss (nat) of the Foil family on a FineWeb-Edu validation slice and three domain
slices, final checkpoints. The FineWeb-Edu slice reproduces the training-stream ordering: Foil-2
lowest at 20B, Foil-1 lowest at 100B, and the untied model below the tied one at every shape. At
100B, Wikipedia and C4 agree in direction: every Foil is below Base and every untied model is
below its tied counterpart. arXiv is the exception: at 20B Foil-3 and the (16,4, 4) untied model
are above their comparators, and Foil-3 remains above Base at 100B. Slice sizes 3—8M tokens; the
evaluation reports means only, so no standard errors. Code and book slices are absent from the
training corpus and are not reported. The slices are small and no standard errors are available, so
differences of about 0.001 nat or less may be within noise.

Training

Model (E,D,L) stream  FineWeb-Edu Wikipedia C4  arXiv
20B tokens

Base-tied (8.8,2) 2.6884 2.6307 2.6840 3.1288 29151
proto-Foil-3  (16,4,4) 2.6793 2.6198 2.6782  3.1190 29147
proto-Foil-2  (32,2,8) 2.6836 2.6240 2.6933  3.1251 2.9395
proto-Foil-1  (64,1,16) 2.7005 2.6414 27052 3.1410 2.9733
Base (8.8,2) 2.6659 2.6077 2.6703 3.1043  2.8997
Foil-3 (16,4,4) 2.6627 2.6035 2.6704 3.1021 2.9337
Foil-2 (32,2,8) 2.6566 2.5984 2.6651 3.0952 2.8729
Foil-1 (64,1,16) 2.6586 2.6000 2.6731 3.0981 2.8765
100B tokens

Base-tied (8,8.2) 2.5218 24711 2.5408 2.9824 27153
proto-Foil-3  (16,4,4) 2.5202 2.4700 2.5430 2.9809 2.7447
proto-Foil-2  (32,2,8) 2.5305 2.4800 2.5533  2.9902 2.7795
proto-Foil-1 ~ (64,1,16) 2.5481 2.4971 25632 3.0078 2.7933
Base (8.8,2) 2.5108 2.4610 2.5376 29721 27127
Foil-3 (16,4,4) 2.5061 24552 2.5334 29649 2.7231
Foil-2 (32,2,8) 2.5012 2.4506 25135  2.9594 2.7084
Foil-1 (64,1,16) 2.4988 2.4492 2.5311 2.9584 2.7084

Table 8: Widening and looping, 20B tokens, tied attention. Gains are decreases of the final-window
loss (nat), £1 standard error of the paired difference. Top: widening doubles E at fixed D and L;
there are no (4, 8, 8), (16, 8,4) or (16, 8, 8) models. Bottom: for each 2 x 2 block, looping doubles
L and “both” does the two steps together; interaction = both — widening — looping, with a standard
error of about 0.0014 combined from the independent paired differences.

Widening L=2 L=4 L=38
(8,4,L) — (16,4,L) 0.0384 +0.0011  0.0402 + 0.0010  0.0491 + 0.0012

(4,8,L) = (8,8,L)  0.0393+0.0010 0.0460 % 0.0009 -
(8,8,L) — (16,8,L)  0.0470 & 0.0009 - -

Start widening  looping (passes) both interaction
(8,4,2) 0.0384  0.0678 (2 —4) 0.1080 +0.0018
(8,4,4)  0.0402 0.0321 (4 —8) 0.0812  +0.0089
(4,8,2)  0.0393  0.0530(2—4) 0.0990 +0.0067

Sorting the experts by this share from lowest to highest and adding them until the cumulative share
is closest to % of all routing requests gives the least-used group 7'(x). Masking sets the routing
probabilities of the masked experts to zero before the top-k selection, so that each token chooses its
k experts among the remaining ones with renormalised weights; nothing is retrained. We report the
increase A L7 of the mean language-modelling loss on sample B, and compare it with 20 random
groups drawn from the experts outside 7'(x) and matched to its traffic share (fixed seeds). Every
masked set must leave at least k experts in each layer. We use x = 10% (Table 12).

At the 10% tier, across all 16 combinations of the eight models and the two token budgets, the loss
increase from masking the least-used group never falls below the range of the random groups: rarely
used experts are not dispensable. On the least flattened models at 20B tokens the least-used group
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Table 9: The (8,8, L) series, 20B tokens, tied attention. MMR: model-level routing confidence of
the recurrent core (geometric mean). Gain: decrease of the final-window loss relative to the non-
looped (8,8, 1) (nat, 1 standard error); per pass: gain divided by the L — 1 added passes.

L 1 2 3 4 8

MMR 4.06 4.15 4.02 3.73 3.36

Gain - 0.0640 £0.0013 0.1022 £0.0013  0.1237 £0.0014 0.1564 £ 0.0014
Per pass - 0.0640 0.0511 0.0412 0.0223

Table 10: Routing metrics of the recurrent core for all small-tier models at 20B tokens (step 50,000).
Class 0: distinct real experts used per token, its upper bound D min(F, kL) and the ratio of the two;
class 1: model-level By; class 2: MMR. $Repeated from an earlier group. Values depend on the
pool size E/; compare absolute values only at equal shape (Section 2.3).

Model (E,D,L) attention distinct experts upper bound ratio By MMR
Flattening, tied attention

Base-tied (8,8,2) tied 23.47 32 0.73 0921 4.15
proto-Foil-3 (16,4,4) tied 15.67 32 0.49 0.849 5.74
proto-Foil-2 (32,2,8) tied 11.61 32 0.36 0.807 7.46
proto-Foil-1 (64,1,16) tied 9.42 32 029 0.731 8.39
Flattening, untied attention

Base (8,8,2) untied 24.08 32 0.75 0947 4.21
Foil-3 (16,4,4) untied 17.79 32 0.56 0.898 6.14
Foil-2 (32,2,8) untied 12.48 32 0.39 0.839 8.50
Foil-1 (64,1,16)  untied 9.71 32 0.30 0.805 8.77
Loop passes, (E, D) = (8,8)

- (8,8,1) tied 16.00 16 - 0.952  4.06
Base-tied® (8,8,2) tied 23.47 32 0.73 0921 4.15
- (8,8,3) tied 26.34 48 0.55 0.912 4.02
- (8,8,4) tied 28.44 64 044 0915 3.73
- (8,8,8) tied 36.23 64 0.57 0.908 3.36
Loop passes, (E, D) = (16, 4)

- (16,4,2) tied 12.22 16 0.76 0.897  6.08
proto-Foil-3% (16,4,4) tied 15.67 32 0.49 0.849 5.74
- (16,4,6) tied 18.66 48 0.39 0.830 5.34
- (16,4,8) tied 21.21 64 0.33 0.838 5.26
Loop passes, (E,D) = (8,4)

- (8,4,2) tied 11.53 16 0.72 0.941 4.19
- (8,4,4) tied 13.57 32 0.42 0.932 3.80
- (8,4,8) tied 16.99 32 0.53 0.904 3.53
Pool size and depth at fixed Ecomp = 32

- (4,8,2) tied 20.73 32 0.65 0.969 2.06
Base-tied® (8,8,2) tied 23.47 32 0.73 0921 4.15
- (16,8,2) tied 24.76 32 0.77 0.903 6.07
-8 (8,4,4) tied 13.57 32 0.42 0932 3.80
- (8,16,1) tied 32.00 32 - 0.926 3.84
Other controls

- 4,8,4 tied 23.27 32 0.73 0.963 1.88
Base-tied, two-layer prelude/coda (8,8, 2) tied 22.54 32 0.70 0912 4.26
Base-tied, seed 43 (8,8,2) tied 23.30 32 0.73 0.923 4.34

costs more than almost every random group (19 or 20 of 20 for Base-tied, Base and Foil-3; Tables 12
and 13 and Figure 6). Low load therefore does not indicate low value, and an unbalanced load is not
by itself a sign of an unhealthy router.

J  LIMITATIONS

Four limitations bound our conclusions. First, we have no non-looped control at equal parame-
ters and compute: the non-looped model with the expert parameters and expert calls of (8,8, 2) is
(4,16, 1), which raises the active share k/F to 1/2 and so confounds sharing experts across layers
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Table 11: Values of related-work routing metrics for every base-width (dpoqer = 1024) model at
the end of 20B-token training (step 50,000). Loop block only. Load metrics: By = normalised
load entropy H(q)/log E; MaxVio = Emax; ¢; — 1; G* = Gini coefficient normalised by F — 1;
each is computed per physical layer from selection counts pooled over all passes, then averaged
arithmetically over physical layers. Confidence metrics (per token, then averaged over tokens): rank-
1 mean probability; selected-set mass M}, (sum of the k selected full-pool probabilities); boundary
margin (logit of the k-th minus the (k41)-th expert); Cry = 1 — H(p)/log E; Cy = one minus
the normalised entropy of the renormalised weights of the selected experts; each is averaged with
equal weight over all (physical layer, pass) cells of the loop block (arithmetic mean). Selections are
recomputed as the top-k of the stored float16 router logits. Token drop rate is O for every model and
not applicable (no capacity limit, no dropping), so it is not listed. Probe set: 255,500 tokens from
500 documents, 50 from each of ten domains of the Pile. Model names and footnotes as in Table 3.

Load Confidence
Rank-1 Selected Boundary

Model Runid (E,D,L) Bm MaxVio G* prob. mass My margin Crat Cal
Foil family

Base-tied S1 (8,8,2) 0.979 0.523 0.162 0.382 0.556 0.417 0.164 0.130
proto-Foil-3 S2 (16,4,4) 0971 1.099 0.221 0.269 0.403 0.374 0.143 0.103
proto-Foil-2 S3 (32,2,8) 0.972 1.812 0.236 0.173 0.274 0.295 0.130 0.069
proto-Foil-1 S4 (64,1,16) 0968  3.449 0.270 0.095 0.159 0.198 0.110 0.040
Base Ul (8,8,2) 0.987 0.451 0.138 0.386 0.559 0.409 0.168 0.133
Foil-3 U2 (16,4,4) 0982 0964 0.176 0.286 0.411 0.359 0.150 0.133
Foil-2 U3 (32,2,8) 0.977 1.479 0.216 0.193 0.294 0.330 0.137 0.092
Foil-1 U4 (64,1,16) 0.975 1.291 0.249 0.106 0.171 0.229 0.106 0.055
Other grid models

- S6° (8,8,1) 0987 0.337 0.126 0.381 0.561 0.437 0.161 0.126
- S8 (8,8,3) 0977 0.589 0.172 0.375 0.553 0.406 0.159 0.121
- S9 (8,8,4) 0979 0.644 0.178 0.361 0.543 0.391 0.148 0.106
- N4 (8,8,8) 0.977 0.651 0.191 0.343 0.531 0.363 0.140 0.086
- S5 (16,4,2) 0980 0.759 0.178 0.288 0.412 0.396 0.149 0.139

- N3 (16,4,6) 0.968 1.366 0.229 0.253 0.390 0.336 0.138 0.084
- N2 (16,4,8) 0.971 1.339 0.214 0.250 0.389 0.315 0.141 0.078

- S7 (8.4,2) 0985 0409 0.141 0.383 0.564 0.452 0.164 0.123
- S12 (8,4,4) 0983 0517 0.156 0.365 0.551 0.413 0.151 0.103
- N1 84,8 0977 0.712 0.186 0.352 0.552 0.405 0.158 0.078

- S11¢ (4,8,2) 0989  0.253 0.120 0.493 0.739 0.502 0.153 0.116
- S13* (4,84) 0985 0255 0.126 0473 0.728 0.488 0.133 0.094
- S10 (16,8,2) 0981  0.779 0.175 0.288 0.410 0.355 0.152 0.141
- S14¢ (8,16,1) 0981  0.489 0.160 0.368 0.549 0411 0.151 0.113
- S15° (8,8,2) 0977 0583 0.172  0.388 0.564 0.418 0.170 0.132

with the sparsity of activation. Our question is how the experts should be arranged within the looped
block once looping has been chosen; that sharing experts across layers is itself useful is supported by
external evidence (Qiu et al., 2026; Jaggi, 2026). Second, apart from one seed replicate, every model
is trained with a single seed; the replicate differs by —0.0003 £ 0.0009 nat, which sets the resolution
of our comparisons, every difference interpreted in the main text is at least 0.002 nat, and the loss
standard errors are optimistic because consecutive steps are not independent (Appendix C). Third,
all results are at a single width, dy0qe1 = 1024. Fourth, the ablations use shared attention, under
which the gain from flattening vanishes after the first step (Figure 4, al—a2); untying the attention is
what lets the gain continue, so the ablation trends may differ in size for Foil itself.
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Table 12: Masking the least-used experts at the 10% traffic tier. ALp: loss increase (nat) when the
least-used group is masked; random: loss increase for 20 traffic-matched random groups (mean and
range); last column: number of the 20 random groups whose loss increase is below A L.

Model (E,D,L) expertsmasked ALy randommean randomrange above random
20B tokens

Base-tied (8,8,2) 11 0.160 0.104 0.068, 0.165 19/20
proto-Foil-3  (16,4,4) 11 0.173 0.137 0.047, 0.229 15/20
proto-Foil-2 ~ (32,2,8) 11 0.221 0.231 0.129, 0.386 920
proto-Foil-1  (64,1,16) 12 0.309 0.271 0.140, 0.464 15/20
Base (8,8,2) 9 0.141 0.087 0.044, 0.143 19/20
Foil-3 (16,4,4) 10 0.185 0.109 0.066, 0.141 20/20
Foil-2 (32,2,8) 10 0.162 0.151 0.087, 0.235 12/20
Foil-1 (64,1,16) 10 0.298 0.287 0.099, 0.779 15/20
100B tokens

Base-tied (8,8,2) 10 0.109 0.121 0.048, 0.461 15/20
proto-Foil-3  (16,4,4) 11 0.174 0.201 0.092, 0.508 9120
proto-Foil-2  (32,2,8) 11 0.231 0.239 0.091, 0.426 11/20
proto-Foil-1 ~ (64,1,16) 12 0.232 0.189 0.113, 0.390 16/20
Base (8,8,2) 9 0.134 0.113 0.061, 0.177 12/20
Foil-3 (16,4,4) 10 0.131 0.196 0.069, 0.693 13/20
Foil-2 (32,2,8) 11 0.136 0.236 0.096, 2.035 11/20
Foil-1 (64,1,16) 11 0.235 0.269 0.078, 1.223 16/20

Table 13: Least-used group versus random groups at the 10% traffic tier, 20B tokens. Ratio: loss
increase from masking the least-used group divided by the mean loss increase of the 20 traffic-
matched random groups; last column: number of random groups whose loss increase is below that
of the least-used group. Seven of the eight ratios exceed one; none of the least-used groups falls
below the range of the random groups.

Model (E,D,L) attention ratio random groups below
Base-tied (8,8,2) tied 1.54 19/20
proto-Foil-3 (16,4, 4) tied 1.26 15/20
proto-Foil-2 (32, 2,8) tied 0.96 9/20
proto-Foil-1 (64,1, 16) tied 1.14 15/20
Base (8,8,2) untied  1.61 19/20
Foil-3 (16,4,4) untied 1.69 20/20
Foil-2 (32,2,8) untied 1.07 12/20
Foil-1 (64,1,16) untied 1.04 15/20
2 %% 1@ ted: leastused 10%
ied: least-use %
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Figure 6: Masking the least-used experts at the 10% traffic tier, 20B tokens. For each shape, the
left bar is the tied-attention model and the right bar the untied-attention model; bar height is the loss
increase from masking the least-used group and the short dark dash beside it the mean loss increase
of the 20 traffic-matched random groups. The ranges of the random groups are given in Table 12,
the ratios to the random mean in Table 13.
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