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ABSTRACT

We introduce and train distributed neural architectures (DNA) in vision and lan-
guage domains. DNAs are initialized with a proto-architecture that consists of
(transformer, MLP, attention, etc.) modules and routers. Any token (or patch) can
traverse any series of modules in any order. DNAs are a natural generalization
of the sparse methods such as Mixture-of-Experts, Mixture-of-Depths, parame-
ter sharing, etc. Computation and communication patterns of DNA modules are
learnt end-to-end during training and depend on the content and context of each
token (or patch). These patterns can be shaped by further requirements added to
the optimization objective such as compute/memory efficiency or load balancing.
We empirically show that (i) trained DNAs are competitive with the dense base-
lines in both domains and (ii) compute efficiency/parameter sharing can be learnt
from data. Next, we analyze the emergent connectivity and computation patterns
in the trained DNAs. We find that the paths that tokens take through the models
are themselves distributed according to a power-law. We show that some paths
(or, equivalently, groups of modules) show emergent specialization. Finally, we
demonstrate that models learn to allocate compute and active parameters in an
interpretable way.

1 INTRODUCTION

Over the last few years, scale has been the main driver of the progress in AI. The most reliable recipe
to train a better (base) model has been to increase the model size and the amount of data1. Further-
more, with the advance of the transformer architecture it became clear that GPU utilization is one of
the key factors that determines the quality of a model because more compute translates into better
performance Kaplan et al. (2020); Achiam et al. (2023); Grattafiori et al. (2024). Consequently, ar-
chitectures that leverage parallel execution of matrix multiplication became dominant Vaswani et al.
(2017). As AI workloads are becoming increasingly wide-spread in all domains we expect a steep
rise of the inference compute expenditure. Consequently the task of developing methods that save
inference compute is critical. There is a large body of work in efficiency including distillation Hin-
ton et al. (2015), pruning LeCun et al. (1989), quantization Jacob et al. (2018), over-training Sardana
et al. (2023), model-routing Chen et al. (2023), speculative decoding Leviathan et al. (2023), as well
as mixtures of these techniques Muralidharan et al. (2024).

These challenges motivate developing distributed neural architectures (DNA) Fig. 1. These archi-
tectures are not feed-forward and allow information to flow between any pair of computing modules
Figs. 1- 2. Connectivity of DNAs emerges from end-to-end training Figs. 3, 4, 13, 8. Finally, DNAs
are trained to allocate compute dynamically based on the input data Fig. 5. Another motivation for
this work comes from the recent work on layer pruning Gromov et al. (2024), Csordás et al. (2025),
where it was found that deeper layers contribute unreasonably little to certain benchmarks. Our main
inspiration is the work on conditional computing (CC) Bengio et al. (2013), of which MoE is the
prime example. There, different tokens (or patches) are allowed to take different paths through the
network. Each path is decided by an additional structure called the router. Today, the main appli-
cation of CC is (partial) decoupling of parameter count and compute by activating only a fraction
of parameters per forward pass Shazeer et al. (2017) (and Jacobs et al. (1991)). Routing can also be
used to control the amount of compute (or, equivalently, the number of active parameters) per token.
The main example of this idea is Mixture-of-Depths (MoD) Raposo et al. (2024) and Layer-skip
Elhoushi et al. (2024) (which is based on self-speculative decoding).

1Assuming that the larger model is trained intelligently and the extra data is diverse and good quality.
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Figure 1: (a) DNA from the module’s perspective: Each token follows its own trajectory through
the network. There is no notion of depth or width. When the objective function includes compute
efficiency some paths are shorter than others. (b) DNA from the token’s perspective: The forward
pass consists of a series of steps. At any given step, each token is acted on by a module or by an
identity operation (black dots). When a module that contains attention operation acts on several
tokens simultaneously the attention pattern is computed only between these tokens. Consequently,
the attention part of the architecture can be understood as dynamic (i.e. data-dependent) sparsity. (c)
Path distribution of top-1 trained DNA vision model: we plot the distribution of paths that tokens
take through the model collected from test split of ImageNet. The color corresponds to the fre-
quency of the paths and is used in the sub-figure (e). Surprisingly, the distribution of paths through
the random model also follows power-law with exponent −1. (d) Path distribution of top-1 trained
DNA language model: we plot the distribution of paths that tokens take through the model. The
color corresponds to the frequency of the paths and is used in the sub-figure (f). The distribution
is a power-law with exponent −1.2. Similarly, we find that paths through the random model are
distributed according to a power-law with exponent −1. (e) We highlight the paths that different
patches take through the DNA by their frequency. We see very clear emergent specialization of
paths: some paths focus on the object, others on the background and others on the edges and bound-
aries. This visualization also illustrates the sparse nature of the attention: patches of different colors
do not attend to each other in later steps of the forward pass. (f) Examples of tokens that follow fre-
quent (low rank) and rare (high rank) paths. We see that paths specialize in different ways: versions
of the verb “to be”, embedding of “.” which we view as sentence-level attention, adjectives, etc.

In this work, we leverage conditional computing to create DNA models whose connectivity emerges
from the end-to-end training. DNAs are initialized with a proto-architecture that consists of a col-
lection of routers and a collection of modules such as MLP, attention, transformer, etc2. Each token
is routed via its own path through the network. Modules and routers are optimized jointly. This
construction includes feed-forward, MoE, MoD, weight sharing, early exit as particular cases that
can emerge via optimization. In practice, we find that a mixture-of-all-of-these-methods emerges
from end-to-end training.

We train two types of models: (i) discriminative models in vision domain trained on ImageNet Deng
et al. (2009) and (ii) generative NLP models trained on a subset of fineweb-edu. Our main findings
are3

• In both domains DNA models are competitive with dense baselines.
• DNA models can learn to use less compute with minor effects on performance.
• The paths taken by the tokens/patches and routing decisions are often human-interpretable.

2We have not yet experimented with including other modules
3We emphasize that our work is not focused on beating SOTA models in any domain, but on showing that

distributed models are feasible and on analyzing their emergent structure.
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• Individual modules, groups of modules, as well as paths specialize.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we explain the general setup, establish some termi-
nology, and introduce certain choices we made to ensure trainability. In Section 3 we present the
vision DNA models and analyze their inner-workings, while in Section 4 we do the same for the
generative language DNA models. In Section 5 we present our conclusions and discuss the new
emerging research directions.

2 DISTRIBUTED NEURAL ARCHITECTURES

2.1 GENERAL SET UP AND INTUITION

In this Section we describe the general structure of DNAs, as well as different ways of reasoning
about its nature. The main idea can be traced back to the classic work of Minsky (1986): we view
a neural network as a collection of computational modules that develop specialization, learn inter-
action and composition end-to-end. The internal structure of the computational modules as well
as communication pattern between them are emergent. Our objective is to train well-performing
models and then to understand the distributed nature of computation, emerging connectivity and
specialization rather than saturating any particular benchmark. In order to take full advantage of
DNAs the infrastructure has to be co-designed with the emergent structure (or, equivalently, infras-
tructure should shape/constrain the emergent structure). We leave this direction to the future work.

General DNAs. In the general setting, the proto-architecture of DNAs is a collection of the follow-
ing components (i) Input node (including embedding/patchify layers), (ii) Output node (including
unembedding layer), (iii) Nm distinct computational modules, Mi, (iv) Nr distinct routers, Rj .

Each computational module operates on sequences and can be a transformer, MLP, attention,
mamba, convolution or any other operation. The total number of modules Nm determines the total
number of parameters, but not the compute. Each router is a classifier with (at most) Nm classes.
Routers process tokens in parallel and send them out to the corresponding modules. The router can
be trained with a general top-k choice. In our experiments we take k = 1, 2.

The forward pass (after traditional embedding operations) works as follows: (i) token embeddings
are routed to relevant modules, (ii) modules perform computation on token embeddings they re-
ceived, (iii) recomputed embeddings are put back together and step (i) is repeated. In Fig. 1 we
show the forward path from the perspective of modules and from the perspective of tokens. The
latter makes it clear that the forward pass is fully causal (in contrast to MoD Raposo et al. (2024)),
while the former emphasizes distributed nature of DNA.

2.2 TECHNICAL DETAILS

In this paper, we made a few purely empirical design choices that allowed to take advantage of
optimizations such as flash attention as well as to reduce the search space. Each of our modules can
be chosen from the classic GELU-transformer block or its attention/MLP component. In all cases,
we use the Pre-LayerNorm (Pre-LN) version. Many improvements/gains are certainly left on the
table.

Routing. Our routers are linear (token-choice) classifiers. The probabilities of selecting a given Mi

at step-s for token t is obtained by applying softmax over router logits, where the routing decision
is made by sampling with hard top-k. This softmax results in ρ(s,t) = softmax(Rs(h

(s,t))). Each
token chooses k modules to participate in, leading the ith module to have an input, h(s)

i , which is
the collection of those tokens. At each step-s, the outputs of the k chosen modules are combined as
follows4

h(s+1,t) = h(s,t) +
∑

i∈top-k⋆(ρ
(s)
⋆ )

ρ
(s)
i

(
M t

i (h
(s)
i )− h(s,t)

)
, (1)

4Somewhat awkward for of Eq.1 is explained by the fact that M t
i (h

(s)
i ) is assumed to have a skip connection

built-in, so we subtract h(s,t) and the add it later to make sure we do not overcount it and end up with blowing
up signal.
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Figure 2: Top-Left: Test accuracy on ImageNet validation set during training for DNAs and the
dense baseline. Top-Right Effective number of compute nodes used per step, for DNA models at
the end of training. In both cases, the models exhibit higher diversity in routing decisions near the
output. Bottom: Flow of patches plotted using the validation set of the ImageNet for the top-1 (left)
and top-2 (right) models. Each column of circles contains all modules in the DNA. The size of the
circles is proportional to frequency with which each module is activated. If a circle is absent, then it
is never activated. We see that the models develop a dense foundation and later split into distributed
sparse networks.

where h(s) is the pre-activation at step-s and ⋆ denotes the collection of all possible module indices,
and the t superscript on M denotes the tth component of the output. This specific choice is made
building on Roberts et al. (2022); Doshi et al. (2023) to ensure good signal and gradient propagation.

The routers are arranged as follows: at each token-processing step s a router Rs makes the decision
for all tokens. The total number of token processing steps is capped by a hyperparameter smax which
determines the maximum compute per token. While this is not the most general way of arranging
the routers, we had to limit our exploration to converge in a finite time. Finally, we found that
the optimization converges much better if first few modules are not routed, meaning they process
all tokens and that choice is hard-coded. We refer to these few layers as backbone and denote the
number of layers in the backbone as Nb. In our experiments Nb = 0, 1, 2.

Emergent compute efficiency. In order to teach the DNA to use compute intelligently we introduce
several identity modules that do not apply any operation: If a router sends a token to the identity
module then nothing happens to the token (h(s+1) = h(s)). To encourage the network to skip
modules (and save compute) we follow the bias trick from DeepSeek model Liu et al. (2024): We
introduce one bias b

(s)
i for each step s. These biases are decoupled from the Autograd as in Liu

et al. (2024). While in the original work the biases were used to enforce load balancing we use them
to encourage the models to use identity layers by modifying the top-k selection part of the forward
pass via

i ∈ top-k
(
ρ
(s)
⋆ + b

(s)
⋆

)
. (2)

Note the biases are only non-zero when the index i corresponds to Identity module and will not
affect the probability in Fig. 1.

4



216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

2.5 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

Input Output

Path rank 5
Path rank 15
Path rank 775
Path rank 941

0 10
Router idx

M0

M17
Top-1 DNA

Figure 3: Left: Paths followed by the patches on the right. The color corresponds to the rank. Right:
Patches that follow the highlighted paths. The patches that pass through lower-rank paths share a
higher-level commonality (color and edges), while patches that go through higher-rank paths are
associated with the more specific concept (brass instruments and puzzle pieces).

We initialize all biases at 0 and only update the term corresponding to identity modules during
training

b
(s)
i (t+ 1) = b

(s)
i (t) + u · Sign

(
r · k · c̄(s)(t)−

∑
i∈Id

c
(s)
i (t)

)
, (3)

where c(s)i represents the token counts that pass through a given module, and c̄(s) denotes the average
token counts across all modules, r is introduced to control the ratio of tokens to skip and u is for
controlling the update speed of the bias term. We emphasize that because of the identity modules
each token is processed using different amount of compute. Furthermore, the amount of compute
per sequence varies due to sparse attention patterns.

Optimization objective. We optimize a traditional categorical cross-entropy loss function with
AdamW optimizer with learning rate warm-up and cos-decay for vision and warm-up stable decay
for language. The values of hyperparameters, initialization scheme, etc can be found in the Fig. A.
We do not use load-balancing because our objective is to let models develop the structures they
need in order to solve the task and then to understand these structures. Optimization of DNAs for
real-world inference is delegated to the future work.

Model Nb Nm Nr dembed dMLP Nhead Active Params Params

ViT-small - 12 - 384 1536 6 22M 22M
top-1 DNA 1 18 11 384 1536 6 22M (17M) 34M
top-2 DNA (25% skip) 1 24 11 256 1024 4 18M (15M) 18M

Table 1: Hyperparameters of DNA models and ViT-small. Note that for DNA models, the number
of active parameters shown in parentheses refers to non-shared active parameters (as detailed in
Sec. 3.3).

3 DNA FOR COMPUTER VISION

3.1 EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

We trained several DNA models at a ViT-Small scale (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021), with the com-
plete set of hyperparameters reported in Fig. 1. In all cases, we used the same data-augmentation
pipeline—RandomCrop, RandomHorizontalFlip, and ColorJitter (Krizhevsky et al., 2012); Au-
toAugment (Cubuk et al., 2019); Random Erasing (Zhong et al., 2020); MixUp (Zhang et al., 2018);
and CutMix (Yun et al., 2019). All models were trained for 300 epochs with a batch size of 2048.
We performed a grid search over learning rates η ∈ {0.001, 0.0015, 0.002} and weight-decay val-
ues λ ∈ {0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2}. For further details, we refer the readers to Appendix A. The training
curves for the best run of each model and the routing patterns of the top-1 and top-2 DNA models
are shown in Fig. 2.
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Figure 4: Three examples of reconstructed images: bell pepper, hummingbird, and Welsh springer
spaniel (top to bottom). Images are reconstructed by maximizing the total weight on all routing
decisions made from step 0 to step i of the forward pass. We can see that the early layers (1-3)
are primarily concerned with texture and edges, intermediate layers (4-6) with lighting distributions,
and the remainder (7-10) host larger-scale features. The final reconstructed images (top to bottom)
are classified as “spotlight” (p = 0.48), “hummingbird” (p = 0.55), and “papillon” (p = 0.44).
In the last two cases, all top 5 model guesses are birds and dog breeds correspondingly, reflecting
hierarchical nature of ImageNet. Model guesses for first row are: spotlight, matchstick, candle, car
mirror, snowmobile.

3.2 INTERPRETABILITY

Patches and Paths. The paths taken by patches are highly interpretable. To demonstrate this, we
used the top-1 DNA model shown in Fig. 2 and collected the paths of all patches from images
in the ImageNet validation set. In Fig. 3, we highlight four representative paths (colored by their
corresponding CDF values), along with 60 randomly selected patches that follow each path.

We observed that frequently taken paths (i.e., those with low rank) tend to aggregate patches from
diverse images that nevertheless share high-level features—for example, edges in the case of the
rank-5 path, and flat color regions for the rank-15 path. In contrast, infrequently taken paths (i.e.,
those with high rank) tend to group patches from visually similar images with low-level similari-
ties—for instance, brass instruments for the rank-775 path and puzzle pieces for the rank-941 path.
To establish a baseline, we performed a similar analysis on a randomly initialized DNA model.
Somewhat surprisingly, we found that it can also cluster images. However, it uses a very different
similarity measure, leading to nearly identical patches being clustered based on superficial features5.
See Appendix G.2 for further discussion.

We have also found that in the cases when an image has a clearly defined object, such as in Fig. 1 and
Fig. 13, there is a group of patches that follows the boundary between object and the background. In
fact, the most compute-heavy images are the ones with very intricate collection of boundaries Fig. 5.
These observations appear related to the work Riquelme et al. (2021) where it was found that the
patches most critical for classification are of the same nature.

Routing decision visualization. To further understand the DNA routing decision structure we gen-
erate the images whose patches take exact same paths as a given image from ImageNet. Concretely,
each image contains 192 patches and each patch follows a patch described by 12 integers (routing
decisions, top-1 case). Each step of forward path is described by 192 integers – routing choices
for each patch. For k steps we specify k · 192 integers. We use deep-dream method to generate
an image that that travels the same 192 paths as the original image with highest probability. Fig. 4
depicts how the image develops when the patches match more steps of the paths of original im-
ages. Early decisions are not informative because the network is dense for the first few steps. Then
human-interpretable features rapidly develop as deeper routing decisions are maximized. The final
image looks recognizable, but not the same as the original. Furthermore, the network is guess the
group of classes correctly: birds and dogs, but has difficulty deciding the species and breed. The
onset of interpretable features agrees with onset of distributed nature as seen in Fig. 2

5One could have expected these results in view of the work on signal propagation Schoenholz et al. (2016)
which argues that for properly initialized (random) networks similar inputs have similar representations

6
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Figure 5: Distribution of computational cost on the ImageNet validation set for the top-2 DNA (25%
skip) model. We observe that (i) the compute follows roughly Gaussian distribution; we believe that
it is a reflection of the dataset rather than the model. (ii) the amount of compute that the model spends
on the image correlates with the visual content. Namely, the model prioritizes boundary patches, so
in high compute images almost everything looks like a boundary, whereas in low compute images
almost everything is a background.

3.3 EFFICIENCY

Compute. We find that the model allocates compute in an interpretable manner, suggesting that its
decisions are contextual. We examine this behavior using the top-2 DNA model (with 25% skip
rate) shown in Fig. 2 by measuring the compute allocated to each image. Specifically, we count
the number of computational modules used along the ribbon of each patch, average this count over
all patches within an image, and normalize the result such that the normalized compute equals 1
when the ribbon never skips a module. The results are shown in Fig. 5. On the left, we plot the
distribution of compute across all images in the ImageNet validation set. On the right, we randomly
select four images for each compute level—high (top 1% of images), medium (49%–51%), and
low (bottom 1%). We observe that images requiring lower compute tend to be visually simpler,
containing no “object”, while the high compute images are vibrant with textures and the model
needs more compute to segment it.

Parameter sharing. We observe that both top-1 and top-2 models tend to reuse certain modules,
leading to emergent, input-dependent weight sharing. The models have not been explicitly incen-
tivized to share parameters. On Fig. 7 we show several results: First, weight-sharing distribution
is roughly gaussian with 25% and 15% of parameters reused. Second, high-reuse images do not
contain the object. The models like to reuse the module that has full (i.e. not sparse) attention. We
also verified that images that use the least active parameters are classified correctly. We find that
emergent parameter sharing developed by the models relies on similar features. We can conclude
this because different models exhibit similar amount of parameter sharing on the same images. Fi-
nally, we find that compute savings and parameter savings are not correlated. See Appendix C for
details.

4 LANGUAGE DNA MODELS

In this Section, we discuss DNA language models. Before diving in, we emphasize that language
and image datasets (and objectives) are very different. In particular, FineWeb-edu is vastly more
complex than ImageNet. Consequently, our models are way too small to truly absorb it (or even 21B
token part of it). Nonetheless, already at this small scale and vastly ”underparametrized” regime we
observe many interesting effects.
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4.1 EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

We trained several DNA models at a scale comparable to GPT-2 Medium Radford et al. (2019), with
the complete set of hyperparameters listed in Table 2. All models were trained on the FineWeb-Edu
Lozhkov et al. (2024) 100B-token subset, for approximately 21B tokens in total (40, 000 steps with
a batch size of 512 and a context length of 1024). For each model, we searched over three learning
rates, η ∈ {0.0004, 0.0008, 0.0016}, with a fixed weight decay value λ = 0.1. All models are
trained using the same learning rate schedule, which includes a linear warmup for the first 1, 000
steps and a linear decay to 0.1 ·η for the last 8, 000 steps. The training curves of the best run for each
model, together with the routing patterns of the top-1 and top-2 DNA models, are shown in Fig. 6.
We present a few standard benchmark results in Table 3.

Model Nb Nm Nr dembed dMLP Nhead Active Params Params

GPT-2 medium - 24 - 1024 4096 16 406M 406M
top-1 DNA 2 36 22 1024 4096 16 406M (242M) 583M
top-2 DNA 2 72 24 768 3072 12 433M (266M) 603M

Table 2: Hyperparameters of DNA models and GPT-2 medium (no weight-tying). Note that for
DNA models, the number of active parameters shown in parentheses refers to non-shared active
parameters (as detailed in Sec. 4.3).

4.2 INTERPRETABILITY

Early routers group similar tokens. We selected two example paragraphs: One from Wikipedia
and one hand-crafted (see Fig. H.1 for the full paragraphs and Fig. 18,19 for full token flows). Then
we visualized the routing decisions made by R1 in the left panel of Fig. 8. Each token is colored
according to the CDF value of the path it follows, using the same color scheme as in Fig. 1(d, f). We
found that the router R1 consistently sends semantically similar words to M9, punctuation marks to
M27, and word pieces to M29 in both examples. In the Wikipedia example, the router additionally
groups plural nouns and routes them to M1, verb variants to M10, and related prepositions to M25

and M30 accordingly.

Model Loss (↓) ARC-E (↑) BoolQ (↑) HellaS (↑) LAMBADA (↑) PIQA (↑) RACE (↑) Wiki (↓)

Random 10.825 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 25.0 ∼ inf
GPT-2 (406M) 2.720 58.9 60.5 40.5 33.8 66.9 32.3 33.7
top-1 (406M) 2.754 56.9 60.8 38.6 28.7 65.8 30.9 38.7
top-2 (433M) 2.674 59.2 61.0 41.8 34.0 67.9 31.1 31.5

GPT-2 (30% shallower) 2.772 58.0 54.9 37.9 31.4 65.9 30.1 38.0
top-2 (30% skip) 2.784 52.5 52.9 35.5 23.8 64.2 28.1 52.6

Table 3: Final validation loss and zero-shot downstream evaluation. We reported accuracy in all
cases, except for Wikitext, where we reported word-level perplexity. Hyperparameter details for the
model with skipping and the shallower GPT-2 are listed in Appendix A.

Interpreting path distribution. We start with the NLP version of Fig. 3. Namely, we visualize
the tokens that follow the same path for several different ranks in the right panel of Fig. 8. As
expected, low-rank (i.e. frequent) paths tend to capture frequently used words, such as linking
verbs, or words that share similar conceptual roles (e.g., rank-8 corresponds to relationships between
actions and their targets or contexts; rank-64 relates to human endeavors). We also find that rank-2
path focuses on end of sentence tokens, which can be interpreted as sentence-level attention. In
contrast, mid- and high-rank (i.e. rare) paths exhibit more variability. These include, for example,
distinct adverbs (rank-16384), or even commonly used words appearing in unexpectedly high-rank
paths (e.g., ranks 1024, 32768, 65536, etc.). This may seem surprising, as one might expect high-
rank paths to capture rare or domain-specific concepts. However, we hypothesize that due to the
highly contextual nature of language, common words routed through high-rank paths likely carry
context-specific information rather than simply reflecting their base lexical identity. A more detailed
investigation of this phenomenon at a larger scale is left for future work.
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Figure 6: Models trained with 21B tokens sampled from FineWeb-Edu dataset. Top-Left: Validation
loss measured on a subset that we leave aside. Top-Right: Effective number of compute nodes used
per step for DNA models at the end of training. The two models exhibit different behaviors in the
early steps. Compared to the patterns observed in vision models, they both follow different trends
as the number of steps increases. Bottom: Flow of tokens plotted using the validation set of the
FineWeb-Edu dataset for the top-1 (left) and top-2 (right) DNA models.

4.3 EFFICIENCY

Compute. Similar to the vision case, we trained a top-2 DNA model that targets skipping 30%
of the tokens, where most hyperparameters are the same as those shown in Fig. 6, except Nb = 1
and Nr=23 in this case. We find that (i) compute distribution for images and text is very different
showing that text has significantly higher diversity/complexity (see Fig. 5) leading to majority of
examples requiring (roughly) the same amount of compute, (ii) There are documents that require
much lower compute. By inspection we find that these documents are qualitatively different from
the “average examples” in that they either contain HTML code, large number of links, are parts of
bibliography, contain many characters from the languages that our model has not learned yet such
as Arabic, Greek, Hebrew etc.

Parameter sharing. We find that language DNA models also tend to like parameter sharing. How-
ever, unlike in the vision case, we find that parameters sharing does not correlate with any notable
features in the text. We also make a more careful check by measuring two types of correlation (sim-
ilar to the vision case). First, we check if module reuse is correlated to the module skip (Fig. 11 (d)
in Appendix D). Unlike in the vision case, we find a strong correlation. However, we believe that
this correlation has a simple explanation: if fewer modules are skipped, the probability of reuse goes
up. Second we check if there are any similarities between text documents that yield higher module
reuse. Unlike in the vision case, we find that there is no correlation between two different DNA
models. Consequently, we conclude that module reuse is most likely random in the language case.
This suggests that language DNAs can be further improved by discouraging module reuse.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work we have introduced distributed neural architectures that process each token differently,
depending on its content and context. We introduced initial model architectures and showed that they
are trainable and competitive with the corresponding dense baselines in both vision and language
domains. We also showed that DNA models can be trained to allocate compute intelligently based
on the input, and this allocation is interpretable.
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A EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

In this section, we list all the details that the reader might find helpful.

Hardware and Precision All experiments were conducted using a codebase based on the PyTorch
(Paszke et al., 2019) and xFormers (Lefaudeux et al., 2022) libraries. Training was performed in
mixed precision using BFloat16 on NVIDIA A100 80GB SXM4 GPUs and NVIDIA H200 SXM5
GPUs.

Memory/Throughput In all cases, our implementation runs slower and consumes more memory
compared to its dense counterpart. This overhead arises primarily from the unoptimized handling
of dynamically changing sequence lengths across batches and internal steps/routers when multiple
modules are activated. Due to the highly dynamic nature of the model, it is infeasible to precompute
and cache attention masks for all possible sequence length combinations. As a result, we currently
generate attention masks on the fly at each step and for each module.

We also find that increasing the batch size can improve GPU utilization. However, this comes with
trade-offs: for the vision model, it degrades performance, while for the language model, memory
becomes the limiting factor. Part of this memory bottleneck stems from the worst-case scenario,
where the model must store intermediate results for all modules across all steps and routers.

Nevertheless, we do not view this as a fundamental limitation. In our long-term vision of a fully dis-
tributed model, module locality will be introduced, which can alleviate this bottleneck and decouple
memory constraints from architectural design. A thorough investigation of this direction is left for
future work.

Effective top-k To measure the diversity of routers’ decisions, we introduce the concept of effective
top-k, defined as the inverse of IPR(s)

α for a given router at step s.

The quantity IPR(s)
α is computed from the token counts c(s)i as follows:

IPR(s)
α =

∑
i∈⋆(c

(s)
i )2α(∑

i∈⋆(c
(s)
i )2

)α . (4)

By definition, IPR(s)
α lies in the range [N−α+1

m , 1]. It attains its maximum value when only one
c
(s)
i is non-zero, and its minimum when all c(s)i are equal at step s. The exponent α controls the

sensitivity of IPR(s)
α to the distribution of the c

(s)
i values. Throughout this work, we use α = 1.5.

A.1 VISION MODELS

Architecture For all models listed in Table 4, we use image size 224 × 224 with a patch size of
16 × 16. We are not using [CLS] token, but instead use global average pooling before the final
output.

Initialization We initialize all weights but the patch embedding using PyTorch truncated nor-
mal with 0 mean and 0.02 standard deviation, where the patch embedding was implemented with
nn.Conv2d with the default initialization. No learnable biases used in any module.
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Model Nb Nm Nr dembed dMLP Nhead Active Params Params

ViT-small - 12 - 384 1536 6 22M 22M
top-1 DNA 1 18 11 384 1536 6 22M 34M
top-2 DNA (25% skip) 1 24 11 256 1024 4 18M 18M
top-1 DNA-n 1 18(Attn) + 18(MLP) 22 384 1536 6 18M-26M 34M
top-2 DNA-n 1 24(Attn) + 24(MLP) 22 384 1536 6 38M-40M 44M

Table 4: Hyperparameters of all vision models used in this paper, where only the last two lines are
new compared to Fig. 1. Note that i) the number of active parameters column does not take model
re-use into account; ii) the backbone for DNA-n models are full transformer blocks.

Optimization We use AdamW optimizer with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.99, ϵ = 1× 10−8. All models
were trained for 300 epochs with a 10-epoch warmup, following a cos-decay. The initial learning
rate is set to ηinit = 1× 10−7 and final learning rate is set to ηfinal = 1× 10−6.

Augmentation We use PyTorch’s default choices for hyperparameters in data augmentations. For
MixUp, we set α = 0.8. We randomly select either MixUp or CutMix with equal probability for
each batch. We apply ColorJitter with parameters: brightness=0.3, contrast=0.3, and saturation=0.3.

A.2 LANGUAGE MODELS

Architecture We use models with dimension of each head, i.e. dembed/Nhead fixed as 64. All other
details are listed in Table 5.

Model Nb Nm Nr dembed dMLP Nhead Active Params Params

GPT-2 medium - 24 - 1024 4096 16 406M 406M
top-1 DNA 2 36 22 1024 4096 16 406M 583M
top-2 DNA 2 72 24 768 3072 12 433M 603M
top-1 DNA-n 2 36(Attn) + 36(MLP) 44 1024 4096 16 347 − 465M 583M
top-2 DNA-n 2 64(Attn) + 64(MLP) 44 768 3072 12 350 − 455M 546M

GPT-2 (30% shallower) - 17 - 1024 4096 16 313M 313M
top-2 DNA (30% skip) 1 72 23 768 3072 12 412M 596M

Table 5: Hyperparameters of DNA models and GPT-2 medium (no weight-tying). Note that for DNA
models, we do not take module re-use into account while counting the number of active parameters.

Tokenizer We use the GPT-2 Tokenizer from tiktoken library. The vocabulary size is 50, 257.

Initialization We initialize all weights using PyTorch truncated normal with 0 mean and 0.02 stan-
dard deviation. No learnable biases used in any module.

Optimization We use AdamW optimizer with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.95, ϵ = 1× 10−15. All models
were trained for 40, 000 steps with a 1, 000-step warmup, following a constant period then linear
decay to 0.1η for last 20% of training steps. The initial learning rate is set to ηinit = 1 × 10−7 and
final learning rate is set to ηfinal = 1× 10−6.

Downstream Evaluation Downstream Evaluations were done using torchtune recipes (torchtune
maintainers & contributors, 2024) and lm-evaluation-harness library (Gao et al., 2023). The dataset
we used for evaluation are listed here: Arc-Easy (Clark et al., 2018), BoolQ (Clark et al., 2019),
HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019), LAMBADA OpenAI version (Radford et al., 2019), PIQA (Bisk
et al., 2020), RACE (Lai et al., 2017) and Wikitext-2 (Merity et al., 2016).

B RELATION TO OTHER WORK

DNAs as a generalization of Mixture-of-X. The simplest way to arrive to DNAs is to imagine that
we are trying to implement MoE and MoD at the same time. In that case, each token skips MLP
blocks as well as certain transformer blocks leading to different tokens following paths of different
lengths. We assume that there is no inherent reason for (i) all-to-all attention in each layer, (ii)
ordering modules by depth and (iii) attaching MLP layers to each attention operation. Relaxing
(i)-(iii) and allowing routers to act on individual tokens to retain causality leads to DNAs.
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DNAs as soft neural architecture search. Neural architecture search (NAS) is a program that at-
tempts using optimization (i.e. RL) to learn the most performant composition of modules Zoph &
Le (2016). NAS is computationally prohibitive because it requires a large number of full training
runs. There does exist a differentiable version of NAS (known as DARTS) Liu et al. (2018), how-
ever it is conceptually different from DNA. Indeed, after the architecture search is over, NAS is a
static architecture that processes all inputs through the same computational pathways. On the other
hand, DNA determines these pathways based on the input6. Different tokens, in fact, see different
architecture, with different number of active parameters and different amount of compute. What’s
common is that this (data-dependent) connectivity emerges as a result of end-to-end learning. So
the reader can view DNA as a very soft form of NAS.

Relation to ensemble methods. Another productive way to understand DNAs is from the perspec-
tive of ensembles Hansen & Salamon (1990). The most direct way of ensembling involves training
several neural networks and then sampling them to establish consensus. This technique is very
powerful, however it dramatically increases both training and inference costs. An ingenious way
to emulate an ensemble is known as dropout Srivastava et al. (2014). It approximates training an
ensemble of networks by (randomly) sampling small sub-networks for each input and optimizing
them in parallel. At inference time we call the entire network with scaled weights approximating
the ensemble-average7.

Routing can be viewed as a generalization of ensembling, where the sub-network choice is not
random, but depends on data. Indeed, at training time each token (or datapoint) chooses a sub-
network based on a collection of routing decisions. During optimization different sub-networks
adapt to different inputs. At inference time the most likely sub-network is used for each token. Both
MoE and DNA can be thought of as such “smart” ensembles. In fact, the ribbon introduced above is
a compact way of specifying the sub-network activated for each token. An interesting early example
of dynamic routing is Sabour et al. (2017). Another way to contrast this to dropout-like methods is
to observe from Fig. 1 (c),(d) that frequency of using the sub-networks follows a power-law, whereas
in stochastic case it would be uniform. We find that these sub-networks are highly interpretable units
in routed architectures.

Dynamically sparse attention. Routing is often applied to the MLP modules. Since MLP performs
computation on individual tokens the implementation of routing is straight-forward. However, the
routing of attention mechanism requires some explanation. From the perspective of the attention
modules, routing can be viewed as dynamic sparsity. As explained in Fig. 1, the routing is (i) fully
causal and (ii) at each step of the forward pass, each attention module computes the attention matrix
only over the tokens it has received. The tokens that were skipped at a given step do not participate in
any attention at that step. This operation can be interpreted as (slightly generalized, data-dependent)
sparse attention operation. The attention pattern is often human-interpretable as can be seen in
Fig. 13 and Fig. 8.

Interpretability of trained DNA models. Interpretability research traditionally focuses on the
attention maps, activation patterns in the MLP layers, or (in older computer vision settings) on
channels in the convolutional layers. Routed models (including MoE, MoD and DNA) present a
new path for interpretability research because there is a routing mechanism that can be analyzed
independently of activations. Each token follows a path through the network. Each such path is
assembled from a collection of routing decisions. Consequently, it is natural to attempt to interpret
these paths as well as the individual routing decisions. For example, we find that maximizing the
probability that an image follows a particular path allows us to reconstruct the essential features of
the image Fig. 4. We perform a collection of experiments interpreting routing decisions, ultimately
confirming that routers contain human-understandable structure.

6DARTS can be generalized to resemble DNA more if we allow the module choice to be data-dependent.
To be precise, the variables α(i,j)

o should depend on input x.
7For deeper discussion of ensemble-averaging interpretation of dropout see Gal & Ghahramani (2016),

where it is related to uncertainty quantification.
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C FURTHER VISUALIZATIONS FOR VISION DNAS

Fig. 7 illustrates the distribution of parameter-sharing in top-1 and top-2 vision DNAs. We find that
parameter-sharing emerges without explicit nudging. The images characterized by high parameter
sharing are complex, but without an obvious object/background separation - scenery and images
heavy on text.

Figure 7: Left. Statistics of module reuse and representative images for the top-1 and top-2 DNA
models. We see that high model reuse is dedicated to the complex images that lack an object to
be segmented. For those images attention tends to spread everywhere. Low module reuse images
are less interpretable, but we surmise that most of the image is taken by the object. Top-Right
Correlation between module reuse for top-1 and top-2 DNA models. Both models tend to reuse
modules on the same images (high correlation). Bottom-Right. Correlation between module skip
and module reuse for the top-2 DNA model. The model uses different features to save compute and
to reuse modules (low correlation).

D FURTHER VISUALIZATIONS FOR LANGUAGE DNAS

In this section, we provide further visualizations for language DNAs. In Fig. 8, we show the type of
tokens that are accepted by different nodes. We also show examples of tokens that follow different
paths.

Fig. 9 shows token flows through the DNA with compute penalty. We see behavior similar to vision
DNA where dense network turns into a distributed one.

Fig. 10 shows the compute distribution of different documents from fineweb-edu. We find that some
documents do take small amount of compute. These documents tend to be qualitatively less infor-
mative for the model: either containing foreign languages or html links. Fig 7 shows the patterns of
parameter reuse. Unlike the vision case, we find no discernible patterns for model parameter re-use.
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Figure 8: Left: Two examples illustrate how the router R1 (at step-1) directs semantically/lexically
similar tokens to specialized modules. For instance, M9 groups tokens related to neural concepts
in the first example and to “breakfast, lunch, dinner” in the second, whereas M29 tends to receive
word-pieces that can be combined into whole words. Right: Tokens (separated by |) traverse
distinct paths that align with semantic/lexical categories.
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Figure 9: top-2 DNA model with a 30% skip rate (final validation loss 2.784). Left: Token flow
on the FineWeb-Edu validation set. Unlike the model in Fig. 6, this model makes similar routing
decisions across most tokens in the first few steps, which is similar to the vision cases in Fig. 2.
Right: Effective top-k measured based on the token flow.

E MODULE USAGE AND LOAD BALANCING

We plot the module usage distribution for all DNA models used in the main text in Fig. 12. We
observe that, without load balancing, although certain modules bear a heavier load, completely dead
modules are rare. This may be because we are not considering a setting with high sparsity.
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etta Hiatt was mixed-race. If this is the case, it raises questions about Henrietta s ancestry as well as her experiences living in early nineteenth century Hackney and Britain. Furthermore, as a teenager who has born in
colonial Jamaica and migrated to Britain after 10-12 years, Henrietta Hiatt s story could provide a human perspective to inform an understanding of Hackney s place within the Atlantic world.\nMarriage Settlement 1776, M4050
Hackney Archives\nThe document that I found the most interesting was the 1776 Marriage Settlement contract of Charles Allmond and Ann Harvey, both residents of Hoxton. The contract details the inheritance by Ann Harvey of
one half lot of land in the said parish of Kingston  from her deceased brother Charles Harvey of the parish of Kingston in the island of Jamaica . Alongside the inheritance of all houses, outhouses, edifices, erections,

buildings, paths, casements, profits, commodities, advantages, (and) rights , by Ann Harvey the contract also details the inheritance of negroe or other slaves . Nicholas Draper, in his analysis of slave-ownership and
compensation in Britain has shown how inheritance and marriage created the bulk of slave-owners living in Britain in the 1830s . The source above provides further evidence that in the mid-to late eighteenth century,
familial ties linked members of metropolitan British society across the Atlantic with land and enslaved people in the West Indies.\nMarriage Settlement 1776 , M4050 Hackney Archives(section).\nThe bottom corner reads; Child
named [blank] \nUnusually for a contract that is primarily concerned with the legal rights to property, we are provided with an avenue of exploration with regards to the enslaved themselves. One of the difficulties of
engaging with primary source material that relates to slavery is that it often originates from those who owned enslaved people or from the colonial or metropolitan power. As a result, it can feel as though the histories of
enslaved people have been lost or that the point of view of slave-owners are being privileged in academic discussion. However, the contract does mention two individual members of the enslaved as part of the inheritance; a
woman slave named Kitty together with her female child named . At this point in the text, there is a large blank space where the name of the child is absent. It is unusual for individual enslaved people to be mentioned in

British legal documentation. The inclusion of Kitty and her child in the contract raises questions about how they figured in relation to the merchant Charles Harvey and why they were mentioned specifically in the marriage
settlement.\nThis small selection of a lease contract, a chancery petition and a marriage settlement provide only glimpses into the complex stories of the institutions, commodities and people that were linked to British
slave-ownership. Initially, I have been struck by the entirely ordinary ways in which slavery intersected with the everyday lives of people living in Hackney in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. In my
research so far, I have been conscious in trying to find a broad base of primary evidence that can be interpreted, critiqued and understood by young people. It may be the case that not all of these pieces are used in the
final outcome as I am still in the early stages of my research That said, I hope I have introduced ways in which primary resources, such as those considered above, can inform and enrich discussion of the place of slavery in
both local and global histories.\n A factor is a metropolitan agent who is in charge of possessing the commodities and selling them at the best price available.\n Sidney W. Mintz, Sweetness and Power The Place of Sugar In
Modern History (New York, Penguin Group, 1986), p .43.\n Nicholas Draper, The Price of Emancipation: Slave Ownership, Compensation and British Society at the End of Slavery, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2010), p.
118.<|endoftext|><|endoftext|>Alien species from other planets beyond our solar system may be trying to contact us.\nSome UFO researchers and astronomers believe that alien messages were deciphered from signals coming from a
sun-like star 95 light years away from earth.\nRussia and NASA were the first to receive three alien messages.\nBYPASS THE CENSORS\nSign up to get unfiltered news delivered straight to your inbox.\nHumans Are Free
reports:\nNot exactly a catchy name but that s not the point here. This star is from constellation Hercules nearly 95 light years away.\nSome of the more boring scientists out there think this is nothing more of a natural
phenomenon.\nHowever, other astronomers think NASA and Russia just received an alien message. It s not the first time either.\nNASA AND RUSSIA GET STRONG ALIEN MESSAGE THIS WEEK\nUFO researchers Secureteam10 just reported
that Russia and NASA detected a very strong mystery signal from
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 metrically categorised as a double consonant with  and  because it was initially pronounced as  (sd), later acquired its modern-day value of /z/.\nNew Testament Greek phonology\nThe Koine Greek in the table represents a
reconstruction of New Testament Koine Greek, deriving to some degree from the dialect spoken in Judaea and Galilaea during the 1st century and similar to the dialect spoken in Alexandria, Egypt. Note the realizations of
certain phonemes differ from the more standard Attic dialect of Koine.\nNote the soft fricative " " in intervocalic position, the preservation of the aspirated plosive value of "ph", "th" and "kh", the preservation of a
distinction between the four front vowels "i", " ", "e", and "y" (which is still rounded), and other features.\n|Beta||  (- -)||b||b (- -)|\n|Sigma||  (- -/- -)||s (-s-/-ss-)||s (-z-/-s -)|\nSample Koine texts\nThe
following texts show differences from Attic Greek in all aspects - grammar, morphology, vocabulary and can be inferred to show differences in phonology.\nThe following comments illustrate the phonological development within
the period of Koine. The phonetic transcriptions are tentative, and are intended to illustrate two different stages in the reconstructed development, an early conservative variety still relatively close to Classical Attic,
and a somewhat later, more progressive variety approaching Modern Greek in some respects.\nSample 1  A Roman decree\nThe following excerpt, from a decree of the Roman Senate to the town of Thisbae in Boeotia in 170 BC, is
rendered in a reconstructed pronunciation representing a hypothetical conservative variety of mainland Greek Koiné in the early Hellenistic era. The transcription shows partial, but not yet completed raising of  and  to
/i/, retention of pitch accent, and retention of word-initial /h/ (the rough breathing).\n   [ ]   ·   [ ]  ,       ,   
[ ]      ,      ·         [ ]         [ ]     

.\nConcerning those matters about which the citizens of Thisbae made representations. Concerning their own affairs: the following decision was taken concerning the proposal that those who remained true to our
friendship should be given the facilities to conduct their own affairs; that our governor Quintus Maenius should delegate five members of the senate who seemed to him suitable in the light of their public actions and
individual good faith.\nSample 2  Greek New Testament\nThe following excerpt, the beginning of the Gospel of John, is rendered in a reconstructed pronunciation representing a progressive popular variety of Koiné in the
early Christian era, with vowels approaching those of Modern Greek.\n  
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Figure 10: Left: Compute distribution measured on the validation set of the FineWeb-Edu dataset for
the top-2 DNA model with 30% skip. We observe that the distribution is very heavily peaked around
above the compute threshold of 30% (note the log-scale of x-axis!). Nonetheless, some documents
are low-compute as we show on the right. Right: Selected tokens that pass through ribbons with
different compute. We find that sequences associated with very low-compute ribbons either contain
HTML code, large number of web links, are parts of bibliography, contain many characters from the
languages that our model has not learned yet such as Arabic, Greek, Hebrew etc..

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 11: (a),(b) Statistics of module reuse and representative sequences for the top-2 DNA models
with/without skipping. We find that top-2 model reuses about 50% of the modules, while the model
trained to skip reuses ≈ 23%. (c) Correlation between module reuse of two different top-2 DNA
models (on with module skipping and one without). We find lack of correlation suggesting that
skipping decisions are arbitrary. (d) Correlation between module skip and module reuse. We find
a strong correlation, however we believe that is has a simple statistical nature: if a module is not
skipped, it is more likely to be reused.

F DREAMING VISUALIZATIONS

F.1 SOME DETAILS ON DEEP-DREAM VISUALIZATION

Deep-dream analysis of paths. To understand routing decision and module specialization more
generally, without relying on validation data, we use “activation maximization”. Instead of maxi-
mizing the output of a neuron or channel as is typical, we maximize the weight or probability of
tokens following a given path. We view the collection of paths taken by an image through the net-
work as a collective variable that describes the configuration of the network. We then generate other
typical images that follow the same paths as by starting with noise and maximizing the probability
that each token follows the same path (or ribbon) as the initial image Fig. 4.
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Figure 12: Patch/Token counts for each module (exclude skipping, note that the module index does
not start from 0 whenever we use skip.) for all DNA models we used in main text. Top: vision
models. Bottom: language models.

The simplest objective, OS , is the sum of the probabilities, up to step S ≤ smax,

OS ≡
S∑

s=1

∑
t

∑
i∈Topk⋆(ρ

(s,t)
⋆ )

ρ
(s,t)
i , (5)

which we maximize by performing gradient descent with respect to the input. The choices, i are
fixed at their original values throughout. One way to interpret this quantity is to consider ρ to be
the conditional probability, ρ(s)i = P

[
i|h(0)

]
, of the choice given the input. While ρ might not be a

true probability (since we sample top-k) or we might substitute it with the corresponding logit, the
intuition will remain the same.

In this case,

∇h(0)ρ
(s)
i = ∇h(0)

P
[
h(0)|i

]
P [i]

P
[
h(0)

] = ρ
(s)
i ∇h(0)

(
log P

[
h(0)|i

]
− log P

[
h(0)

])
, (6)

so this procedure updates the input towards a direction which increases its probability conditioned
on the choice i more than decreasing the prior probability over all choices.

In Fig. 4 we see the results of optimizing the objectives OS for S = 0, . . . , 10 for three selected
images. It is clear from the penultimate column that optimizing O10 results in generating a seman-
tically similar image to the original input, which demonstrates that the routing decisions are highly
informative about the original image. The network’s choices encode information about the relative
location of objects, the type of object and the separation between the objects and the background
exemplified by the three reconstructed peppers, the clear reconstruction of a bird and a dog, as well
as the reconstruction of a grassy background in the bird image. Looking at Eq. 6, we interpret the
generated image as the one most likely to result in the particular choices made while classifying the
original image. Therefore, the differences between the original and reconstructed image are also im-
portant. For example, the final reconstructed image does not maintain the colors from the original:
pink peppers rather than yellow, and a white dog rather than a black one. This shows that choices
are being made on the basis of specifically semantic boundaries.

Additionally, in the earlier choices, S < 10, the structure emerges from lower-level details building
up to higher-level ones, with a sharp transition between steps 6 and 7. In the early steps, the routing
choices look at edges (1-3) and on patches of light and dark (4-6). At step 7, we can suddenly see the
object emerge which implies that the model begins to collect the processed information from prior
steps and to classify the image. The consistency of this effect across different samples is interesting,
and suggests an common structure across images. Steps 7-10 are an iterative refinement of details in
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the image, such as the arrangement of animal parts and even texture8. Overall, we see that the router
learns to intelligently route tokens through the network.

Deep-dream analysis of segmentation. We now use the same framework to understand why the
distinct choices made by different groups of tokens (visualized in Fig. 1 through the colored overlay)
are responsible for classifying the image, and how these choices rely on the context of the input
image. To do this we define a more general objective which optimizes the path weights for a subset,
T , of input tokens, and which may condition a subgroup of patches to be the same as the original
input. This allows us to explore how context of the set T can influence those choices made by tokens
in T . To be concrete this objective

OT
S ≡

S∑
s=1

∑
t∈T

∑
i∈Topk⋆(ρ

(s,t)
⋆ )

ρ
(s,t)
i , (7)

optimizes the path weights for tokens in T up to step S. We will choose S = 10 from now on.

We naturally group tokens by placing tokens that follow the same path throughout the network into
the same group. After separating choices into these (disjoint) subsets we perform two experiments.
First, we optimize the whole image to maximize OT

S . As shown in Fig. 13 without any context this
procedure reconstructs some features from the original image such as the whiteness of the dog in
(d), cloth texture (e), and cloudy texture (f). Though they share some features of the original image
these reconstructions lack specific detail.

We compare these reconstructions with those augmented by the original pixels of the image inside
the group T . When we add this information, we can see that the reconstructions in the remainder of
the image are much more detailed. For example, adding the boundary of the hummingbird suddenly
reproduces the interior of the bird, or adding the color of the shirt reproduces the color across the
shirt. This implies that context from the original image is important in explaining why certain
choices were made, or what they are sensitive to in the remainder of the image.

In either case, the portion of the image reproduced is only that corresponding to the object itself (e.g.
the hummingbird and not the background sky, the shirt and not the dog below, or the sky and not the
hummingbird in front). This implies that the decisions, made with the context from the input, are
primarily dependent on the each object separately. Based on this we hypothesize that decisions are
largely related to object segmentation.

F.2 EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Naive activation maximization can be done by straightforwardly maximizing any function of the
internal (or external) variables of a network with respect to the input pixels. However, this tends to
lead to poor results, particularly high-frequency artifacts and images without any consistent global
structure. Therefore, we use several regularization methods, which serve to address these effects.
These regularization methods have been drawn from several places in the literature. In particular,
we follow Olah et al. (2017) and their code for the parametrization and transformations and Ghiasi
et al. (2022) for the color shift and gaussian smoothing (additive noise) regularizations.

The first regularization method is to parametrize the image in Fourier space with a frequency-
dependent coefficient, and to parametrize the color-channel dimension by the appropriate matrix
to correct for the typical distribution of colors. Specifically, let θµ,c be the input representation of
the image in Fourier space with ωµ corresponding to the 2d-frequency at index µ and c the color
channel. We parametrize the image Θ as

Θ = sigmoid

[
IFFT2

(∑
c

Wωµ
xω

µ
y
Ac′cθµ,c

)]
(8)

with

A =

(
0.26 0.09 0.02
0.27 0.00 −0.05
0.27 −0.09 0.03

)
and Wωµ

=
1

max(ωµ
x , ω

µ
y , 224−1)

. (9)

8We noticed that our models are particularly sensitive to details in images of animals and nature, which
makes sense as ImageNet has a large number of these images.
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Figure 13: A schematic representation of the dreaming procedure. During inference the DNA
chooses a trajectory for each token, building a computational graph towards the output shown in
(a). Our dreaming procedure accepts a subset of token trajectories and context from the input and
then optimizes the remainder of the input to maximize the weight on those trajectories (b-f). The
red boundary delineates the group of tokens whose decisions we maximized. The upper rows have
context from the original image in this region while the lower row of each example does not. The
main finding is that the boundary patches have non-local information about both object and back-
ground: when these patches are provided as a context then upon dreaming procedure generates the
object and some background. The patch patterns also nicely illustrate the emergent sparse attention.

Additionally we add regularization in three ways. First we randomly transform the image with the
transform being re-drawn at every backward pass. The transformation is compsed of a random 6-
pixel jitter, random rotation of up to 10 degrees, random scaling/shrinking by up to 10% followed
by a random color shift and random per-pixel noise.

The color shift is given by the transformation Θc → eσcΘc + ϵc where σc, ϵc ∼ N (0, 1) where the
noise variables depend only on the color channel and not the position in the image. The random
noise is per-pixel zero-mean, and has a linearly decaying variance, starting at 1 and ending at 0 by
the end of the optimization procedure.

These procedures help regularize the high-frequency components by systematically penalizing them
(unless they are robust to being moved around) as well as lowering the effective learning rate on
them by placing a smaller coefficient on them. Additionally, they allow global features to develop
more easily because these features are more robust to noise and will therefore stabilize first, as the
noise level decays through optimization.

Finally, to encourage a smoother image we explicitly add a regularizer, the total variation, which is
the sum of the squares of the difference between neighboring pixels, in the horizontal, vertical, and
diagonal directions. The coefficient we use for this regularization was .01.

To optimize the input image, we use the Adam optimizer with learning rate .001, and default mo-
mentum parameters. We run the optimization for 2048 steps, as mentioned with linearly decaying
per-pixel noise, but with otherwise constant regularization parameters.

F.3 FURTHER DREAMING EXAMPLES
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Figure 14: Reconstruction of the hummingbird and Welsh springer spaniel for the top-1 and top-
2 models (some parts repeated from main text). Reconstructions are broken up into maximizing
path weights from steps 0 − S (first and third rows) and maximizing decision weights for just step
S (second and fourth rows). We see that the top-2 model exhibits interesting low level features
before the sixth router, while the top-1 model does not. This is because the top-1 model has an
almost input-independent selection of modules before that router. Additionally, we see in both cases
the same transition at router 7 where global features develop corresponding to the original image.
Comparing the layer-wise and cumulative objectives, we see that the routers at the end do not look
at
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Figure 15: Series of experiments where we attempt to recover the image from the paths of a group
of tokens. The red boundary delineates the group of tokens whose decisions we maximized. Each
recovery comes in two varieties: The upper rows have the context from the original image in the
region surrounded by the red boundary, while the lower row of each example does not. The main
finding is that the boundary patches contain non-local information about both the object and the
background. When these patches are provided as context, the dreaming procedure generates the
object and some background. The patch patterns also nicely illustrate the emergent sparse attention.
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G MORE ON VISION DNAS

G.1 COMPUTE DISTRIBUTION OVER PATCHES

In this subsection, we visualize the compute distribution and randomly selected patches with varying
compute levels in Fig. 16.

Figure 16: Left: Distribution of computational cost on patches from the ImageNet validation set
for the top-2 DNA (25% skip) model, which is the same model as the one in Fig. 5. Right: High
compute patches generally contain more textures and boundaries, while low compute patches tend
to appear visually flatter.

G.2 RANDOM MODEL PATHS

rank 1 rank 5 rank 10004 rank 10006

Figure 17: Illustration of randomly selected patches processed through the same ribbon in a ran-
domly initialized top-2 DNA model. Patches following the same ribbon display strong visual sim-
ilarities, likely due to the critical initialization that preserves the similarities among different input
patches.

In this subsection, we demonstrate that a randomly initialized model can group patches based on
only superficial similarities. The selected ribbons and corresponding patches are shown in Fig. 17.
Compared to Fig. 3, we find that the patches following the same path in a randomly initialized model
share much greater visual similarities. We believe this effect arises from the fact that our models
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are initialized at criticality, where the correlations between different inputs are preserved as they
propagate through (Schoenholz et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2022).

H MORE ON LANGUAGE DNAS

H.1 INTERPRETABILITY

Examples used in main text We used two paragraphs in the main text, where the first
one is taken from https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neural_network_(machine_
learning) as it is a good test example; the second one is hand-crafted by putting in words with
related concepts, together with intentional misspelling. The two examples:

Wiki A neural network consists of connected units or nodes called artificial neurons, which
loosely model the neurons in the brain. Artificial neuron models that mimic biological
neurons more closely have also been recently investigated and shown to significantly im-
prove performance. These are connected by edges, which model the synapses in the brain.
Each artificial neuron receives signals from connected neurons, then processes them and
sends a signal to other connected neurons. The ’signal’ is a real number, and the output
of each neuron is computed by some non-linear function of the sum of its inputs, called
the activation function. The strength of the signal at each connection is determined by a
weight, which adjusts during the learning process.

Crafted Have you had dinner? dinner? dinner? dinner? nothing? dinner? dinner? dinnar?
dinner? dinner? dinner? dinner? dinner? lunch? dinner? dinner? dinner? dinner?
dinner? breakfast ∼ dinner? dinner? dinner? Dinnar? lunch? lunch? lunch! launch!
breakslow! This is an easy task.

We present the complete token flows for these two examples using the Top-1 DNA model in Figs. 18
and 19. Note that the left panel of Fig. 8 is a zoomed-in version of those two figures.

H.2 COMPUTE DISTRIBUTION OVER TOKENS
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Figure 18: Full trajectories through the top-1 DNA language model on Wiki example.
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Figure 19: Full trajectories through the top-1 DNA language model on artificial example.
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Figure 20: Left: Compute distribution per token measured on the validation set of the FineWeb-Edu
dataset for the top-2 DNA model with 30% skip. Right: Selected tokens that pass through ribbons
with different compute. We find that tokens associated with very low-compute ribbons are usually
particular objects, concepts, or symbols that do not play a crucial role in sequences.
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I BREAKING TRANSFORMER BLOCKS

In this section, we delve deeper into architectural choices by breaking down Transformer blocks into
their sub-blocks, specifically Pre-LN Attention blocks and Pre-LN MLP blocks.

I.1 VISION DNA

We present two DNA-n models (one top-1 and one top-2) that were trained on ImageNet. Most
conclusions from the main text about paths and their interpretability still hold. However, we find that
in both cases of k = 1, 2, the models tend to utilize more Attention blocks during the initial steps and
more MLP blocks closer to the output. The patch flow patterns and path/ribbon distributions for the
top-1 model are shown in Fig. 21, with selected images and patches illustrating path specialization in
Fig. ?? and 22. Similar figures for the top-2 model are provided in Fig. 23 and Fig. 24, respectively.
We also computed effective top-k at each step for both cases, as shown in Fig. 25.
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Figure 21: A top-1 DNA-n model (76.4% validation accuracy), where the Transformer blocks are
separated into Attention/MLP sub-blocks. Left Patch flows collected over ImageNet validation set;
Right Path distribution.
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rank 8 rank 20005

Figure 22: Visualization patches that go through the same paths for the model shown in Fig. 21.
Left: A layout of single image goes through the model; Left: Patches that go through a low-rank
path. Right: Patches that go through a high-rank path.
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Figure 23: A top-2 DNA-n model (78.9% validation accuracy), where the Transformer blocks are
separated into Attention/MLP sub-blocks. Left: Patch flows collected over ImageNet validation set;
Right: Ribbon distribution.
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rank 1 rank 40005

Figure 24: Visualization patch ribbons for the model shown in Fig. 23. Left: A layout of single
image goes through the model; Middle: Patches that go through a low-rank ribbon; Right: Patches
that go through a high-rank ribbon.
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Figure 25: Effective top-k for DNA-n models (vision), as a function of number of forward pass
steps s. Early on the models are essentially dense, while later on they become more distributed.
Left: top-1 DNA-n model. Right: top-2 DNA-n model.
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I.2 LANGUAGE DNA

Similarly, we trained GPT-2 Medium sized top-1 and top-2 models with separate Attention modules
and MLP modules on FineWeb-Edu for 21B tokens. The token flow patterns and path/ribbon distri-
butions are shown in Fig. 26 and 27, with the tokens that go through different paths/ribbons shown
in Fig. 28. We also plot effective top-k of router weights shown in Fig. 29. Similar to the separated
vision models, we find that language models also tend to use more Attention modules near the input
and more MLP modules closer to the output.
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Figure 26: A top-1 DNA-n model (final validation loss 2.708), where the Transformer blocks are
separated into Attention/MLP sub-blocks. Left Token flows collected over FineWeb-Edu validation
subset; Right Ribbon distribution.
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Figure 27: A top-2 DNA-n model (final validation loss 2.688), where the Transformer blocks are
separated into Attention/MLP sub-blocks. Left: Token flows collected over FineWeb-Edu validation
subset; Right: Ribbon distribution.

J FUTURE WORK

We hope this work will provide a fresh take on architecture research. As we did not have either
bandwidth or resources to cover all directions that seemed promising, we outline those here.

Connectivity. Training all-to-all DNA is challenging. Consequently, (and especially when scaling
up) it makes sense to restrict connectivity in a way that agrees with the available hardware and
makes inference more deterministic. It is also possible to slowly reduce connectivity during training
by eliminating the connections between the nodes that do not interact with each other often.

Module variety. In this work we only studied two cases: transformer compute modules and separate
attention and MLP modules. Already in this case we found that attention and MLP modules are not
collapsing into transformer modules, but organize themselves as a function of depth: early layers
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Figure 28: Tokens that go through different rank paths/ribbons. Left: top-1 model; Right: top-2
model.
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Figure 29: Effective top-k for DNA-n models (language), as a function of number of forward pass
steps s. The trend is very different from the vision models we have shown earlier. Left: top-1
DNA-n model. Right: top-2 DNA-n model.

prefer attention, while later on model prefers MLP. It makes sense to introduce a variety of modules:
attention, mamba, MLP of various sizes, etc and allow the DNA to arrange them in the way it wants.

Efficiency. We gave a proof of principle that compute efficiency can itself be learnt from the data as-
suming the right incentives. It is likely that other constraints such as memory efficiency, modularity,
connectivity, etc can also be learnt from the data given the right incentives.

Complex routing. In the present work we have focused on simple linear routers that are labeled
by the step of the forward pass. We made this choice primarily to simplify training dynamics and
engineering. A more natural distributed choice would assign routers directly to the nodes. This
implementation is challenging especially in k > 1 case, but is also more in line with the distributed
perspective we took here.

Latent space reasoning. Another advantage of DNAs is that (in principle) the model can determine
itself how many steps to spend on each token. This naturally leads to a realization of latent space
reasoning where the model can spend more compute on each token Geiping et al. (2025); Tack et al.
(2025).

Architectures search. It is interesting to extract lessons from the DNAs that might be applicable to
more rigid, traditional architectures. First, an interesting direction would be to introduce inhomo-
geneity in the model architecture. Earlier layers should be dense and (likely) not too wide, while
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later layers should be much wider, and, possibly, sparse. Second, as we discuss in Appendix I: MLP
and Attention do not need to be attached to each other. We train DNA models that can freely choose
between MLP and attention layers. Such DNAs do not glue MLP and attention to get back the trans-
former architecture. Instead, they prefer to use more attention during early steps and use more MLP
during later steps. We also find that the models really like weight-sharing, however it is not clear
how beneficial it really is.

MoE interpretability. This work also suggests an interesting direction towards interpreting MoE
models. Namely, one could focus on interpreting paths through the network as well as routing
decisions. In fact, understanding the structure of routing matrices themselves seems like a very
interesting problem.

Data filtering. Another interesting possibility is to flip the DNA idea backwards and design a
setting where DNA plays the role of a smart data filtering system. We can imagine incentivizing
the DNA model to be as memory/compute efficient as possible and then use the trained model to
filter data. Given our discussion about smart ensembles, it is appropriate that a smart enough router
will evolve into a natural data-filtering system because its role is to assign sub-networks of different
representation power to different inputs.
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