
Mixture-of-Experts for Distributed Edge Computing
with Channel-Aware Gating Function

Qiuchen Song1, Shusen Jing2, Shuai Zhang3, Songyang Zhang4, and Chuan Huang1

Abstract—In a distributed mixture-of-experts (MoE) system, a
server collaborates with multiple specialized expert clients to per-
form inference. The server extracts features from input data and
dynamically selects experts based on their areas of specialization
to produce the final output. Although MoE models are widely
valued for their flexibility and performance benefits, adapting
distributed MoEs to operate effectively in wireless networks has
remained unexplored. In this work, we introduce a novel channel-
aware gating function for wireless distributed MoE, which in-
corporates channel conditions into the MoE gating mechanism.
To train the channel-aware gating, we simulate various signal-to-
noise ratios (SNRs) for each expert’s communication channel and
add noise to the features distributed to the experts based on these
SNRs. The gating function then utilizes both features and SNRs to
optimize expert selection. Unlike conventional MoE models which
solely consider the alignment of features with the specializations
of experts, our approach additionally considers the impact of
channel conditions on expert performance. Experimental results
demonstrate that the proposed channel-aware gating scheme
outperforms traditional MoE models.

Index Terms—Mixture-of-experts, channel state information,
learning for communications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Next-generation wireless communications, such as sixth-
generation (6G) cellular networks, are expected to enable
massive, heterogeneous data processing tasks through artificial
intelligence (AI). These advancements have been supporting
diverse applications, including multimedia data processing,
smart healthcare, and integrated sensing and communications
(ISAC) [1]. Modern wireless systems consist of numerous
edge devices equipped with local computational resources,
facilitating the deployment of deep neural network models.
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Under the constraints of communication and computation
resources, how to efficiently assign data to suitable edge
devices to optimize performance, computational efficiency, and
communication overhead emerges as a critical challenge.

The Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) paradigm leverages multiple
specialized neural networks, or “experts,” that collaborate to
process input data samples [2]. Through a learned gating
mechanism that routes inputs to the most suitable experts,
MoE models achieve high model capacity and computational
efficiency [3]. This approach has demonstrated notable success
in applications such as large language models (LLMs) and
computer vision [4]. Given its inherently distributed design,
MoE is a promising approach for allocating computational
resources across multiple devices in distributed wireless com-
munication systems [5]. For example, a key application is
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)-assisted integrated sensing
and communications (ISAC), where individual UAVs act as
expert nodes. In this setting, UAVs collaboratively handle
complex sensing and decision-making tasks while maintaining
formation and coordinating missions [6]. Another example
is the wireless industrial Internet of Things (IIoT), where
distributed sensors and processing units can form an expert
network to support tasks like real-time manufacturing moni-
toring, predictive maintenance, and quality control [7].

As an emerging AI technique, MoE has seen limited ex-
ploration in wireless communication systems. In [8], MoE is
enhanced with LLMs to select appropriate experts of deep
reinforcement learning models to make decisions in intelligent
networks. Similarly, [9] introduces an expert selection policy
for LLMs in wireless settings, accounting for both performance
and end-to-end latency. However, existing approaches often
assume ideal channel conditions or treat expert selection and
communication as separate problems, resulting in suboptimal
performance in real-world wireless deployments [10]. Other
works adopt neural networks with MoE architecture for base-
band signal processing [11] [12] instead of addressing the
communication requirements of the experts in the distributed
MoE setting. Thus, how to enhance the efficiency of MoE
considering real channel conditions remains a challenge.

To fully harness the potential of MoE in wireless systems,
several challenges need to be addressed. First, the dynamic
nature of wireless channels introduces uncertainty in expert ac-
cessibility and communication quality. Traditional MoE archi-
tectures, designed for stable network environments, may make
inefficient routing decisions when experts experience variable
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Fig. 1: Structure of MoE-based Edge Computing: The system is
deployed across the server of the base station and edge device in
the wireless communication environment. The backbone network and
gating network are operated at BS, while the expert networks are
distributed across the edge devices

channel conditions due to, for example, fading, interference,
and mobility [13]. Additionally, the diverse computational ca-
pacities and energy constraints across wireless devices heighten
the need for load balancing to mitigate bottlenecks and en-
sure optimal resource utilization [14]. Limited bandwidth and
latency constraints in wireless networks further necessitate
efficient expert selection strategies that balance computational
and communication costs [15].

To address the aforementioned challenges, in this work,
we propose a novel channel-aware MoE architecture that
incorporates channel state information for expert selection.
Specifically, unlike traditional MoE systems that rely solely
on feature-expert alignment, our gating network takes both
data features and channel quality as inputs, enabling intelligent
expert selection based on dynamic channel conditions and real-
time computation capacity.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose a MoE-based distributed edge computing

framework with channel-aware gating function for expert
selection. To the best knowledge of the authors, this is the
first work leveraging both feature and channel condition
for expert selection in distributed MoE. Previous works
either assume ideal channel conditions for distributed
MoE for their applications [8] [9], or apply centralized
MoE (a neural network architecture) for baseband signal
processing in communication systems [11] [12].

• We introduce a channel-aware gating network to enhance
expert selection efficiency. This network processes con-
catenated feature and channel state information vectors
through a compact dense neural network, generating rout-
ing soft decisions on expert selection, accounting for both
the specialty and channel condition of each expert.

• We conduct extensive experiments validating the effec-
tiveness of the proposed framework across different ma-
chine learning architectures, including ResNet-18 and
Vision Transformer (ViT). Our analysis provides compre-
hensive benchmarks for MoE performance in both analog

and digital settings, simulating realistic scenarios with
dynamic fading, interference, and mobility.

• We conduct an ablation study to assess the impact of key
parameters in the channel-aware MoE, offering practical
insights and guidelines for real-world system deployment.

Our experimental results demonstrate the robustness of our
proposed framework in addressing the wireless channel vari-
ations, while maintaining competitive accuracy compared to
ideal channel conditions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II
describes the systems and provides preliminaries, after which
we introduce the proposed channel-aware gating function in
Section III. Following the experimental results in Section IV,
Section V concludes this work and suggests several future
directions.

II. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Before venturing into the structure of our proposed channel-
aware MoE framework, we first present preliminaries and
illustrate our system setup.

A. MoE-based Distributed Edge Computing System

In this work, we focus on a distributed edge computing
system, where each edge device connects to the central server
via a wireless link. Each edge device contains a computation
unit, where deep neural network models can be deployed.
Note that, considering the heterogeneity of local models and
the unbalance of the computation capacities, the deep neural
networks deployed in the edge device shall diverge from each
other, which serves as the experts in the MoE system. To fully
utilize the computation resource at the edge end, the collected
data is first processed through the backbone network at the
base station (BS) and then distributed to an expert for data-
oriented feature processing, after which the processed features
are sent back to the BS as the final results. The overall system
structure is depicted as Fig. 1.

Next, we introduce the mathematic formulation and nota-
tions of our channel-aware MoE system. Consider a distributed
MoE system consisting of a server and K experts. The server
contains a backbone F (·; θF ) : RNin → RNF network
and a gating network G(·; θG) : RNF → ∆K , which are
parameterized by different neural networks (NNs) with weights
θF and θG, respectively. Here Nin, NF and ∆K denote the data
dimension, feature dimension and K-dimension simplex. Each
expert possesses a specialized NN Qk(·; θQk

) : RNF → RNout

parameterized by weights θQk
, where Nout denotes the output

dimension of each expert.
During the inference stage, a data sample x ∈ RNin is first

processed by the backbone F (·; θF ) to extract features, denoted
by

z = F (x; θF ), (1)



Fig. 2: Data Workflow in the Channel-Aware MoE: In the channel-aware MoE, input data is initially processed by the backbone network into
latent embeddings, which are then transmitted to the corresponding expert devices via wireless links, as directed by the gating network. The
expert networks provide feedback on wireless channel conditions to the gating network, enhancing the robustness of both latent representation
dispatching and expert output integration within the gating network.

where z is the feature. Then, the gating function G(·; θG)
chooses an expert to finalize the inference based on the
alignment of the feature and the specialty of the experts, i.e.,

k̄ = argmaxG(z; θG) (2)

where k̄ is the index of the selected clients. With the selection
of suitable experts, the feature z is sent to the corresponding
expert k̄ to perform specialized processing via

ok̄ = Qk̄(z; θQk̄
). (3)

Finally, the processed features ok̄ are transmitted back to
the BS for feature aggregation and final task implementation.
Generally, the training loss of an MoE can be expressed as

L(F,G, {Qk}Kk=1) = Ex,y,z=F (x)l
(
Q(z1T )G(z), y

)
, (4)

where Q(Z) = [Q1(Z[1]), Q2(Z[2]), · · · , QK(Z[K])] ∈
RNout×K is the concatenation of experts’ outputs with the
corresponding columns of Z as input. Here, Z[k] denotes the
k-th column and l(·, ·) denotes the sample loss. G(F (x)) ∈ RK

refers to the weight of each expert’s decision, where 1 is the all-
one vector. The expectation Ex,y,z=F (x) accounts for drawing
data points from the training dataset, which is averaged for
the finite datasets. In this case, all of the experts take the
same input z, and the notation Q is defined for convenience
in later use. Recall that F , G and {Qk}k are functions
parameterized by NNs. Thus, the minimization of this loss
essentially optimizes the corresponding weights θF , θG and
{θQk

}Kk . Notably, during inference, only one single expert is
selected in our framework to compute the final results, whereas
during training, the final output is obtained by calculating the
weighted sum of all experts’ outputs, which is then used to
calculate the loss and update the weights.

B. Wireless Channel Impacts

In wireless scenarios, the transmitted feature z shall be
distorted by the wireless channel degrading the performance of
MoE. Suppose that the k̄-th expert is selected. It shall receive
the signal, denoted by

yk̄ = hk̄pz + nk (5)

where hk̄ ∈ R accounts for the wireless fading, p is the power
scaling factor, and nk̄ is the noise vector, whose entries are
independently identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian with zero
mean and σ2

k variance. The distorted feature, defined as

z̃k̄ ≜ yk̄/(phk̄) (6)

should be used by the expert to compute the specialized results
Qk(z̃). Here are several additional assumptions in our MoE-
based system. First, the server controls the average transmitted
power, thus p is a constant known by the experts. Second,
the experts have perfect knowledge about the channel state
information (CSI) hk̄. Third, the communication between the
server and experts is analog. Nevertheless, our experiments
include both results in analog and digital communication under
the fading channels.

III. PROPOSED CHANNEL-AWARE GATING NETWORK

In practical scenarios, the channel condition directly affects
the accuracy of the received feature and the final output from
the selected expert. For example, an expert with the best align-
ment between feature and specialty but a very poor channel
may perform worse than an expert with secondary alignment
but a good channel. Therefore, in a wireless distributed MoE,
both channel quality and feature-expert alignment shall be
considered for model training.

For clarification, we assume the channel between the server
and experts is ideal during the training, for example when using
cable connections. During the inference, the channel is noisy,
leading to distortion of the features.

A. Channel-aware Gating
Suppose that the server has the perfect knowledge of the

downlink CSI {hk}Kk=1 and noise power {σ2
k}Kk=1. Then,

the distortion variance can be calculated, according to Eq.
(5), as σ̃2

k = σ2

p2h2
k

. The channel-aware gating is defined as
GAW (·, ·; θAW ) : RNF × RK → ∆K , (z, σ̃) 7→ GAW (z, σ̃),
where σ̃ is the concatenation of {σ̃k}Kk=1. Given fixed (pre-
trained) F and {Qk}Kk=1, the loss function for training GAW

is calculated by

L̃(GAW)=Eσ̃,nEy,zl
(
Q(z1T+ ndiag(σ̃))GAW(z, σ̃), y

)
,

(7)



where σ̃ = [σ̃1, σ̃2, ..., σ̃K ] ∈ RK and n ∈ RNF×K is i.i.d.
standard Gaussian matrix. Ideally, minimizing this loss func-
tion leads to the optimal GAW independent to the distribution
of σ̃k, thus hk and σ2. To obtain the ideal GAW , we first derive
the following lower bound

min
GAW

L̃(GAW )

≥ EzEσ̃ min
GAW

Ey|zEnl
(
Q(z1T+ ndiag(σ̃))GAW (z, σ̃), y

)
≥ EzEσ̃ min

π∈∆K

Ey|zEnl
(
Q(z1T+ ndiag(σ̃))π, y

)
,

(8)

where the first inequality results from the swap of minimum
and expectation. This further indicates the ideal GAW can be
optimized via

G∗
AW (z, σ̃) = arg min

π∈∆K

Ey|zEnl
(
Q(z1T+ ndiag(σ̃))π, y

)
,

which does not depend on the distribution of σ̃. The indepen-
dence of channel statistics highly benefits the generalization of
our model in real scenarios.

B. Two-stage Training of Channel-aware MoE

In the first stage, we train the entire MoE system with the
assumptions of perfect channels using the training loss in Eq.
(4). The obtained weights, i.e., θF , θG, and {θQk

}Kk=1 serve
as the initialization for the second stage. During the training,
the gating output tends to collapse to a single expert despite
the random initialization, which degrades the performance of
MoE. This phenomenon has been observed in many existing
works [16], [17]. To prevent the collapse, we adopt a balanced
regularization similar to [4] during the training, denoted by

Rbal(θG) =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

B

B∑
i=1

G(xi; θG)−
1

K

∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (9)

where B denotes the batch size and xi denotes the i-th sample
in the batch.

In the second stage, we introduce simulated wireless chan-
nels to replace the naive gating network with a channel-
aware network while keeping the backbone and expert network
parameters frozen. Particularly, we randomly simulate a set of
sufficient channel conditions and train the MoE using the loss
function presented in Eq. (7).

The detailed training process of the proposed channel-aware
MoE is illustrated as Algorithm 1.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the experimental results of the
proposed channel-aware MoE, comparing to the conventional
MoE with naive gating, under different channel conditions and
wireless setups.

Algorithm 1 Two-Stage Training of Channel-Aware MoE

Input: Training dataset D, backbone F (·; θF ), channel-aware
gating GAW (·, ·; θAW ) and K experts {Qk(·; θQk

)}K=1
k

Output: θF , θAW and {θQk
}Kk=1

1: // Stage 1: Pre-training F and {Qk}K=1
k .

2: for each epoch do
3: for samples the i-th sample (xi, yi) in batch do
4: zi ← F (xi; θF )
5: gi ← G(zi; θG)
6: ŷi ←

∑K
k=1 g

i[k]Qk(z
i)

7: end for
8: Update θF , θG and {θQk

}Kk=1 through SGD over batch
loss LB = 1

B

∑B
i=1 l(ŷ

i, yi) + λRbal, where Rbal is
defined in eq. (9).

9: end for
10: // Stage 2: Train a channel-aware gating GAW to replace

G, with backbone F and experts {Qk}Kk=1 frozen.
11: for each epoch do
12: for samples the i-th sample (xi, yi) in batch do
13: zi ← F (xi; θF )
14: for each expert k = 1 to K do
15: Randomly generate σ̃i

k or, instead, generate
(hi

k, σ
i
k) and calculate σ̃i

k =
σi
k

p|hi
k|

.
16: z̃ik = zi + σ̃i

kn
i
k, where nk is standard Gaussian

17: end for
18: gi ← GAW (zi, {σ̃i

k}) {Channel-aware gating}
19: ŷi ←

∑K
k=1 g

i[k]Qk(z̃
i
k)

20: end for
21: Update θAW through SGD over batch loss LB =

1
B

∑B
i=1 l(ŷ

i, yi) + λRbal.
22: end for

TABLE I: Network Architecture Comparison

Dataset Backbone Gating Expert

CIFAR-10 LeNet-5 120-64-K MLP 120-84-10 MLP

ResNet-18 512-256-K MLP 512-10 MLP

CIFAR-100 ViT 384-256-K MLP 384-1536-384 MLP

A. Experimental Setup

In this work, we test the MoE structure based on several
common NN architectures, varying the number of experts from
K = 4 to K = 12 in different datasets. During the training
of the channel-aware gating network, we consider a Rayleigh
fading channel for h̃k, and we sample the SNRs (in dB) for
z̃k from a Gaussian distribution ∼ N (30, 2, 500). To make
the channel-ware gating encounter a variant of combinations
of {σ̃k}k, we utilize a large range in the distribution of
SNR selection, which could benefit the generalization of the
trained NN when serving in different wireless networks. All
the experiments are conducted on NVIDIA A100 GPUs.

1) Models and Datasets: We evaluate the performance
of the proposed channel-aware MoE training schemes, with



Fig. 3: Classification accuracy of Lenet-5 on CIFAR-10 dataset

Fig. 4: Classification accuracy of ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10 dataset

backbone networks designed as Lenet-5 [18], ResNet-18 [19]
and Vision Transformer (ViT) [20] for image classification.
More specifically, we evaluate the performance of Lenet-5
and ResNet-18 backbones in CIFAR10, and ViT-based MoE
in CIFAR100 [21]. In the experiment, we split the dataset as
75%/8.3%/16.7% for training/validation/testing.

2) Analog and Digital Communication: In this work, we
test the proposed frameworks in both analog and digital com-
munication systems. In the digital communication simulation
for latent vectors transmission, the input latent representation
z is normalized and quantized to 8-bit precision according to

zquant = round
(
(z − zmin)(2

8 − 1)

zmax − zmin

)
. (10)

Then, the quantized data undergoes the Huffman coding for
source compression, followed by convolutional code with rate
R = 1

2 for error protection. The coded latent is modulated
using the 16-QAM scheme. At the receiver, after demodulation
and channel decoding, the latent vector is reconstructed through

zrecon =
zquant(zmax − zmin)

28 − 1
+ zmin. (11)

B. Performance Evaluation

In the test, we utilize the performance of MoEs under perfect
channel conditions as the baseline, which can be obtained after
training stage 1. Table II presents the results of classification
accuracy of MoEs with naive and our channel-aware gating
in both analog and digital communications. Moreover, we
showcase the performance of the MoE models after different

Fig. 5: Classification accuracy of ViT on CIFAR-100 dataset

training epochs in the training stage 2 in Figs. 3-5. Note that
the training phase does not involve digital communications,
which is only implemented during the test phase after each
epoch of training. From the results, we have the following
observations. The imperfect channels degrade MoE perfor-
mance under both analog and digital communication schemes
compared with baseline, especially with the naive gating with-
out knowledge of channel condition. The proposed channel-
aware training scheme improves the performance of MoE under
both analog and digital communications, compared to naive
gating. Although the training phase does not involve digital
communication, σ̃k can still indicate the feature distortion
after digital transmission, from which channel-aware gating can
make comprehensive decisions with the consideration of both
feature-specialty alignment and feature error. Interestingly, the
accuracy of MoE with naive gating also increases during the
training stage 2 when the backbone and experts are fixed. This
may result from the situation that, the gating network favors
experts with better robustness to the feature distortions. In
our experimental results, the MoEs perform worse in digital
communications compared to the analog ones, which might be
caused by weak channel coding and harsh channel conditions.

C. Ablation Study

We also conduct the ablation study on MoE with a different
number of experts, with results showing in Fig. 6. This exper-
iment adopts the ResNet-18 in Cifar-10 data. From the results,
the increase of the expert number could lead to an improvement
in the MoE performances, which provides sufficient special-
ization for different distributions. However, the performance
saturates after having sufficient experts. As shown in Fig. 6, the
performance improvement of MoE under imperfect channels
exceeds that of the baseline. This can be attributed to the
increased number of experts, which provides more options
with favorable channel conditions. However, this also leads
to greater overlap in the specializations among experts. For
instance, adding more experts typically involves introducing
ones with similar specialties to those already present, which
does not necessarily enhance baseline performance. Neverthe-
less, duplicated experts allow the gating mechanism to select
the one with the best channel condition at any given time,
thereby improving overall performance.



TABLE II: Classification accuracy comparison under different communication scenarios with K = 8 experts.

Scenario Model Dataset Base Acc. Naive Gating Channel-Aware Gating

Analog
Lenet-5 CIFAR-10 69.8% 62.8% 67.5%
ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 94.1% 84.7% 91.1%
ViT CIFAR-100 79.81% 70.1% 74.9%

Digital
Lenet-5 CIFAR-10 69.8% 56.6% 57.7%
ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 94.1% 68.3% 71.0%
ViT CIFAR-100 79.81% 58.2% 62.0%

Fig. 6: Accuracy comparison of different numbers of experts: With
the increase of expert number, the improvement from channel-aware
gating also rises, which reaches a certain bound with enough experts.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce a novel wireless edge computing
system based on Mixture-of-Experts architecture, where a
channel-aware gating function is introduced for model training
considering both feature alignment and channel conditions.
To provide a guideline for applying MoE in practical wire-
less scenarios, we experiment in several well-known deep
learning architectures, including Lenet-5, ResNet and ViT, for
image classification in both analog and digital communication
systems, where a comprehensive ablation study is offered
for system analysis. Our experimental results demonstrate
the power of the proposed channel-aware gating function to
capture the channel condition, as well as the efficiency of the
proposed MoE-based wireless system. In our future works,
we plan to explore tokenization techniques for representation
embedding. Furthermore, although our current experiments
focus on image classification tasks, the proposed channel-aware
gating mechanism is task-agnostic and can also be extended to
other scenarios such as natural language processing or real-time
decision-making in autonomous system such as self-driving
vehicle or UAV via deep reinforcement learning.
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