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As language models scale, the amount of data they require grows – yet many target data sources, such as low-resource
languagesor specializeddomains, are inherently limited in size. Acommonstrategy is tomix this scarcebut valuable target
datawithabundantgenericdata,whichpresents a fundamental trade-off: too little targetdata in themixtureunderexposes
the model to the target domain, while too much target data repeats the same examples excessively, yielding diminishing
returns and eventual overfitting. We study this trade-off across more than 2,000 language-model training runs spanning
multiple model and target dataset sizes, as well as several data types, includingmultilingual, domain-specific, and quality-
filtered mixtures. Across all settings, we find that repetition is a central driver of target-domain performance, and that
mixture training tolerates much higher repetition than single-source training: scarce target corpora can be reused 15–20
times, with the optimal number of repetitions depending on the target data size, compute budget, and model scale. Next,
we introduce a repetition-aware mixture scaling law that accounts for the decreasing value of repeated target tokens and
the regularizing role of generic data. Optimizing the scaling law provides a principled way to compute effective mixture
configurations, yielding practical mixture recommendations for pretraining under data constraints.
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Figure 1 Repetition dynamics for 143M model, 50M German tokens mixed with English, h defining the weight of
German data in the training mix. (a) Repetition factor r grows with training tokens; beyond the repetition frontier,
loss begins to increase. (b) German validation loss vs. training tokens. Stars indicate overfitting onset.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable performance across a wide range of language
understanding, mathematics, science, and knowledge-intensive tasks (Luong and Lockhart, 2025; Woodruff
et al., 2026; Singh et al., 2026; Anthropic, 2026). While much of this success can be attributed to large
scale pretraining corpora exceeding trillions of tokens (Essential AI et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025), many lan-
guage model pretraining scenarios involve data that cannot be freely scaled including low-resource languages,
specialized domains, and curated datasets, which offer far less unique data. During pretraining, this data
is mixed with abundant generic data, such as pairing low-resource language text with English text, or a
domain-specific math corpus with generic web text.
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Figure 2 Best achievable German test loss by
target data size, shown for the 539M model.

However, mixing introduces a new trade-off. The limited data
must be repeated for enough of the total training to provide
sufficient target-domain signal, but high repetition leads to
memorization and eventual overfitting. Figure 1 illustrates
this challenge for a 143M model with 50M German tokens
mixed with English. Higher fractions of German data start
overfitting (Figure 1b) as the number of repetitions crosses a
frontier (Figure 1a). This raises the question: how do model
scale, data size, and repetition jointly shape the outcome of
mixture pretraining when target data in the mixture is con-
strained?

Prior work has studied these two dimensions separately.
Muennighoff et al. (2023) derive scaling laws for data-
constrained training, showing that up to 4 repetitions over
a fixed monolithic dataset are nearly as valuable as unique
data. However, this result, widely adopted as a practical ceiling for data repetition, applies to single-source
training where all tokens are repeated. In mixture pretraining, only the constrained domain is repeated while
the generic domain continues to supply fresh tokens, which is a structurally different regime. Conversely, data
mixing laws (Ye et al., 2025; Xie et al., 2023; Shukor et al., 2025) optimize the composition of training mix-
tures to maximize downstream performance, but assume each data source has unlimited data. Our work
sits at the intersection: we study how to optimally mix data-constrained sources with abundant ones, jointly
optimizing mixture weights and repetition, a setting that arises in many real-world pretraining scenarios.

Our contributions are:

• A systematic empirical study of over 2000 training runs spanning model sizes from 101M to 805M pa-
rameters, different target data sizes, and diverse data types: multilingual (German, French, Swahili),
multi-domain (mathematics, scientific papers, Wikipedia), and quality-filtered subsets.

• Empirical findings on repetition in data mixtures: repeated tokens follow diminishing returns predictably
across all data types; optimal repetition scales with target dataset size and compute budget; and larger
models consistently extract more from limited data despite overfitting faster. Crucially, abundant generic
data sustains learning and unlocks far higher repetition than reported for single-source training with-
out performance degradation, with optimal for target task performance repetitions reaching 15-20 times
(Figure 2).

• A scaling law at the intersection of data-constrained training and mixture optimization that predicts
target-domain loss as a function of target data size, mixture ratio, and model size. We demonstrate that
this scaling law can be fitted at small scales and then extrapolates at larger scales, and that it can be
used to estimate accurately the optimal number of repetitions.

We also extend our findings to the case of two scarce target domains. Together, our findings provide both
empirical understanding of how repetition behaves in data mixtures and a predictive scaling law for training
effectively on limited target data.

2 RelatedWork

Neural scaling laws The study of scaling laws for language models was popularized by Kaplan et al. (2020),
who showed that loss decreases as a power law in model size, dataset size, and compute. Hoffmann et al.
(2022) refined these findings with the Chinchilla scaling laws, establishing compute-optimal training recipes
that balance model size and data. Relating to our work, Muennighoff et al. (2023) generalize Chinchilla to a
single data-constrained domain, finding that repeating data up to approximately four epochs causes negligible
degradation, with meaningful gains extending to roughly 16 epochs and ending at 40. They propose scaling
laws that model the diminishing value of repeated tokens. Subsequent work has extended scaling laws
to downstream task performance (Wei et al., 2022), mixture-of-experts architectures (Abnar et al., 2025;
Krajewski et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024), continued pretraining (Que et al., 2024; Liew and Kato, 2025;
Seto et al., 2026), finetuning (Béthune et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2024), and data quality (Chang et al., 2024).
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Our work extends this line of research providing a predictive scaling law for data constrained mixtures, an
under-explored regime where only one component of a data mixture is unlimited while others are severely
constrained.

Data mixing for languagemodels Training on a mixture of data domains has become standard, with corpora
aggregated from multiple web sources (Gao et al., 2020; Soboleva et al., 2023; Soldaini et al., 2024) with
varying data size per domain, and recent models are trained on carefully tuned domain mixtures (Bakouch
et al., 2025; OLMo et al., 2025a). Prior work also focus on optimizing domain weights using distributionally
robust optimization (Xie et al., 2023; Fan et al., 2024), or by discovering domains through clustering the
pretraining corpus (Diao et al., 2025; Grangier et al., 2025). The domain mixture scaling law (DMSL)
framework (Ye et al., 2025; Shukor et al., 2025) models how per-domain loss depends on mixture weights
and total compute. Our repetition-aware scaling law builds on DMSL by incorporating the effect of data
repetition, which becomes critical when any mixture component is data-limited. Finally, Anonymous (2026)
compare data mixing against hyperparameter tuning (weight decay, learning rate) as competing strategies
for data-constrained pretraining. The focus of our work is on how to set the mixture optimally once mixing
is chosen by characterizing how the mixing ratio, repetition, and model size jointly determine target-domain
loss, and that eliminates the need for per-configuration sweeps.

Data-constrained pretraining Several works study data-constrained pretraining. Hernandez et al. (2022) pro-
pose parametric models for the value of repeated data in multi-epoch training, and Goyal et al. (2024) compare
repeating high-quality data against training on fresh lower-quality data, concluding that the benefit of fil-
tering depends on the total compute budget. When high-quality data for the target domain is constrained,
synthetic data has been used as an alternative to repetition. Gunasekar et al. (2023) pretrained on synthetic
“textbook quality” data, and Maini et al. (2024) demonstrate that rephrasing web data offer alternatives
to repeating data. For multi-domain settings, Seto et al. (2025) study pretraining bilingual models when
target-language data is constrained, showing that high-quality auxiliary-language data can partially substi-
tute for target-language data in typologically close languages, but that model scaling has diminishing returns.
Low-resource language modeling faces similar constraints, where mixing with high-resource languages is a
common strategy (Joshi et al., 2020). This work studies different scenarios where data is constrained in at
least one target domain, and unconstrained in other generic data, and provides a recipe for determining the
target domain loss. This is tangential to other approaches which aim to improve the diversity of data by
building more target data, or incorporating more generic data.

3 Methodology: Mixture Training and Datasets

We consider a mixture pretraining setup with two data sources, where one target source has limited size and a
generic source provides effectively unlimited data. Let Dtarget the target data size, i.e., the number of unique
target-domain tokens, Dtotal the total number of training tokens (i.e., the total compute budget), h ∈ [0, 1]
the fraction of Dtotal devoted to the target domain. The number of repetitions r is the number of time the
unique target tokens are repeated throughout training:

r = h ·Dtotal/Dtarget . (3.1)

For a fixed compute budget Dtotal and data pool Dtarget, increasing the target weight h increases the repetition
factor r, and vice versa. The generic domain is assumed abundant enough to never repeat. We extend the
framework to multiple constrained target domains in Section 7.

To test whether the repetition-diversity trade-off generalizes, we study three types of data-constrained scenar-
ios commonly encountered in practice: limited target-language data (multilingual), limited specialised-domain
data (multi-domain), and limited high-quality data (quality filtering).

Multilingual The target domain is German text from FineWeb2 (Penedo et al., 2025), artificially constrained
to 50M, 100M, 500M, or 1B tokens1, and an unlimited (no constraint) setting. The generic domain is

1Across all our experimental setups, each smaller set is a subset of a larger one.
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Figure 3 German validation loss vs. total training tokens for the 143M model across three target data budgets. Each
curve corresponds to a different target weight h.

Figure4 Empirical optimal r as a function of training tokens for three data constraint sizes across model sizes. Optimal
repetition grows steadily with the training budget.

English web text from FineWeb (Penedo et al., 2024), treated as effectively unlimited. To verify that findings
are not language-specific, we run 50M, 100M, and 500M data size experiments with French and Swahili as
target languages, also derived from FineWeb2. Evaluation is done on a held-out set of FineWeb2 for the
corresponding language.

Multi-domain The target domain is OpenWebMath (Paster et al., 2023), a collection of mathematical web
pages, constrained to 10M, 100M, or 1B tokens. The generic domain is a subset of DCLM (Li et al., 2025),
a large-scale curated English web corpus. We additionally run three-domain experiments using Wikipedia
and peS2o (Soldaini and Lo, 2023), a corpus of scientific papers derived from Semantic Scholar, both sourced
from the OLMo data mix (OLMo et al., 2025b), with dataset sizes ranging from 10M-500M and 50M-2.5B,
respectively. As the generic domain, we use Fineweb (Penedo et al., 2024) and Nemotron-CC (Su et al.,
2025). Evaluation is done on held-out sets from the corresponding datasets.

Quality We score DCLM (Li et al., 2025) documents using the original fasttext quality classifier2 and select
the top {1, 5, 10, 20}% of the DCLM base corpus as the high-quality (HQ) target set, with the full DCLM
base data as the low-quality generic set. Unlike the different domain and language experiments, exploring
data quality allows us to explore the trade-off of amount of data from the data constrained domain, and
closeness to the target domain. Stricter filtering yields a lower set of HQ data and thus more repetition at a
given h, but the data is expected to be closer on average to the target set. In contrast, a lower filter percent
will yield more data, but will be further from the target set. Evaluation is performed on the data used to
train the original classifier.

Experiments use GPT-2-style autoregressive decoder-only Transformer language models spanning sizes from
101M to 805M non-embedding parameters (see Appendix B for full architecture specifications). Models are
trained for approximately 100×N tokens, where N is the non-embedding parameter count, a sufficient horizon

2https://huggingface.co/mlfoundations/fasttext-oh-eli5
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to observe both the benefits and eventual degradation from data repetition. Data sources are mixed at the
sample level: each mini-batch contains examples sampled independently from the target set with probability
h and from the generic set with probability 1− h.

4 Empirical Findings

We present results primarily through the German-English bilingual setup due to space constraints, simulating
the low-resource scenario with German. Results for other languages and domains are consistent and discussed
in Appendix C.

Data Repetition Leads to Predictable Overfitting Figure 3 shows target-domain loss for the 143M model across
three target dataset sizes, with each curve corresponding to a different target weight h. When h forces high
repetition, loss first improves then rises sharply, reflecting overfitting. Target datasets of larger size delay this
degradation because the same h produces less repetition (Eq. 3.1). Crucially, across all settings, overfitting
onset is governed by the repetition factor r alone: it means, the same target weight can be safe or harmful
depending on the available dataset, but the same r consistently triggers degradation regardless of how it is
reached. This predictability of the same threshold, which holds across data sizes, model scales, and domains,
motivates the scaling law in Section 5.

Mixture TrainingUnlocksHigh Repetition Tolerance Figure 4 shows the optimal repetition factor (i.e., the value
of r that minimizes target loss) as a function of training tokens. Across all settings, optimal r increases steadily
with the training budget, reaching up to 15–20 depending on model size and dataset size, substantially ex-
ceeding the widely used rule-of-thumb of < 4 epochs for single-source data-constrained training (Muennighoff
et al., 2023). The difference stems from the generic domain, which provides a continuous supply of fresh to-
kens that effectively regularizes training and allows the model to absorb far more target-domain repetition
before degradation sets in. Since r results from the interplay of h, dataset size, and training budget (Eq. 3.1),
the target weight needed to reach optimal r varies widely, e.g., from 9.5% (101M) to 1.9% (539M) for the
50M dataset.

Figure5 Target-domain loss across model sizes at 9% and 20%
target weights for fixed 100M German budget. Dashed lines
show the best-loss envelope across all h values.

LargerModelsOverfit Faster,YetStillWin Figure 5
shows target-domain loss across five model sizes
at two fixed target weights (h = 9% and
h = 20%) with 100M German tokens. Dashed
lines show the best-loss envelope, the minimum
achievable loss at each training step across all h
values. At h = 9%, larger models plateau ear-
lier while smaller models are still improving. At
h = 20%, the larger models eventually overfit
(increasing target loss), while the smallest mod-
els plateau or still improve. This happens be-
cause larger models memorize the data more eas-
ily. Yet in every case, larger models reach lower
minima before degradation sets in, and the best-
loss envelope consistently favors larger models
at every training budget. Thus, we can conclude
that scaling up remains beneficial even under tight data constraints, but the optimal operating window nar-
rows with model size. This also remains consistent with Figure 4, where the optimal repetition decreases
with model size.

Predictable Scaling Figure 6 shows best achievable loss as a function of unique data available among all
weights h and total training tokens, for different model sizes. We see that these curves are remarkably
regular: scaling up model size, or the number of available target data (e.g., by collecting fresh target data)
both have a very predictable effect on the loss.
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Figure 8 Loss curves for four quality bands ranging from 25M tokens at 99th percentile to 982M at the 80th, and
ordered by increasing dataset size. Broader filters enable higher target weights without overfitting.
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Figure 6 Best achievable target loss by dataset
size across different model sizes with optimal
repetition.

BroadTargetDataFiltersCanBeatMoreRepetitions The preced-
ing experiments treat the domain dataset as fixed and study
how repetition degrades loss. In some settings, however, the
dataset size is a design choice as one can choose how to classify
documents into the domain of interest. For example, using a
quality filter at varying quality levels determines how much
data remains, and a practitioner can trade quality for quan-
tity by adjusting the threshold. We use the Quality Data
Mixture to determine whether accepting lower quality data
(that is still data constrained and closer to the target domain)
to reduce repetition yields better outcomes than repeating the
highest quality data3.

To ground the experiment, we first confirm with a high quality
target dataset of the 99th percentile and show loss curves at
three dataset sizes (26M, 132M, 264M tokens) (see Figure 22 in Appendix G). At the smallest scale, only
h ≤ 0.1 avoids overfitting, and larger sets progressively unlock higher sustainable target weights. This
establishes the baseline that for a fixed quality threshold, the repetition penalty imposes the same constraint
on the target loss.

Figure 7 Best loss by quality band.
Dashed line marks the crossover where
Q90-99 overtakes Q95-99.

Next, we vary the quality filter threshold while holding the data
source fixed. We fix the data constrained set such that the top 1%
(Q99-100) is 26M tokens, and add increasing amounts of data to
the data constrained dataset at thresholds of 5%, 10%, and 20%
up to 982M tokens. Results are in Figure 8. Relaxing the qual-
ity threshold and accepting slightly lower-quality data in exchange
for a larger set consistently outperforms repeating a narrow high-
quality slice. At Q99-100, only h = 0.1 avoids overfitting at up to
10B tokens of training, while Q90-99 supports weights up to h = 0.4
and Q80-99 shows nearly all weights monotonically decreasing.

The best quality set also depends on the training budget as we
further observe that the best quality filter threshold changes at
around 5B tokens as seen in Figure 7, where the top 5% high
quality documents (Q95-99) performs best due to higher per-token
quality, but the top 10% set (Q90-99) overtakes it as training progresses and the smaller dataset saturates.
By 30B tokens, Q90-99 achieves loss 2.33 versus 2.80 for Q99-100 due to the repetition penalty. This
demonstrates that while repetition is an important factor, when high-quality data is scarce, broadening the
filter is preferable to over repeating data.

3For many data constrained domains, selecting the amount to filter out is tunable. We study data quality as existing work
gives us an already established way of easily varying the amount of data and relevance to the target domain Li et al. (2025)

6



5 Repetition-AwareMixture Scaling Law

The goal of this section is to quantify the empirical findings of Section 4. We use scaling laws (Kaplan et al.,
2020), which, in their original forms, are simple power laws that allow to predict the train loss of a model
from its number of parameters N and total number of tokens it has been trained on Dtotal. In our setup, both
the target data size Dtarget and the target weight h influence the loss on the target domain. Our objective
is to obtain a simple and predictive formula for Ltarget(N,Dtotal, Dtarget, h). We focus on the practically
relevant regime where the target data is fully consumed at least once, i.e. r = h ·Dtotal/Dtarget ≥ 1. When
r < 1, target tokens are never repeated and mixing reduces to standard mixture selection, as explored, e.g.,
in (Shukor et al., 2025). In the following, we write scaling laws learned parameters in blue.

Effectivedata The core building block of our law is the effective data Deff , which accounts for the diminishing
value of repeated tokens. Following Muennighoff et al. (2023), we define the effective contribution of the target
domain as

DT = Dtarget
(
1 + ρ(r)

)
, with ρ(r) = r1

(
1− e−(r−1)/r1

)
, (5.1)

where r1 is a parameter that controls the effect repeated data. For small r ≪ r1 + 1, we have ρ(r) ≈ r − 1
so that DT ≈ r ·Dtarget: each pass counts fully. For large r, DT saturates at (1 + r1)Dtarget, reflecting the
diminishing value of further repetitions. The total effective data is then

Deff = (1− h)Dtotal + τ DT , (5.2)

where the (1 − h)Dtotal term corresponds to the number of tokens seen from the generic dataset and τ
controls the relative value of target-domain tokens compared to generic-domain tokens. This formulation
directly encodes two observations from Section 4. The saturation of ρ(r) at r1 is the quantitative form of
the diminishing value of repeated target tokens: for r ≫ r1, further passes add essentially nothing to Deff .
Conversely, the unsaturated (1−h)Dtotal term formalises why mixture training tolerates far more repetition
than single-source training (Figure 4): generic tokens never saturate, so they keep Deff growing even when
the target contribution has plateaued.

Scaling law formulas We propose two loss formulas, for fixed and variable model size:

Lfix = E +
A

D α
eff

+ γ h , Lsize = E +
C

Nβ
+

BNδ

D α
eff

+ γ h . (5.3)

In Lfix, the irreducible loss E is a constant baseline; the data term A/D α
eff is a Chinchilla-style power-law

relating loss to effective data; and the weight penalty γ h is a linear cost on the target weight. Lsize additionally
includes a Chinchilla-style capacity term C/Nβ and a data-size coupling N δ (δ > 0) (Hoffmann et al., 2022):
the capacity term captures the intrinsic capability gain from scale, while the coupling means that for the
same Deff , the data-limited loss component is amplified at larger N , encoding the fact that larger models
yield better losses but overfit faster (Figure 5). At fixed N , Lsize reduces exactly to Lfix with A = BN δ and
Efix = E + C/Nβ , ensuring consistency. Lfix has six fitted parameters (E, A, α, r1, τ , γ); Lsize has nine (E,
C, β, B, δ, α, r1, τ , γ).

Fitting Given a collection of training runs indexed by i, each characterised by a total token budget Dtotal,i, a
target weight hi, an available target dataset Dtarget,i, and optionally a model size Ni, we observe the resulting
loss on the target domain ℓi. The parameters θ of the scaling law are estimated by minimising the reweighted
Huber loss

θ̂ = argmin
θ

∑
i

ωi · H
(
ℓi − Lθ(Dtotal,i, hi, Dtarget,i, Ni)

)
, (5.4)

where H is the Huber loss and the weights ωi = max(ri · hi, ϵ) with ϵ = 0.01 emphasise the high-repetition,
high-fraction regime: h alone would under-weight high-repetition runs at moderate fractions, while r alone
would under-weight high-fraction runs with large datasets (where r is low). The qualitative ranking of meth-
ods is unchanged under alternative weights; see Appendix L. Following Shukor et al. (2025), we minimise 5.4
using basin-hopping optimisation with 100 random restarts to avoid poor local minima in the non-convex
loss landscape.
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Table 1 Test weighted R2. Left: fixed-size formulas, fitted independently per model size. Right: multi-size formulas,
fitted on smaller model sizes and evaluated on the held-out largest model.

German Maths Quality Wiki/peS2o German Maths
Lfix 0.95 0.88 0.71 0.80 Lsize 0.65 0.73
Repetition-agnostic 0.78 0.78 0.14 0.72 Repetition-agnostic+N 0.59 0.71
Utility decay 0.72 0.55 −0.64 0.79 Utility decay+N 0.56 0.69
Domain-agnostic −40.7 −0.49 −2.19 −1.16 Domain-agnostic+N −0.23 −0.77

6 Scaling Law Results

We evaluate the scaling law on experimental setups described in Section 3. For each setup, Lfix is fitted
independently per model size, and Lsize is fitted jointly across all model sizes. To test extrapolation for Lfix,
we fit on the first 50% of training steps and test on second half. For Lsize, we fit on all but the largest model
scale, and test on the held-out largest model scale.

Baselines We compare against three other scaling laws formulas inspired by the literature. Repetitions-
agnostic (Shukor et al., 2025) replaces Deff with (1 − h)Dtotal + τ hDtotal, treating repeated tokens as
unique. Domain-agnostic (Muennighoff et al., 2023) uses a single saturating function of total tokens without
distinguishing domains. Utility decay (Goyal et al., 2024) models repetition through a decaying exponent on
the data term. The formulas are detailed in Appendix J.
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Figure9 Predicted vs. empirical optimal repe-
tition r∗ for the German target dataset of 1B
tokens. Solid: empirical optimum; dashed:
Lfix prediction.

Optimal mixture prediction

Loss prediction Table 1 reports the weighted coefficient of de-
termination (wR2) on the held-out test split (train wR2 in Ap-
pendix K), where each observation is weighted by max(r·h, ϵ) to
emphasise the high-repetition regime. Lfix consistently achieves
the best test wR2, extrapolating beyond the fitting range.
Repetitions-agnostic fits the training range reasonably but fails
to extrapolate to high repetitions. Domain agnostic fails com-
pletely: treating all tokens as interchangeable does not capture
the loss dynamics. Utility decay performs honorably on several
datasets.

The primary use of the scaling law is to predict the optimal tar-
get weight h∗ for a given total token budget Dtotal and available
target domain dataset Dtarget. Once the scaling law parameters
are estimated, we can simply solve

h∗ = arg min
h∈[0,1]

Lfix(Dtotal, h, Dtarget) (6.1)

by grid search over h. Figure 9 shows an example of empirical vs. estimated optimal repetition.

Median Mean p90

Lfix 26 34 76
Rep-agn. 88 73 99
Util. dec. 31 41 95
Dom.-agn. 47 59 98

Table2 Fraction of training tokens wasted
by following each formula’s predicted op-
timal mixture instead of the oracle.

To quantify the practical cost of suboptimal mixture predictions,
we measure the fraction of training tokens wasted by following each
formula’s recommendation instead of the oracle (Table 2). At a
given budget Dtotal, the formula recommends a fraction h∗

pred; we
interpolate the empirical loss at that fraction and find the budget
D′ at which the run using the empirically best fraction at each step
first reached the same loss. The wasted fraction (Dtotal−D′)/Dtotal
directly measures how much compute could have been saved with
perfect knowledge of the optimal mixture. Detailed results are in
Appendix K.
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Figure 10 Multi-domain experiments (101M model, English + Wikipedia + peS2o). (a) Best achievable average
target loss under equal vs. proportional weighting across three set-size configurations. (b) Optimal repetitions under
proportional weighting with 10% compute confidence band (shaded). (c) Independently optimizing r per domain
using the bilingual scaling law outperforms the best grid-searched proportional weighting.

7 Multiple Domain Experiments

In order to test whether our findings and scaling law formula extend to settings with more than one constrained
domain, we set up experiments with a mixture of three domains: one unconstrained generic source and two
constrained target domains. We use two configurations: FineWeb as the generic source with peS2o and
Wikipedia as targets, and Nemotron as the generic source with Wikipedia and peS2o as targets.4 We vary
the dataset sizes across three configurations: 5× less, base, and 5× more data. Our primary metric is the
average loss across both target domains, analogous to evaluating on a test set that combines text from both
domains.

Weighting Strategies First, we compared two weighting strategies: equal weighting (hwiki = hpeS2o) and
proportional weighting, where fractions are set proportional to dataset size (hwiki/hpeS2o = Dwiki/DpeS2o).
Our experiments demonstrate (Figure 10a) that by average loss, proportional weighting outperforms equal
weighting when data is scarce, while equal weighting is better in the data-rich regime. The two strategies
cross near the base configuration, suggesting that proportional weighting becomes increasingly beneficial as
repetition grows. For the rest of this section, we focus on the proportional weighting, and provide the results
for equal weighting in Appendix I.

Empirical Findings The key findings from the bilingual experiments carry over to the multi-domain setting.
Figure 10b shows that optimal repetition grows steadily with training tokens across all set-size configurations,
with smaller sets requiring substantially higher repetition: the 5×less variant reaches r ≈ 30 while 5×more
stays below r ≈ 7. This mirrors the bilingual experiments: the generic domain continues to regularize
training even with multiple constrained domains present, enabling high repetition tolerance. Importantly,
the choice of r need not be exact. We quantify this through a 10% compute confidence band (shaded regions
in Figure 10b): at each checkpoint, we identify all values of r that achieve loss no worse than the best loss
achievable with 10% less compute. The bands are wide, particularly for smaller sets, indicating that even
rough estimates of optimal r yield near-optimal target loss.

Scaling Law Generalization The similarity of these findings to the bilingual setting raises the question of
whether the scaling law transfers directly to multi-domain mixtures. We test this by setting each domain’s
repetition factor independently using the optimal r predicted by the bilingual scaling law for the correspond-
ing set size (rwiki = 35, rpeS2o = 17). Figure 10c shows that this independently optimized configuration
consistently outperforms the best proportional weighting and narrows the gap to the 2-domain oracle (the
average loss achieved by training each domain separately with English). While a gap to the oracle remains,
this result suggests that costly multi-domain sweeps over all possible combinations of domain weights can
be avoided: our two-domain scaling law can independently estimate the optimal r for each constrained do-

4Subplot (a) of Figure 10 uses FineWeb + peS2o + Wikipedia; subplots (b) and (c) use Nemotron + Wikipedia + peS2o.
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main, and these can be combined into a single mixture, replacing an entire experimental grid with a single,
better-performing run.

8 Conclusion

We studied mixture pretraining under data constraints across diverse data types: multilingual, multi-domain,
and quality-filtered. Our experiments reveal consistent patterns across all settings: repeated target-domain
tokens yield diminishing returns, optimal repetition scales predictably with data availability, and larger
models extract more from limited data. Crucially, mixture training tolerates substantially higher repetition
than single-source training, with generic data acting as an implicit regularizer. We formalized these dynamics
in a scaling law that accurately predicts the optimal mixture across experimental setups, outperforming
baselines that ignore either repetition or domain structure. In practice, this allows training on scarce target
data without expensive sweeps: given only the target pool size and compute budget, the law prescribes the
mixture ratio that maximizes target-domain performance in a single run.
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Appendix

A Experimental Setup

Multilingual setup For each combination of model size and pool size, we sweep h over a fine grid of 19–27
values (see Table 4 for a summary), with denser sampling at low repetition levels where the loss landscape
changes most rapidly. The grid spans number of repetitions from below 1 to above 30, though configurations
where the resulting h exceeds 1 are excluded. For larger models, the feasible range of h is narrower because
the longer training duration (100 × N tokens) produces higher repetition at the same h; for example, the
539M model on the 50M pool covers r up to approximately 20. Evaluation is performed on 10,000 samples
from held-out test sets of both FineWeb2 (target language) and FineWeb (English), allowing us to measure
both target-domain and generic-domain loss at each checkpoint.

Multi-domainsetup For the three-domain experiments (Section 7), we train 101M models with a total training
budget of 30B tokens (approximately 300 × N), increased relative to the bilingual setup to allow sufficient
repetition of both target domains. The three pool-size configurations correspond to: 5×less (Wiki 20M,
peS2o 100M), base (Wiki 100M, peS2o 500M), and 5×more (Wiki 500M, peS2o 2.5B). We sweep over total
target fractions htotal = hwiki + hpeS2o ranging from 0.02 to 0.60 with step 0.02, under both equal weighting
(hwiki = hpeS2o) and proportional weighting (hwiki/hpeS2o = Dwiki/DpeS2o).

Math setup For the OpenWebMath experiments, we sweep h over a linear grid whose density depends on
pool size: 26 values for the 10M and 100M pools and 8 values for the 1B pool (60 total per model size). The
805M model uses a denser grid (35, 35, and 20 values for the 10M, 100M, and 1B pools respectively; 90 total),
because its longer training horizon (1M vs. 200K steps) produces higher repetition counts that require finer
resolution. The h range is adapted to each pool size, spanning up to h = 0.078 for the 10M pool, h = 0.78 for
the 100M pool, and h = 1.0 for the 1B pool. The maximum number of repetitions reached is approximately
41 for the 130–630M models and 92 for 936M. The 101M–539M models are trained for 200K steps (13.1B
tokens) and the 805M model for 1M steps (65.5B tokens), with a reduced batch size of 32 sequences. The
resulting tokens-to-parameters ratios range from approximately 130× (101M) down to 24× (539M), with
81× for 805M. These experiments use a SentencePiece tokenizer (Kudo and Richardson, 2018) trained on C4
(Raffel et al., 2020) with a vocabulary of 32,000 tokens, rather than the GPT-2 BPE tokenizer used in other
setups. Evaluation is performed on 10,240 sequences (10.5M tokens) held out from OpenWebMath.
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Table 3 Model architectures. Parameters refer to non-embedding parameters.

Params Layers Hidden FFN Heads
101M 8 1024 4096 16
143M 9 1152 4608 18
192M 10 1280 5120 20
340M 12 1536 6144 24
539M 14 1792 7168 28
805M 16 2048 8192 32

Quality setup For the quality filter experiments, we train 100M parameter models ranging from 1–30B tokens,
sweeping over h ∈ {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 1.0}. We train models with varying quality pools primarily either 1%, 5%,
and 10% with non-overlapping bins between the 1% and 5% and 10% runs to explicitly measure the impact
of having lower quality data, but with lower repetition.

B Training Details

Model architecture All models are GPT-2-style autoregressive decoder-only Transformers with learned posi-
tional embeddings. Models are scaled along a depth-based rule where the hidden dimension dmodel = 128×L
for L layers, with an FFN intermediate size of 4 × dmodel, attention head dimension of 64, and dmodel/64
attention heads. All models use a context length of 1,024 tokens. Further details are provided in Table 3.

Training Multilingual models are trained for approximately 100×N tokens, where N is the non-embedding
parameter count. The three-domain experiments are trained for 300×N , the quality experiments are trained
for 30K steps; the details about the OpenWebMath experiments are provided above. All models are optimized
with Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014), a constant learning rate following a linear warmup, weight decay of 10−2,
gradient clipping at 0.1, and no dropout. The multilingual and Wiki/peS2o experiments use a learning rate
of 10−3 (selected based on initial experiments for 101M, 143M, and 192M models on English-German data),
a warmup of 1% of training steps, a batch size of 256 sequences, and a GPT-2 BPE tokenizer (Radford
et al., 2019) with a vocabulary of 50,257 tokens. The quality experiments use a learning rate of 3× 10−4, a
warmup of 1% of training steps, a batch size of 1,024 sequences, and the same GPT-2 BPE tokenizer. The
OpenWebMath experiments use a learning rate of 10−4 with µP,a 2,000-step warmup, a batch size of 32
sequences, and a SentencePiece tokenizer (Kudo and Richardson, 2018) trained on C4 (Raffel et al., 2020)
with a vocabulary of 32,000 tokens.

Learning Rate We use a constant learning rate (after warmup) rather than a cosine or linear decay schedule.
Constant or near-constant schedules are common practice in pretraining work (Hägele et al., 2024; Porian
et al., 2024). Our experimental design also requires it. The central object of analysis is a loss-vs-repetition
curve read along a single training run (e.g., Figures 3, 5). A decay schedule couples the learning rate to the
training horizon, so checkpoints at different repetition counts would not be directly comparable within a run.
Replicating our experiments under a decay schedule would require a separate run for each evaluation point,
multiplying compute by the number of checkpoints.

Compute resources All experiments were run on a mix of A100 and H100 GPUs. A single training run
requires approximately 40 GPU-hours for the 101M model, 64 for 143M, 100 for 192M, 264 for 340M, 600
for 539M, and 1200 GPU-hours for 805M.
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Table 4 Experimental setup summary. Dtarget denotes the range of target data pool sizes; #h is the total number of
target fraction configurations per model size.

N Dtarget # h

M
ul

ti
lin

gu
al

German
101M 50M–1B 72
143M 50M–1B 75
192M 50M–1B 75
340M 50M–1B 77
539M 50M–1B 82
French
101M 50M–500M 63
143M 50M–500M 64
192M 50M–500M 63
340M 50M–500M 55
539M 50M–500M 57
Swahili
101M 50M–500M 63
143M 50M–500M 64
192M 50M–500M 63
340M 50M–500M 55
539M 50M–500M 57

N Dtarget # h

D
om

ai
n

Math (OpenWebMath)
101M 10M–1B 60
197M 10M–1B 60
340M 10M–1B 60
539M 10M–1B 60
805M 10M–1B 90
Wiki + peS2o (3-domain)
101M 10M–500M 153

Q
ua

l. Quality filtering
101M 25M–264M 10

C Consistency of the Findings Across Languages and Domains

The core findings from the German–English bilingual experiments generalize across all settings tested. We
replicate the experimental grid for French and Swahili, which differ substantially from German in morphology,
script frequency, and available web data. We observe qualitatively identical behavior in all cases. The same
overfitting emerges at high h with small data pools, the same dependence of optimal r on pool size holds,
and larger models consistently achieve lower best-case loss despite earlier overfitting onset. We further verify
these patterns on non-multilingual but domain setup (Wikipedia, peS2o, OpenWebMath mixed with generic
English data), confirming that the repetition dynamics are a general property of mixture training under data
constraints rather than an artifact of any particular domain or language pair.

Below we provide results of our experiments organized as follows:

• Optimal repetition (Section D): French, Swahili, and OpenWebMath all exhibit the same steady
growth of optimal r with training budget, governed by data pool size rather than specific domain.

• Loss curves (Section E): Full loss-vs-tokens curves for all model sizes and languages confirm the
overfitting at high h with small pools and monotonic improvement with large pools.

• Cross-model behavior (Section F): Larger models overfit faster yet achieve lower minima across all
languages (confirming the pattern we observed for German).

• Quality experiments (Section G): The repetition–diversity trade-off extends to quality-filtered data
at multiple data scales.

• Comparison to unlimited data (Section H): When target data is unconstrained, mixture training
provides no benefit over single-domain training, confirming that our findings are specific to the data-
constrained regime.

D Optimal Repetition Across Languages and Domains

Figures 11–12 show the optimal number of repetitions as a function of training tokens for French and Swahili,
matching the German plot in the main text (Figure 4). The same steady growth of optimal r with training
budget is observed across all languages.

Figure 13 further extends this analysis to a non-language domain: OpenWebMath mixed with DCLM as
the generic source. Despite the very different nature of mathematical text, the same qualitative pattern
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Figure 11 Optimal repetition as a function of training tokens for three data constraint sizes across different model sizes
(French).
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Figure 12 Optimal repetition as a function of training tokens for three data constraint sizes across different model sizes
(Swahili).
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Figure 13 Optimal repetition as a function of training tokens for three data constraint sizes across different model sizes
(OpenWebMath).

holds: optimal r increases with training tokens, decreases with pool size, and smaller models tolerate higher
repetition (since they are trained on more tokens relative to their capacity). This confirms that the repetition
dynamics are a general property of mixture training under data constraints, independent of the specific domain
or language.
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E Loss Curves Across Languages, Model Sizes, and Domains

Figures 14–16 show target-domain validation loss as a function of training tokens for all model sizes (101M–
539M) and all three target languages (German, French, Swahili). Each column corresponds to a different
target data pool size; each row to a different model size; each curve within a panel corresponds to a different
target weight h (color). The same qualitative pattern(i.e., overfitting learning curves at high h with small
pools, while monotonic improvement with large pools) holds consistently across all configurations.

Figure 17 shows the same analysis for OpenWebMath, confirming that the loss curve dynamics extend beyond
natural language to mathematical text.
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Figure 14 German target-domain loss curves across all model sizes (rows) and data pool sizes (columns).

18



2B 3B 5B 10B

4

6

10
1M

50M tokens

2B 3B 5B 10B

100M tokens

2B 3B 5B 10B

500M tokens

2B 3B 5B 10B

4

6

14
3M

2B 3B 5B 10B 2B 3B 5B 10B

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B

4

6

19
2M

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B 2B 3B 5B 10B 20B

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B

3

4

5

34
0M

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B 2B 3B 5B 10B 20B

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B 50B

3

4

53
9M

2B 3B 5B 10B 20B 50B 2B 3B 5B 10B 20B 50B

10−2

10−1

100

h

Training tokens

Figure 15 French target-domain loss curves across all model sizes (rows) and data pool sizes (columns).
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Figure 16 Swahili target-domain loss curves across all model sizes (rows) and data pool sizes (columns).
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F Cross-Model Loss Curves

Figure 5 shows that larger models overfit faster yet achieve lower best-case loss, demonstrated for German
with 100M tokens at h = 9% and 20%. Here we extend this analysis to five target fractions (5–20%) and verify
the pattern across all languages and domains. Figure 18 shows the full German panel, Figures 19–20 show
French and Swahili, and Figure 21 shows the OpenWebMath domain. In all cases, the same ordering persists:
larger models reach lower loss minima despite earlier overfitting onset, and the best-loss envelope (dashed)
consistently favors larger models at every training budget. The pattern is particularly pronounced for the
mathematics domain (Figure 21), where the separation between model sizes is larger and the overfitting onset
for larger models is sharper.
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Figure 18 German target-domain loss across model sizes at five target fractions, for the 100M token pool. Dashed lines
show the best-loss envelope.
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Figure 19 French target-domain loss across model sizes at five target fractions, for the 100M token pool. Dashed lines
show the best-loss envelope.
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Figure 21 OpenWebMath target loss across model sizes at different mixture fractions h, for the 100M token pool.
Dashed lines show the best-loss envelope across all h values.

G QualityExperiments: AdditionalTargetDataScalesandOverlappingQualityPools

To ground the experiments, we first confirm that a data constrained fixed quality level follows the same
pattern as multilingual data. Figure 22 shows Q99–100 loss curves at three pool sizes (26M, 132M, 264M
tokens). At the smallest scale, only h ≤ 0.1 avoids overfitting, and larger pools progressively unlock higher
sustainable target weights. This establishes the baseline that for a fixed quality threshold, the repetition
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penalty imposes the same constraint on the target loss.

Figure 22 Loss vs. training tokens for Q99–100 at three data pool sizes. Each line corresponds to a target weight h.
Smaller pools force lower weights to avoid overfitting from repetition.

Section 4 further establishes that when training with a data-constrained high-quality domain, relaxing the
quality filter to increase pool size consistently outperforms repeating the highest-quality slice starting from
the 26M 99th percentile data pool. A crossover at 5B tokens shows the optimal threshold shifts from Q95–99
to Q90–99 as training progresses. Here we present an expanded experimental suite, including additional data
scales that support and extend these findings. We conduct three families of experiments, all using 100M-
parameter models trained on a two-domain mixture of high-quality (HQ) filtered text and unlimited general
DCLM. Each experiment sweeps target weight w ∈ {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 1.0}.

Non-overlappingquality buckets atmultiple data scales We define non-overlapping quality bands (Q90–99, Q95–
99, Q99–100) and train at three data scales:

• 1×: pools range from 26M to 982M tokens including severe data constraint, and high repetition espe-
cially for high quality data.

• 5×: pools range from 132M to 2.1B tokens. This imposes a moderate constraint where the highest
qualitybuckets have high repetition counts, but lower quality buckets do not.

• 10×: pools range from 264M to 4.2B tokens. Most quality buckets avoid significant repetition, and
only the highest quality bucket still overfits with too much repetition.

(a) Pool sizes: Q99–100 (132M), Q95–99 (821M), Q90–99 (2.1B), Q90–95 (1.2B).

(b) Pool sizes: Q99–100 (264M), Q95–99 (1.7B), Q90–99 (4.2B), Q90–95 (2.5B).

Figure 23 Loss curves for four quality bands at increasing data scales. Each line corresponds to a mixture weight
h. Broader quality filters enable higher mixture weights without overfitting, with the effect diminishing as pool size
increases.

These experiments disentangle quality from quantity by ensuring no data overlap between bands, and reveal
how the quality–quantity tradeoff evolves with different data constrained data scales. Scaling up from the

24



26M target data pool to 5× and 10× the pool size confirms the main findings and reveals how the quality–
quantity tradeoff evolves with data availability. At 5×, Q95–99 dominates for the first ∼14B tokens before
Q90–99 overtakes it (Figure 23a). The same crossover is observed at 1× but shifted later due to the larger pool
delaying saturation. At 10×, Q95–99 remains the best band throughout 30B tokens of training (Figure 23b):
with data pools exceeding 1.6B tokens, no band experiences meaningful repetition at reasonable values of h,
and higher per-token quality is the dominant factor. This demonstrates that the quality–quantity tradeoff
is scale-dependent: at small scales, breadth wins; at large scales, quality wins; and the crossover token
count increases predictably with pool size. We include results with Q90-95 as a control to show that simply
increasing the amount of data but decreasing quality performs worse. The best-loss per quality over all h is
shown in Figure 24, and confirms this quantitatively: at 1× starting from 132M target data size, a crossover
from Q95–99 to Q90–99 occurs at ∼14B tokens (later than the ∼5B crossover at 1×), while at 10× Q95–99
leads throughout. As pool size grows, the quality–quantity tradeoff vanishes and per-token quality is most
important.
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Figure 24 Best achievable target loss by quality band at (a) 5× and (b) 10× target data scales. Unlike the 1× setting
(figure 7), at larger pool sizes no single quality band dominates: the curves largely overlap, confirming that the
quality-quantity tradeoff diminishes when pools are large enough to avoid severe repetition.

Experiments with overlapping buckets We use the full untruncated pool at each quality threshold (Q80–100:
5B, Q90–100: 2B, Q95–100: 954M, Q99–100: 132M) and train for 10B tokens. In this expeirment, the
quality bands are (e.g., all contain the Q99-100 data), representing the practical approach of setting a single
lower-bound quality threshold. The results are consistent. The 95th percentile, Q95–100, achieves the best
loss consistent with the Q95-99 results for up to 10B tokens in Figure 25.
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Figure 25 Loss curves for inclusive quality thresholds (each band includes all data above the given percentile). Pool
sizes increase from left to right as broader thresholds include more data.

Equal-size data constrained size experiments. We truncate each quality band (Q80–100, Q90–100, Q95–100,
Q99–100) to approximately the same pool size (∼132–139M tokens) and train for 10B tokens. This isolates
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the effect of per-token quality by controlling for pool size as all bands have approximately the same number
of repetitions. 26 shows results when the data constrained pools are equal size. With the impact of repetition
equalized across quality, the ordering is strict: Q99–100 > Q95–100 > Q90–100 > Q80–100 at all training
steps.
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Figure 26 Best achievable target loss with all quality bands truncated to the same pool size. With repetition equalized,
higher per-token quality consistently achieves lower loss.

Final remarks When pool size is equalized, quality improves validation loss. When pools vary naturally, the
repetition penalty from small high-quality pools outweighs the quality advantage. The non-overlapping band
experiments isolate the mechanism: it is the data in broader bands (Q90–99 beyond Q95–99) that helps at
larger training budgets, not merely reduced repetition of the top slice. The scale dependence of the crossover
has a practical implication that for any given training budget and data pool, there exists an optimal quality
threshold that balances per-token quality against repetition. Our scaling law captures this tradeoff enabling
practitioners to extrapolate which data pool to use and for how many repetitions.

H Comparison to Unlimited Target Data

To establish an upper bound on target-domain performance, we train all model sizes with a ∼60B German
token pool – large enough that repetition never occurs. Figure 27 shows target loss for each mixture fraction
h in this unlimited setting. Without data constraints, higher target fractions monotonically achieve lower
target loss at every training budget: there is no overfitting, no U-shaped behavior, and no quality–quantity
tradeoff.
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Figure 27 German target loss with unlimited data (∼60B pool, r < 1 throughout) for all mixture fractions h. Without
data constraints, higher target fractions always achieve lower target loss, and no overfitting occurs.

Figure 28 then compares the best achievable loss under constrained pools (50M–1B) against this unlimited
baseline. The gap between each constrained curve and the unlimited line quantifies the cost of the data
constraint. Constrained pools plateau as training progresses while the unlimited baseline continues to improve,
confirming that the performance ceiling is imposed by data exhaustion rather than model capacity. The gap
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widens with training budget, underscoring the importance of optimal mixture design when target data is
scarce.
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Figure28 Best achievable German target loss vs. training tokens for each model size, comparing constrained data pools
against an unlimited (∼60B) baseline where target data is never repeated.

I Analysis of Three-Domain Experiments

Section 7 presents results under proportional weighting; here we report the complementary equal-weighting
experiments (hwiki = hpeS2o).

Figure 29 shows optimal repetition under equal weighting with the 10% compute confidence band. The core
pattern from the proportional case carries over: optimal r grows steadily with training budget, and smaller
data pools require substantially higher repetition before the optimum is reached. Under equal weighting, the
smaller domain (Wiki) is repeated more aggressively than under proportional weighting, as equal weights
allocate the same weight to both domains regardless of pool size, and the smaller pool exhausts its unique
tokens earlier. For example, at 10B training tokens in the base configuration (Wiki 100M, peS2o 500M),
equal weighting reaches r ≈ 14 while proportional weighting stays at r ≈ 6 (measured with respect to the
Wiki pool). The confidence bands remain wide, confirming that approximate repetition estimates suffice for
near-optimal performance under either strategy.
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Figure 29 Optimal repetitions under equal weighting with 10% compute confidence band (shaded) in the three-domain
setup (101M model).

Additionally, we examined how the choice of weighting strategy affects each target domain individually.
Beyond the configurations reported in the main text, we include a 10×less experiment (Wiki 10M, peS2o
50M) to test both strategies under even more severe data constraints. Figure 30 breaks down the per-domain
loss under both strategies across all five configurations. Proportional weighting consistently favors the larger
pool (peS2o), achieving lower peS2o loss at the expense of Wiki. Equal weighting reverses this tradeoff: it
assigns more relative weight to the smaller domain, improving Wiki loss but sacrificing peS2o performance.
The effect is most pronounced when pool sizes differ substantially: in the 5×more configuration, proportional
weighting achieves 0.12 lower peS2o loss than equal weighting, while equal weighting gains only 0.03 on Wiki.
The swapped configuration (where Wiki becomes the larger pool) confirms this pattern: when pool sizes are
reversed, proportional weighting now favors Wiki instead.
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Figure 30 Per-domain best loss under equal vs. proportional weighting across five pool-size configurations.

Figure 31 shows the best achievable per-domain loss throughout training for all four pool-size configurations.

0 10 20 30

3.0

3.2

3.4

Be
st 

lo
ss

Equal weights
Wikipedia
peS2o
Average

0 10 20 30

3.00

3.25

3.50

3.75
Proportional weights

0 10 20 30
3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

Be
st 

lo
ss

Equal weights

0 10 20 30

3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

Proportional weights

0 10 20 30
3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

3.8

Be
st 

lo
ss

Equal weights

0 10 20 30
3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

3.8
Proportional weights

0 10 20 30
Training tokens (B)

3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

Be
st 

lo
ss

Equal weights

0 10 20 30
Training tokens (B)

3.0

3.2

3.4

3.6

Proportional weights

5× more (Wiki 500M, peS2o 2.6B)

Original (Wiki 100M, peS2o 500M)

5× less (Wiki 20M, peS2o 100M)

Swapped (Wiki 500M, peS2o 100M)

Figure 31 Best achievable per-domain loss throughout training under equal (left) and proportional (right) weighting
for four pool-size configurations. Blue: Wikipedia; red: peS2o; dashed purple: average.
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J Baseline Scaling Law Formulas

We describe the baseline formulas used in Section 6. All formulas predict the target-domain loss as a function
of the total tokens Dtotal, the target weight h, the number of repetitions r = hDtotal/Dtarget, and optionally
the model size N .

Repetitions-agnostic (Shukor et al., 2025). This baseline treats all tokens as unique regardless of repetition:

L = E +
A

Dα
eff

+ γ h , Deff = (1− h)Dtotal + τ hDtotal . (J.1)

The effective data is a weighted sum of generic and target tokens with no repetition discounting—repeated
target tokens are valued the same as fresh ones. Parameters: E, A, α, τ , γ (5 parameters).

Domain-agnostic (Muennighoff et al., 2023). This baseline uses a single saturating function of total tokens
without distinguishing domains:

L = E +AD α
eff , Deff = C

(
1− e−µR

)
, (J.2)

where C = (1 − h)Dtotal + hDtotal/r is the total number of unique tokens and R = Dtotal/C is the overall
repetition ratio. Parameters: E, A, α (< 0), µ (4 parameters).

Utility decay (Goyal et al., 2024). This baseline models repetition through an exponentially decaying exponent:

L = E + aD beff
total , beff = (1− h) b0 + h b1 δ

r−1 , (J.3)

where δ = 0.51/τ is a half-life parameter. As repetitions increase, the exponent on the target-domain contri-
bution decays toward zero, reducing the data-scaling benefit. Parameters: E, a, b0, b1, τ (5 parameters).

Multi-size extensions. Each baseline extends to variable model size by adding a capacity term C/Nβ (and for
the repetitions-agnostic and domain-agnostic formulas, a data-size coupling Nδ), following the same pattern
as Lsize (Eq. 5.3).

K Extended Scaling Law Results

This section reports the full results underlying Section 6, including the train/test breakdown for the loss
prediction tables, the per-dataset optimal-mixture prediction errors, and the size-extrapolation wasted-token
metric.

Loss prediction: train and testwR2 (fixed-size formula). Table 5 reports train and test wR2 on all four experi-
mental setups for the fixed-size formula Lfix and the three baselines. Train corresponds to the first 50% of
training steps, test to the held-out second half.

Table 5 Train and test weighted R2 (wR2) for the fixed-size formula Lfix, fitted independently per model size (or per
quality level / domain). Each observation is weighted by max(r · h, ϵ) to emphasise the high-repetition regime. Train:
first 50% of steps; test: second half.

German Maths Quality Wiki/peS2o

Train Test Train Test Train Test Train Test

Lfix 0.85 0.95 0.99 0.88 0.91 0.71 0.68 0.80
Rep-agnostic 0.81 0.78 0.95 0.78 0.86 0.14 0.67 0.72
Utility decay 0.52 0.72 0.77 0.55 0.94 −0.64 0.69 0.79
Domain-agnostic 0.03 −40.7 0.10 −0.49 0.46 −2.19 0.42 −1.16
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Table 6 Size extrapolation: weighted R2 (wR2) for the multi-size formula Lsize, fitted on smaller model sizes and
evaluated on the held-out largest model (539M for German, 936M for Maths). Train: wR2 on fitting sizes; Test: wR2

on held-out size.

German (539M) Maths (936M)

Train Test Train Test

Lsize 0.95 0.65 0.97 0.73
Rep-agnostic+N 0.88 0.59 0.94 0.71
Utility decay+N 0.76 0.56 0.85 0.69
Domain-agnostic+N 0.25 −0.23 0.46 −0.77

Loss prediction: train and testwR2 (size extrapolation). Table 6 reports the same metric for the multi-size for-
mula Lsize, fitted on all model sizes except the largest and evaluated on the held-out largest model.

Optimal mixture prediction error. For each experiment (a specific model size and target dataset size) and each
held-out training checkpoint Dtotal, we compare the predicted h∗ to the empirically best weight h∗

emp at that
checkpoint. Table 7 reports the median of | log10(h∗

pred) − log10(h
∗
emp)| per dataset over all such pairs on

held-out test steps. A value of 0.1 corresponds to a ∼1.26× multiplicative error in the predicted weight.

Table 7 Optimal mixture prediction on held-out test steps: median | log10(h∗
pred) − log10(h

∗
emp)| (lower is better). A

value of 0.1 corresponds to a ∼1.26× error in the predicted fraction.

Ger. Math Qual. Wiki Avg

Lfix 0.07 0.13 0.47 0.10 0.19
Rep-agnostic 0.60 1.01 0.61 0.50 0.68
Utility decay 0.10 0.20 0.38 0.12 0.20
Domain-agn. 2.57 1.99 5.30 3.07 3.23

Lsize 0.15 0.18 — — 0.17
Rep-agn.+N 0.73 1.44 — — 1.09
Util. dec.+N 0.15 0.17 — — 0.16
Dom.-agn.+N 3.27 1.56 — — 2.42

Size extrapolation: wasted tokens. A stronger test of the multi-size formula is whether it can predict the
behaviour of a model size never seen during fitting. We fit Lsize and all multi-size baselines on all model
sizes except the largest and evaluate exclusively on the held-out largest model (539M for German, 936M for
Maths). Table 8 reports the weighted median wasted token fraction on the held-out largest model for each
setup. Lsize achieves a test wR2 of 0.65 on German and 0.73 on Maths (Table 6), demonstrating that the
capacity and data-size coupling terms extrapolate meaningfully to larger scales. The wasted token metric is
even more discriminating: most baselines fail catastrophically on German, producing predictions outside the
empirical range (counted as 100%). Lsize wastes 58% on German and 24% on Maths, the only formula that
avoids catastrophic failure on both. Results for French and Swahili are reported in Appendix K.

Table 8 Size extrapolation: weighted median wasted token fraction (lower is better). Predictions outside the empirical
weight range are counted as 100%.

German (539M) Maths (936M)

Lsize 58% 24%
Rep-agnostic+N 100% 97%
Utility decay+N 100% 22%
Domain-agnostic+N 100% 84%

Limitations The scaling law is descriptive: it summarises observed training dynamics but does not prescribe
an optimal allocation from first principles. Size extrapolation is encouraging on both German (wR2 = 0.65
at 539M) and Maths (wR2 = 0.73 at 936M), though the wasted-token metric reveals that predictions remain
imperfect at unseen scales. The quality-filtering setup is harder to predict than language/domain splits (test
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wR2 = 0.71, log-error = 0.47), likely because quality tiers interact with the model in ways not fully captured
by the effective data abstraction. Finally, our experiments span ∼100M–900M parameters; whether the fitted
exponents extrapolate to multi-billion-parameter models remains an open question.

Size Extrapolation: French andSwahili We repeat the size-extrapolation experiment of Section 6 on French and
Swahili. For each language, we fit the multi-size formulas on model sizes 101M–340M and evaluate on the
held-out 539M model. Table 9 reports weighted R2 (test / train).

On French, Lsize achieves a test wR2 of 0.93, even exceeding its train wR2 of 0.92, what indicates that
the 539M model’s behaviour is well predicted by trends from smaller scales. On Swahili, extrapolation is
harder: Lsize achieves 0.69 on the held-out 539M model, while the utility decay baseline reaches 0.71. The
domain-agnostic baseline yields near-zero or negative wR2 on both languages.

For wasted tokens, all formulas (including Lsize) produce predictions outside the empirical weight range for
French and Swahili at 539M, resulting in ≥94% waste. This reflects the narrower range of target fractions
tested at this scale for these languages rather than a fundamental failure of the formula.

Table9 Size extrapolation on French and Swahili: weighted R2 (test / train) when fitting on 101M–340M and evaluating
on 539M.

French (539M) Swahili (539M)
Lsize (9p) 0.93 /0.92 0.69 /0.92
Rep-agnostic+N (8p) 0.87 / 0.90 0.65 / 0.90
Utility decay+N (7p) 0.69 / 0.62 0.71 / 0.69
Domain-agnostic+N (7p) −0.54 / 0.08 −0.00 / 0.02

L Robustness toWeighting Scheme

We verify that the qualitative ranking of formulas is robust to the choice of observation weights in the wR2

metric. Table 10 reports test wR2 on the German dataset under four weighting schemes: max(r · h, ϵ) (our
default), r only, h only, and uniform (standard R2). The ranking Lfix > rep-agnostic > utility decay >
domain-agnostic is preserved across all schemes, confirming that the advantage of our formula is not an
artifact of the weighting.

Table 10 Test wR2 on German under different weighting schemes. The formula ranking is stable across all choices.

r · h (default) r h Uniform
Lfix (6p) 0.96 0.95 0.78 0.90
Rep-agnostic (5p) 0.81 0.82 0.52 0.85
Utility decay (5p) 0.78 0.85 0.39 0.71
Domain-agnostic (4p) <−1 <−1 <−1 <−1

M DownstreamBenchmark Evaluation

We evaluate downstream task performance for the best-loss configurations from Figure 6 (one checkpoint per
model size and data pool combination, selected at the training step that minimizes German test loss). We
use seven benchmarks covering reasoning, commonsense, and language understanding: ARC-Challenge and
ARC-Easy (Clark et al., 2018) (science question answering), HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019) (commonsense
sentence completion), LAMBADA (Paperno et al., 2016) (long-range word prediction), PIQA (Bisk et al.,
2020) (physical intuition reasoning), SciQ (Welbl et al., 2017) (science multiple-choice), and WinoGrande
(Sakaguchi et al., 2020) (coreference resolution). Each benchmark is evaluated in both English (original) and
German (translated), allowing us to assess both target-domain and non-target-domain capabilities from the
same checkpoint.
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Tables 11 and 12 report accuracy on all benchmarks. German benchmark performance improves consistently
with both model size and target data pool size, confirming that the perplexity gains translate to downstream
improvements. English performance decreases as more training budget is allocated to German (higher h),
reflecting the expected trade-off between target and non-target domains. Larger models partially mitigate
this cost: the 539M model retains 48.6% English average even at the highest German allocation, compared
to 39.7% for 101M.

Table11 German downstream benchmark accuracy (%) at the best target-loss checkpoint. More target data consistently
improves German performance across all model sizes.

Model Dataset size ARC-C ARC-E HSwag Lambada PIQA SciQ Wino Avg
101M 50M 24.0 31.0 28.0 13.7 52.1 60.4 50.8 37.2
101M 100M 24.5 31.2 28.4 15.2 53.0 63.2 50.2 37.9
101M 500M 23.4 32.6 29.8 17.6 55.3 60.1 50.3 38.5
101M 1B 25.7 30.9 29.8 19.1 57.0 59.1 48.9 38.6
143M 50M 23.2 29.9 28.6 15.3 52.4 61.7 50.1 37.3
143M 100M 23.7 31.9 28.7 16.3 54.4 62.3 51.5 38.4
143M 500M 23.7 33.5 29.8 19.3 56.5 63.2 50.8 39.6
143M 1B 24.3 33.1 30.5 20.7 56.0 62.8 50.7 39.7
192M 50M 24.1 31.0 28.9 15.4 53.7 62.1 49.7 37.8
192M 100M 24.2 32.7 29.6 16.9 53.9 63.2 50.5 38.7
192M 500M 24.1 32.3 31.2 20.0 57.6 62.7 51.3 39.9
192M 1B 24.2 35.3 31.2 20.8 57.5 62.2 52.9 40.6
340M 50M 24.2 31.2 29.2 15.7 52.8 62.6 51.4 38.2
340M 100M 25.0 33.0 30.4 18.4 53.7 64.2 49.7 39.2
340M 500M 24.8 33.8 32.2 24.1 57.6 65.3 53.0 41.5
340M 1B 25.3 36.1 32.9 24.6 57.2 64.3 52.5 41.8
539M 50M 24.2 31.0 29.8 19.0 52.9 64.6 50.0 38.8
539M 100M 26.1 31.8 31.6 19.7 54.7 65.3 51.5 40.1
539M 500M 25.1 35.3 34.3 23.6 57.4 64.5 52.5 41.8
539M 1B 25.2 37.3 35.1 24.3 59.3 65.2 51.4 42.6
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Table 12 English downstream benchmark accuracy (%) at the same checkpoints. More target data (higher h) reduces
English performance, reflecting the trade-off between target and non-target domains.

Model Pool ARC-C ARC-E HSwag Lambada PIQA SciQ Wino Avg
101M 50M 23.1 40.2 32.9 31.4 64.7 62.7 50.7 43.7
101M 100M 23.1 40.2 32.6 30.8 64.9 65.3 49.8 43.8
101M 500M 21.3 35.3 28.8 24.6 61.6 57.8 51.5 40.1
101M 1B 21.8 35.5 28.0 22.5 60.7 57.8 51.5 39.7
143M 50M 23.2 40.4 34.6 36.6 65.2 64.0 50.5 44.9
143M 100M 24.6 41.2 34.9 32.5 66.5 67.7 51.0 45.5
143M 500M 23.3 38.8 32.2 29.9 64.6 66.0 48.9 43.4
143M 1B 22.4 38.9 30.3 28.8 63.0 62.8 51.9 42.6
192M 50M 24.7 41.3 37.9 35.5 67.3 66.6 51.9 46.4
192M 100M 23.9 41.3 36.8 35.8 67.7 67.4 51.2 46.3
192M 500M 23.4 41.0 35.0 32.0 65.8 66.1 50.7 44.9
192M 1B 22.1 38.6 31.3 29.4 63.0 62.7 51.8 42.7
340M 50M 24.2 45.2 41.9 39.8 68.9 69.7 52.9 48.9
340M 100M 24.3 44.6 42.3 40.6 69.2 69.9 51.2 48.9
340M 500M 25.4 44.2 40.1 40.0 68.5 70.1 51.7 48.6
340M 1B 24.3 42.3 38.5 38.5 66.2 67.6 51.3 47.0
539M 50M 26.4 46.6 46.5 45.4 70.3 71.4 52.8 51.3
539M 100M 24.7 47.5 46.5 45.4 69.5 72.4 53.7 51.4
539M 500M 24.6 46.6 45.2 43.1 69.2 70.1 52.4 50.2
539M 1B 24.3 45.4 42.3 42.1 67.5 69.0 49.7 48.6

N Limitations

We did not tune training hyperparameters jointly with the mixture and repetition settings, instead using
standard values throughout. It is possible that interactions between learning rate, batch size, or schedule and
the number of repetitions could shift the optimal operating points we report. Additionally, all experiments use
a single architecture family (GPT-2-style decoder-only transformers); whether the observed scaling behavior
transfers to other architectures remains an open question. We leave both explorations to future work. Our
largest model is 939M parameters; while we observe consistent trends across model sizes suggesting the
scaling law extrapolates, verifying this at scales of tens or hundreds of billions of parameters would require
substantially more compute than available for this study.

Apple and the Apple logo are trademarks of Apple Inc., registered in the U.S. and other countries and regions.
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