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Abstract

Frontier AI systems are increasingly natively multimodal, jointly pretrained on
multiple modalities, such as text, vision, and audio. However, the scientific under-
standing of the multimodal data mixtures used to pretrain these systems — how
much of each modality to mix, and at what potential interference cost to the others
— is largely absent or gatekept. In this work, we derive data mixing scaling laws
for three modalities: text, vision, and audio. Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) increasingly adopt Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architectures, as MoEs
scale efficiently and partially limit cross-modal interference. We therefore use
MoEs to conduct 268 experiments ranging from 457M to 8.3B parameters, on up to
150 billion tokens. Our work leads to multiple actionable insights into multimodal
data mixing for training MLLMs. First, compute optima are modality-specific:
audio modality is model-heavy, favoring scaling parameters over tokens, while
text and vision require balanced scaling of model size and data. Second, repeating
vision or audio data beyond 2x yields negligible benefits. Finally, cross-modal
interactions are highly asymmetric: vision strongly interferes with audio, whereas
audio’s interference with learning text and vision is negligible. Overall, we provide
a principled foundation for understanding the multimodal data mixtures needed to
train frontier MLLMs.

1 Introduction

Frontier AI systems are increasingly natively multimodal [15, 47, 43, 39]. Yet details of how these
systems are trained remain largely opaque, kept behind closed doors as trade secrets. Public scaling
recipes [25, 19] are therefore often insufficient for practitioners training multimodal systems, where
pretraining introduces additional design decisions: data mixtures, architectural choices, training
strategies, and modality-specific algorithms. One trend that has stood out is the convergence toward
Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models for multimodality [9, 39, 15, 47, 43]. This convergence is
natural for two reasons. First, MoEs scale capacity through sparse activation [72], decoupling
parameter count from compute and making it tractable to grow models large enough to serve
heterogeneous signals. Second, sparse routing permits modality-specific expert allocation, allowing
parameters to specialize to distinct modalities and partially insulate them from one another [61, 32, 29].
Despite this architectural advantage, jointly training text, vision, and audio still introduces non-
trivial optimization complexity [48, 14], as modalities have distinct feature representations, follow
heterogeneous training dynamics [30], and compete for the same finite parameter capacity and routing
budget, often interfering with one another.

Data imbalance further compounds this capacity competition. In realistic multimodal pretraining
mixtures, modalities differ substantially in dataset availability, filtering quality, and target mixture
proportions [73, 62, 60]. As a result, non-text modalities such as vision and audio are often trained in
data-constrained regimes, where maintaining a desired mixture may require repeated passes over the
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Figure 1: Predicted loss curves and observed values for OOD training scales and regimes: (i) Val
Scratch: a 12.6B-A3.8B MoE trained for 200B tokens (185B text, 7.5B vision, 7.5B audio); (ii) Val
non-text-heavy CPT: continual pretraining (CPT) of a text-only 8.3B-A2.6B MoE on 50B tokens
(10B text, 20B (unique 10B×2) each vision and audio); and (iii) Val text-heavy CPT: CPT of text-only
8.3B-A2.6B MoE on 40B text, 5B each of vision and audio. Observed points are very close to the
predicted curves. The only exception is the text loss in (ii), where CPT causes a significant spike in
text loss (Appendix H) and does not stabilize, unlike (iii), which has a higher text proportion.

same examples. While the repetition tolerance of text is well characterized [40], the saturation point
for repeated vision or audio data remains unknown. Prior work [1, 57, 53, 36, 60] has begun to address
parts of this picture, including bimodal text–vision interactions and individual continuous-modality
scaling laws. However, a unified framework that jointly handles text, vision, and audio under realistic,
repetition-aware, data-imbalanced mixtures is still missing.

In this work, we introduce a unified scaling-law framework for native multimodal MoE pretraining
that models a given target modality’s validation loss in the presence of other modalities. Starting from
the standard Chinchilla form [19], our formulation accounts for three effects that arise in realistic
multimodal mixtures. First, we model directional cross-modal transfer, capturing when a source
modality helps or hurts a target modality. Second, we model mixture-dependent capacity sharing,
capturing the loss of effective capacity when modalities compete for the same finite parameter
and routing budget in MoE architectures. Third, we model repetition saturation, capturing the
diminishing utility of repeated passes over scarce non-text data. The resulting law reduces to the
standard Chinchilla form in the unimodal limit and generalizes prior bimodal interaction laws [1]
to directional, unbalanced, and repetition-aware mixtures. We fit the law on a controlled suite of
MoE pretraining runs spanning 457M to 8.3B total parameters and up to 150B tokens per run,
totaling roughly 300k GH200-hours. Collectively, our experiments yield several insights for native
multimodal pretraining:

• Compute allocation is modality-specific. Text and vision should be scaled by growing parameters
and tokens in tandem. Audio follows a more model-heavy regime, where extra compute is better
spent on increasing capacity than adding more audio tokens.

• Cross-modal transfer is asymmetric. Text and vision interfere with one another, whereas audio’s
interference with both modalities is negligible, making it an effectively inert addition to the data
mixture. Vision is the most disruptive source, especially for audio, making it the most expensive
modality to mix in when audio is also an evaluation target.

• Repeated non-text data saturates quickly. The repetition tolerance observed for text [40] does
not directly carry over to continuous modalities: vision and audio both show sharply diminishing
returns after roughly two passes over the same data. Beyond this point, compute is better spent on
additional unique data or larger models.

Finally, we show that the fitted law extrapolates beyond its training distribution (Figure 1) to larger
compute budgets, out-of-distribution (OOD) mixture compositions, and continual pretraining. Across
three held-out runs, 8 of 9 modality loss predictions match observed validation loss within 2.6%, and
6 of 9 within 1.1% with a correlation > 0.9.
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Figure 2: Validation loss as a function of model size for text+vision (left) and text+audio (right)
training at 100B total tokens, averaged across modality-specific evaluation sets. Solid curves cor-
respond to training with 5B–25B unique non-text tokens; dashed purple curves repeat 5B unique
tokens 2–5 times. At every model scale, repeating data 5× underperforms training on roughly 15B
unique tokens, motivating the diminishing-returns form of ϕm(rm) in Equation 4.

2 Method

To systematically study how modalities interact during their joint optimization, we introduce a unified
multimodal scaling framework for text, vision, and audio. Standard neural scaling laws model the
validation loss of a target modality as a predictable power-law function of model capacity and token
count [25, 19] as follows:

Lm(N,Dm) = Em +
Am

Nαm
+

Bm

Dβm
m

(1)

Here, m ∈ M, where M = {text, vision, audio}. Let N denote the total parameter count of the
model (including non-active parameters and embeddings [44]), Dm the number of sampled training
tokens from modality m. The first term Em captures the irreducible loss for modality m, while the
second and third terms capture finite-capacity and finite-data effects, respectively [25, 19].

We extend this formulation to capture three factors: (1) data-based positive transfer or interference
between modalities, (2) parametric capacity competition between modalities, and (3) the penalty
incurred by oversampling scarce modality data. In this regard, we propose replacing N and Dm with
Nm

eff = Neff(N,m,M̂), and Dm
eff = Deff(Dm,M̂) which denote the effective number of parameters

and tokens, also taking into account the multimodal data mixture M̂. Intuitively, Neff measures
how much of the MoE’s parameters are effectively available to a target modality once it must be
shared with other modalities, while Deff measures how many of that modality’s tokens are effectively
informative once we discount for the diminishing returns of data repetition and credit (or debit) it for
cross-modal transfer from the co-trained modalities. Concretely, we make one modification to the
Nαm term (Section 2.1) and two modifications to the Dβm

m term (Section 2.2, covering data repetition
and cross-modal transfer). The following sections describe the construction of both of these.

2.1 Mixture-dependent Capacity Sharing N
(m)
eff

Multimodal training changes how a finite model allocates its representational and optimization
capacity: non-target modalities consume optimizer steps, gradients, routing bandwidth, and shared
representation capacity. This forced sharing can hurt the target modality even when the source
modality contains useful information [1], a phenomenon analogous to capacity competition in multi-
task learning [11, 55]. To capture the cost of sharing finite MoE capacity, we replace N with a
target-specific effective capacity parameterized by the capacity-sharing coefficient cm:

N
(m)
eff = N exp(cm(1− hm)) . (2)

Here, hm = Dm/
∑

ℓ∈M Dℓ is the mixture weight of modality m and therefore, 1−hm =
∑

k ̸=m hk

denotes the total non-target mixture mass. The coefficient cm is a signed log-capacity coefficient. If
cm < 0, then non-target data reduces the effective capacity available to modality m (we term this
capacity-dilution); if cm > 0, non-target data has a beneficial effect based on shared capacity.
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The exponential form follows from a simple constant fractional change assumption on the log-capacity
scale: ∂ logN

(m)
eff /∂(1− hm) = cm. Thus each additional unit of non-target mixture mass changes

the effective target capacity by a fixed multiplicative factor. It also ensures N (m)
eff > 0 and yields a

simple first-order interaction term. Indeed,

Am

(N
(m)
eff )αm

=
Am

Nαm
exp[−αmcm(1− hm)] ≈ Am

Nαm
[1− αmcm(1− hm)] , (3)

where the approximation holds when |cm| is small. If cm < 0, this adds a positive penalty αm|cm|(1−
hm)Am/Nαm , which vanishes as model capacity increases. This is consistent with the intuition
that increasing model capacity can attenuate negative transfer because of capacity [1].

We use the scalar cm(1 − hm), instead of the directional capacity matrix
∑

k ̸=m uk→mhk, as the
formulation with bidirectional capacity overfits on our limited-scale data (See Appendix G for
comparison).

2.2 Effective Target-Modality Data D
(m)
eff

We hypothesize two factors that move D
(m)
eff away from the raw unique-token count D(m)

unq : a within-
modality repetition factor ϕm(rm) capturing the diminishing returns of re-passing the same examples,
and a between-modality transfer factor exp

(∑
k ̸=m vk→m hk

)
capturing help (or interference) from

co-trained modalities.

Repetition-aware target data. In real-world mixtures, modalities like audio are seen multiple
times while text is seen only once. To model the diminishing returns of data repetition, let D(m)

unq

be the number of unique tokens from modality m and rm = Dm/D
(m)
unq ≥ 1 be the repetition ratio.

We define the repetition-aware effective target-modality data, Dr
m = D

(m)
unq ϕm(rm), where ϕm(rm)

is a return-on-repetition function. ϕm(rm) should ideally encode the following: the first pass over
unique data is fully valuable (ϕm(1) = 1), repeated passes still help (ϕ′

m(r) > 0), but the marginal
value of each additional repeat decays (ϕ′′

m(r) < 0). Our repetition ablations (Figure 2) also show
that repeated non-text data quickly falls behind fresh data, motivating an exponentially decaying
marginal-utility model for ϕm. We therefore use the following formulation, inspired by similar prior
formulations [40, 34]:

ϕm(rm) = 1 +R⋆
m

(
1− exp

(
−rm − 1

R⋆
m

))
, (4)

where R⋆
m > 0 is a modality-specific repetition scale. This form would imply that as rm → ∞,

ϕm(rm) → 1 +R⋆
m. Thus, R⋆

m can be interpreted as the maximum number of additional fresh-data-
equivalent epochs available through repetition.

Directional cross-modal transfer. Next, we model how the presence of a source modality k’s
data alters the learning efficiency of a target modality m. A natural starting point is an additive
effective-data model (assuming no repetition) [34],

Dt
m = Dm +

∑
k ̸=m

τk→mDk, (5)

where τk→m > 0 indicates positive transfer and τk→m < 0 indicates interference. However,
for negative τk→m, additive effective data can become non-positive in highly skewed mixtures
(|Dk| ≫ |Dm|), making the power-law term ill-defined. This is especially problematic when a scarce
target modality is trained with a large amount of non-target modality data.

To preserve the interpretation of transfer while guaranteeing positivity, we model transfer on the
log-effective-data scale:

logDt
m = logDm +

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhk. ⇒ Dt
m = Dm exp

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhk

 . (6)
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Here, the variable vk→m is the directional transfer coefficient. Using an exponential function
ensures that our effective data count always remains strictly positive, even in the event of severe
cross-modal interference (a highly negative vk→m) or a highly skewed data mixture. Positive vk→m

means that increasing the mixture weight of modality k increases the effective data for target modality
m; negative vk→m means that modality k interferes with the learning of modality m.

This exponential form can also be viewed as a locally additive transfer model. Let gm =∑
k ̸=m vk→mhk, then for small transfer magnitudes, a first-order Taylor expansion gives:

Dt
m = Dm exp(gm) ≈ Dm

(
1 + gm +O(g2m)

)
= Dm +

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhkDm +O(g2m)Dm. (7)

Thus, to first order, the log-linear model behaves like an additive effective-data model with local
additive coefficient τ localk→m = vk→mhkDm/Dk. When data are unrepeated, and total tokens are fixed,
Dk/Dm = hk/hm, so τ localk→m = vk→mhm. Hence the proposed parameterization is a first-order
log-linear analogue of additive transfer, but it remains positive for all finite vk→m and all mixture
weights. Substituting Equation 6 into the data term gives

Bm

(Dt
m)βm

=
Bm

Dβm
m

exp

−βm

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhk

 ≈ Bm

Dβm
m

1− βm

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhk

 , (8)

where the approximation stands for small |vk→m|. Therefore, positive transfer reduces the finite-data
loss term, while interference increases it.

Combining the repetition correction ϕm(rm) from the previous paragraph with this directional
transfer factor gives the full effective target-modality data,

D
(m)
eff = D(m)

unq ϕm(rm) exp

∑
k ̸=m

vk→mhk

 , (9)

the data-side analogue of the capacity-sharing N
(m)
eff from Section 2.1.

2.3 Unified Multimodal Scaling Law

Plugging N
(m)
eff (Section 2.1) and D

(m)
eff (Section 2.2) into Equation 1 yields the final law:

Lm = Em +
Am

[N exp(cm(1− hm))]
αm

+
Bm[

D
(m)
unqϕm(rm) exp

(∑
k ̸=m vk→mhk

)]βm
. (10)

This equation reduces to the standard unimodal law when hm = 1, hk = 0 for k ̸= m, and rm = 1.
Our unified formulation also generalizes prior bimodal interaction laws [1] to directional, unbalanced,
and repetition-aware mixtures. In Appendix B, we elaborate on how our log-linear capacity and
transfer terms recover existing additive bimodal formulations under small-interaction approximations.
We also ablate scaling law formulations without each of our proposed components and show that our
formulation generalizes the best. The analysis can be found in Appendix G.

3 Experimental Setup

To empirically fit the variables in our unified scaling framework, we design a highly controlled suite
of pretraining experiments across six Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) parameter scales (457M to 8.3B
total parameters) on curated multimodal mixtures.

Models. Wan et al. [63] show in MoEs, the hidden dimension (dmodel) is rank-preserving, meaning
the relative performance ordering of models remains stable across compute and parameter scales for
different dmodel values. This allows us to vary model capacity via the hidden dimension and attribute
downstream performance changes to multimodal data mixtures rather than architectural confounds.
All models in our experiments utilize 32 layers, Grouped Query Attention [3] with 16 attention heads
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and 4 key-value heads, 1 shared expert, 16 routable experts (of which 2 are chosen for each token),
an expert hidden dimension of dmodel, and untied embeddings. dmodel varies from 384 to 2048, and
SwiGLU activation is used along with QK-Norm for training stability [58]. More training details and
exact model sizes can be found in Appendix D.

Tokenizers. For text, we use the tokenizer from Mistral-Nemo [2] (vocabulary size 131K), Emu3.5
tokenizer [10] for images (vocabulary size 131K) and WavTokenizer (vocabulary size 4K) [23] with
a token rate of 40 tokens/second for audio.

Datasets and Evaluations. We use high-quality, permissive 1 datasets for each modality to maximize
signal in our limited-scale experiments and ensure training stability. Our data composition deliberately
mimics the distribution mixtures used in real-world MLLM pretraining, following the methodologies
of Apertus for text [18], Chameleon for vision [58], and Voxtral for audio [33]. Briefly, the text
corpus balances general knowledge, reasoning, and coding; the vision corpus employs both standard
and reversed image-caption pairs to encourage bidirectional alignment; and the audio corpus mixes
speech-only datasets with synthetic interleaved audio-text sequences. Our validation sets consist
of 100 million token subsets drawn from these same distributions. Moreover, note that the vision
and audio losses include the loss on text tokens from their respective validation sets. Full dataset
breakdowns, sourcing details, and license filtering protocols are provided in Appendix E.

Hyperparameters. Following the Step Law [28], we perform a hyperparameter sweep over learning
rates and batch sizes (detailed in Appendix C). Across all model scales and modalities, we find that
applying a 1× Step Law learning rate and a 2× Step Law batch size consistently achieves the
lowest or close to the lowest loss, and we use this configuration for all subsequent experiments. To
check seed sensitivity, we ran the smallest and largest models for 30B tokens with three different seeds
and observed < 0.3% variance in validation loss; we therefore conduct the rest of our experiments
with a single seed.

Experiment Grid. For each model scale, we run a controlled grid of pretraining experiments designed
to isolate the main factors in our scaling law: unimodal scaling, repetition saturation, pairwise cross-
modal transfer, and three-way modality interference. All runs are trained in an autoregressive fashion
and evaluated on the held-out modality-specific validation sets described above, and the resulting
losses are used to jointly fit the scaling law in Section 2.3. Our grid consists of the following:

• Unimodal scaling. (1) Text-only baselines: 10B, 20B, 40B, and 100B tokens; (2) vision and
audio baselines: 5B, 10B, 15B, 20B, and 25B tokens.

• Text–vision and text–audio mixtures. Text-skewed: (1) Dtext +Dvision = 100B with Dvision ∈
{5, 10, 15, 20, 25}B, and (2) Dtext +Daudio = 100B with Daudio ∈ {5, 10, 15, 20, 25}B. Balanced:
(3) 25B+25B text–vision and (4) 25B+25B text–audio.

• Repetition ablations. (1) Dtext +Dvision = 100B with Dvision
unq = 5B and rm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}; (2)

Dtext +Daudio = 100B with Daudio
unq = 5B and rm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}.

• Vision–audio and three-way mixtures. (1) 25B vision + 25B audio; (2)
Dtext + Dvision + Daudio = 150B with Dtext = 100B and (Dvision, Daudio) ∈
{(45, 5), (41.5, 8.5), (37.5, 12.5), (33, 17), (25, 25)}B.

In the three-way mixtures, we allocate more vision than audio tokens because open-source vision
datasets are typically much larger than audio ones (e.g., Mint-1T [5] vs. USP [13]), so realistic
multimodal mixtures are likely vision-skewed.

Joint Scaling Law Fitting. To robustly fit the coefficients in Equation 10, we jointly optimize all
modality-specific scaling exponents (αm, βm), cross-modal transfer coefficients vk→m, and repetition
penalties. We minimize the Huber loss [20] on log validation loss with the L-BFGS algorithm [42].

4 Unimodal Scaling Laws

We first examine the per-modality scaling behaviors, which lets us ask a basic resource-allocation
question: for text, vision, and audio, should additional compute be spent on parameters, on tokens, or
on scaling both in tandem?

1CC BY 4.0 and similarly licensed
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Different modalities reward different compute allocations: text and vision benefit roughly
equally from extra parameters and tokens, whereas audio benefits more from parameters.
Table 1 reports the irreducible loss Em, the fitted scaling exponents (αm, βm), and the induced
compute-optimal exponents (a = βm/(αm + βm), b = αm/(αm + βm)), assuming C ∝ N ×D,
Nopt ∝ Ca and Dopt ∝ Cb). Vision has the highest scaling exponents in our setup, with αvis = 0.50
and βvis = 0.51 — both about 50% above the corresponding text values (αtext = βtext = 0.34) and
the audio model exponent (αaud = 0.32). In other words, increasing either model size or training
tokens reduces vision loss faster than for the other two modalities. Moreover, as αvis and βvis are
close, vision’s compute-optimal split is balanced (a = 0.50, b = 0.50). Audio has a more asymmetric
profile (αaud = 0.32, βaud = 0.52): the data term shrinks faster than the model term, and the induced
compute-optimal split tilts toward model size (Nopt∝C0.62, Dopt∝C0.38). Text has α = β = 0.34,
giving a balanced compute-optimal split (a = b = 0.50) close to the original Chinchilla finding
[19]; therefore, standard text-only recipes remain reasonable for the text portion of a multimodal
mixture. Relative to existing scaling laws, while text and vision compute-optimality exponents look
very similar, our audio exponents sit in a more model-heavy regime, plausibly reflecting (i) the
architectural shift from dense to sparse MoE (compared to SODA [36]) and (ii) higher per-token
information density in our high-quality, filtered corpora compared to web-scale data [21, 56].

Table 1: Fitted scaling-law exponents for each modality in comparison to prior art: Chinchilla [19]
and TGL [59] for text, NMM [53] for vision, and SODA [36] for audio. We report the irreducible
loss Em, the scaling exponents αm, βm, and the induced compute-optimal exponents a, b.

Modality / Reference Em αm βm Nopt ∝ Ca Dopt ∝ Cb

Text 1.91 0.34 0.34 0.50 0.50
Vision 5.67 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.50
Audio 4.36 0.32 0.52 0.62 0.38

Chinchilla [19] (text-dense) 1.69 0.34 0.28 0.46 0.54
TGL [59] (text-MoE) – – – 0.51 0.49
NMM [53] (vision-dense) 1.90 0.30 0.34 0.53 0.47
SODA [36] (audio-dense) – – – 0.37 0.58

5 Modality Data Mixing: Transfer, Interference, and Repetition

After examining how each modality scales with parameters and data, we subsequently investigate
the effects of the presence of non-target modalities. We primarily seek to answer the following three
practical mixture-design questions: (1) Which modalities help or hurt one another? (2) How quickly
repeated non-text data saturates? (3) Which modalities are most sensitive to sharing model capacity?

Cross-modal transfer is asymmetric: audio yields no significant transfer to text and vision,
while vision is the most disruptive source, particularly for audio. Figure 3 (Left) presents
the transfer coefficients vk→m from our unified scaling law. The joint fit assigns audio a small
positive transfer to both text (vaudio→text = 0.146) and vision (vaudio→vision = 0.130), but neither
coefficient is stable across leave-one-scale-out folds as their standard deviations exceed their means
(vaudio→text = 0.009± 0.37, vaudio→vision = 0.104± 0.23; Table 4). We therefore view audio as
an inert modality for the other two modalities. In contrast, text and vision exhibit mutual negative
interference, with vvision→text = −0.558 and vtext→vision = −0.583.2 This means, for a mixture
containing 1T text tokens and 100B vision tokens, the 100B vision tokens effectively cancel the effect
of 50.72B text tokens (= −0.558× (1T/(1T + 100B))× 100B, Section 2.2). Vision tokens induce
an even more pronounced penalty on audio performance (vvision→audio = −0.795), whereas the
interference by text tokens is relatively mild (vtext→audio = −0.102). Practically, this makes vision
the most expensive modality to mix in when audio and text are also evaluation targets.

Repeating non-text data beyond two epochs is rarely worth the compute. Our scaling laws
give R⋆

vision = 1.00 and R⋆
audio = 1.76. Since ϕm(rm) → 1 + R⋆

m as rm → ∞, this caps the value
2Interestingly, refitting the vision-side terms (A,B,E, vtext→vision, vaudio→vision) separately to image understanding (text-

token loss on image–caption pairs) and image generation (image-token loss on caption–image pairs) yields vtext→vision=
+0.400/ − 0.716 and vaudio→vision = +0.346/ + 0.052 (understanding/generation). Thus, both text and audio transfer
positively to image understanding, and the negative joint text→vision transfer is driven primarily by image generation.
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Figure 3: (Left) Cross-Modal Transfer Matrix of directional log-transfer coefficients vk→m; positive
values (blue) indicate synergistic transfer and negative values (red) indicate interference. (Middle,
Right) Marginal worth of each successive epoch for audio and vision, expressed as a fraction of one
unique-data epoch. Repetition beyond two epochs yields steeply diminishing returns: by the third
epoch, each new pass is worth ≤43.2% unique data for audio and ≤23.2% unique data for vision.

of repetition at about 2.0 fresh-data-equivalent epochs for vision and 2.76 for audio, which means
repeating cannot substitute for more than roughly one extra epoch’s worth of fresh vision tokens or
two of fresh audio tokens. Figure 3 (middle, right) makes this concrete by showing the worth of each
successive epoch as a fraction of one unique-data epoch. For vision, the second epoch contributes
63% of a fresh epoch, the third 23%, and the fifth only 3%; audio decays more gradually, with the
third epoch worth 43% and the fifth 14%. The same pattern is visible in Figure 2: the 5B × 5 (25B
tokens seen) curves track below or at most match the 15B unique-token curves across the entire
model-scale range, despite consuming 67% more sampled tokens. While these findings may seem in
contrast to text, where up to four repetitions of data has previously been shown to suffer minimal
degradation [40], recent work [22] finds that MoEs overfit more rapidly than dense models even
when repeating text data, suggesting that the low repetition utility we observe may partly reflect
model sparsity rather than being inherent to vision and audio. Overall, beyond two epochs, the freed
compute is therefore better spent on additional unique tokens or on a larger model.

Audio is the modality most affected by capacity dilution, reinforcing the case for spending
its compute budget on parameters rather than tokens. Beyond the data-side transfer captured
by vk→m, modalities also compete for finite MoE parameter capacity through the capacity-sharing
term in Eq. 2. Our joint fit gives ctext = −0.46, cvision = −0.85, and caudio = −1.87. All three
are negative, so non-target modality data always shrinks the effective parameter budget available
to a target modality.3 The magnitudes, however, differ markedly. To make these numbers concrete,
consider a mixture in which the target accounts for 10% of training tokens (1 − hm = 0.9). The
effective parameter count for the target modality is N

(m)
eff = N exp(cm · 0.9), giving ≈ 0.66N

for text, ≈ 0.47N for vision, and only ≈ 0.19N for audio. With |caudio| roughly 4× larger than
text and 2× larger than vision, audio’s effective capacity is eroded most by the presence of other
modalities — consistent with its model-heavy, compute-optimal frontier in Table 1 (aaudio = 0.62).
Both observations point in the same direction: audio benefits more than the other two modalities from
additional parameters, whether they are added by scaling the model or recovered by reducing the share
of non-audio data in the mixture. Vision sits between the two, while text is the least capacity-sensitive,
retaining most of its nominal capacity even in heavily skewed multimodal mixtures. This might be
another explanation for the modality-bias dynamics towards text described in prior work [70].

6 Validation at Scale and Practical Implications

Validation. We evaluate the fitted law on three held-out runs not used for fitting. The first is a
12.6B-A3.8B MoE trained for 200B tokens with a heavily text-skewed mixture of 185B text, 7.5B
vision, and 7.5B audio tokens. This tests the fit of our law by extrapolating along three axes: model
size, dataset size, and modality proportions. Our next two runs are continual pretraining (CPT) runs
— a regime our fit has not seen — at the 8.3B-A2.6B scale, both starting from a text-only checkpoint

3We analyze the expert-routing patterns of our models in Appendix I to provide a mechanistic perspective on this observation.
We find no modality-wise expert segregation, suggesting that the dilution arises from modalities sharing the same experts.
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trained on 100B text tokens. The first CPT run trains 10B text + 20B (10B ×2) vision + 20B (10B
×2) audio. The second CPT run trains on 40B text + 5B vision + 5B audio. We use the total (100B
+ CPT) text tokens when using our law to predict losses for the CPT runs.

Across the nine modality-level predictions, predicted and observed validation losses are highly
correlated (Pearson r = 0.999). Eight of nine predictions are within 2.6% of the observed loss, and
six are within 1.1% (Appendix Table 10). These error rates and high correlation suggest that the
fitted law extrapolates well beyond its training distribution across the three held-out settings we test.

Example usage. Let’s assume a practitioner wants to train a 120B-A29B MoE model on 15T tokens
and Dtext

unq = 15T, Dvision
unq = 1T, and Daudio

unq = 500B. Given that all the modalities are equally
important to the practitioner, we minimize (1/|M|)

∑
m∈M(Lm −Em), i.e., the sum of residuals

for all modalities using SLSQP [27] and multistart [49, 50]. The results suggest using only 9.7T of
the text tokens, repeating 1T unique vision tokens 2.6 times, and repeating 500B audio tokens 5.3
times for the optimal MLLM. The example illustrates how scaling laws fitted using our framework
can be used to derive context-specific optimal training mixtures. In Section 9, we discuss why these
fitted coefficients should not be treated as universal.

7 Related Works

Scaling Laws from Text to Multimodal. Foundational work in scaling establishes predictable power-
law relationships between model capacity, compute, and dataset size for language models [25, 19].
Henighan et al. [17] show that such scaling behavior extends beyond text to autoregressive image,
video, and image-text modeling. Recent work extends these laws to sparse architectures: Wan et al.
[63] derive holistic MoE scaling laws to map compute budgets to optimal MoE configurations, Tian
et al. [59] introduce an “Efficiency Leverage” metric linking expert activation and compute via power
laws. Scaling laws have also been proposed for individual modalities: vision [53] and audio [36].
Beyond empirical fits, Caballero et al. [8] propose Broken Neural Scaling Laws capturing diverse
tasks and modalities. Recent works have also presented scaling behaviors in mixed-modal systems,
for example, Aghajanyan et al. [1] explored mixed-modal scaling laws unifying the contributions
of modalities, deriving a bi-modal scaling law, while Tian et al. [60] and Shukor et al. [53] studied
the scaling properties of native, early-fusion multimodal models under various data constraints.
Sun et al. [57] propose extending decoder-based scaling laws to multimodal models via modality-
specific tokenization efficiency. Zhang et al. [69] introduce MiCo, demonstrating emergent abilities
across 10 modalities. Under data constraints, Muennighoff et al. [40] find that up to 4× repetition
remains beneficial for text. However, similar systematic studies to identify the limits of repetition and
saturation are lacking for non-text modalities.

Multimodal Interference and Sparse Architectures. Joint training across modalities often induces
modality bias, with dense models over-relying on text [70, 64]. In architectures like Chameleon
[58], this requires disproportionately large text token budgets to maintain performance. Sparse
approaches mitigate this: Mixture-of-Transformers [31], MoMa [32], and Uni-MoE [29] route tokens
to modality-aware experts, reducing negative transfer and compute. Zhang et al. [68] exploit modality
asymmetry via specialized expert groups (AsyMoE), while Tong et al. [61] highlight vision–language
scaling asymmetries in MoEs. MM1 [37] shows strong sensitivity to data mixtures and tokenization,
but lacks a scaling formulation.

8 Conclusion

We introduce a unified scaling-law framework for native multimodal MoE pretraining that captures
how the amount of data, model capacity, data repetition, and cross-modal interactions shape per-
modality loss. Our work shows that multimodal scaling is a resource-allocation problem as well, in
which modalities differ in how they benefit from data, compete for capacity, tolerate repetition, and
affect one another. Our results lead to several broader takeaways. First, compute-optimal allocation is
modality-specific: text and vision favor a uniform Chinchilla-style recipe, while audio benefits more
from extra parameters than extra tokens. Second, cross-modal transfer is asymmetric: audio is inert
with respect to text and vision, whereas text and vision interfere negatively with audio and each other.
Third, both vision and audio saturate near two fresh-data-equivalent epochs, after which compute is
better spent on more unique tokens or a larger model. Finally, audio is roughly 4× more sensitive
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than text and 2× more sensitive than vision to capacity sharing, consistent with its model-heavy
compute-optimal frontier. More broadly, our work has practical implications for frontier MLLM
development, where training recipes are often opaque and compute is too expensive for exhaustive
trial-and-error search. Our work can also serve as a planning tool by estimating the cost of adding a
modality, revealing when scarce data should be repeated versus replaced with model scaling, and
exposing which modalities are likely to dominate or degrade the learned representations. Extending
this framework to more modalities, tasks, architectures, and data distributions is a step toward more
predictable and transparent multimodal training.

9 Limitations and Future Work

In Section 6, we show that our derived scaling law extrapolates to a larger from-scratch model and
to a continual-pretraining setup. However, we leave validation at substantially larger scales (≫10B
active parameters, >1T tokens), extension to additional modalities such as long-form video, and a
mechanistic analysis of why audio interferes so little with the other modalities to future work.

More broadly, because many design choices were held fixed in the experiments we ran to fit the
coefficients of our scaling law, our contribution is best viewed as a framework for fitting context-
specific multimodal scaling laws, rather than a universal law for prescribing exact training mixtures.
For example, the fitted coefficients likely depend on our choice of tokenizers (i.e., Mistral-Nemo
text tokens [2], Emu3.5 image tokens [10], WavTokenizer at 40 tokens/s for audio tokens [23]) and
loss objective (next token prediction), and different choices could shift the absolute values of the
exponents and coefficients. Moreover, different MoE architectural hyperparameters and degrees of
dataset quality could influence the fitted coefficients. However, we expect the qualitative ordering
between models or data mixtures to be robust to these variations [56]. Finally, although modeling
bidirectional capacity sharing did not consistently improve extrapolation in our experiments (Table 9),
additional training runs could improve the identifiability of these coefficients and, more generally,
reduce the coefficient variance observed in Table 5.
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Appendix
A Impact Statement

This work aims to guide the development of future Multimodal LLMs by providing principled
scaling laws for data mixing across text, vision, and audio. Its primary positive impact is a potential
substantial reduction in redundant compute (and the associated environmental cost) as practitioners
can rely on our insights rather than running expensive ablation runs.

At the same time, we acknowledge potential negative impacts, such as the possibility that improve-
ments to joint vision–audio training could contribute to higher-quality deepfakes and voice clones,
with downstream implications for misinformation and fraud. Our contribution is nonetheless foun-
dational rather than directly capability-unlocking, and we believe the value of openly sharing these
insights outweighs the risks of concentrating such knowledge within a handful of frontier labs.

B Relation to Additive Bimodal Scaling Laws

We now show that Equation 10 recovers the structure of prior bimodal interaction laws under a small-
interaction approximation, while generalizing them to directional, unbalanced, and repetition-aware
mixtures.

Consider two modalities i and j, no repetition, and hi + hj = 1. For target modality i,

Li = Ei +AiN
−αi exp[−αicihj ] +BiD

−βi

i exp[−βivj→ihj ].

For small |ci| and |vj→i|,

Li ≈ L
(0)
i − αicihj

Ai

Nαi
− βivj→ihj

Bi

Dβi

i

,

where
L
(0)
i = Ei +

Ai

Nαi
+

Bi

Dβi

i

is the unimodal scaling law for modality i. The same expansion holds for target modality j. If we
evaluate the mixture loss

Lij = hiLi + hjLj ,

then
Lij ≈ hiL

(0)
i + hjL

(0)
j

− hihj

[
αici

Ai

Nαi
+ αjcj

Aj

Nαj

]
− hihj

[
βivj→i

Bi

Dβi

i

+ βjvi→j
Bj

D
βj

j

]
.

For balanced mixtures hi = hj = 1/2, Di = Dj = D/2, and approximately matched exponents,
this becomes

Lij ≈
L
(0)
i + L

(0)
j

2
+

Acap
ij

N ᾱ
+

Btr
ij

Dβ̄
, (11)

where Acap
ij and Btr

ij are induced interaction coefficients determined by (ci, cj , vi→j , vj→i) and the
unimodal constants. Equation 11 has the same “average unimodal law plus additive interaction
powers” structure as the bimodal scaling law of Aghajanyan et al. [1].

The present formulation is more general along four axes. First, transfer is directional: vi→j and vj→i

need not be equal. Second, the law applies to arbitrary mixture weights hi, hj , not only balanced
bimodal mixtures. Third, it accounts for repeated data through ϕm(rm). Fourth, the exponential
parameterization guarantees positive effective data even under negative transfer. The only component
not included in Equation 10 is a constant asymptotic synergy term analogous to −Cij in some joint
bimodal laws. We omit this term because our validation losses are target-modality losses: with
unlimited target-modality data and capacity, auxiliary modalities should not change the irreducible
target loss Em. If the evaluation objective is instead the joint likelihood of paired modalities, a
constant mutual-information offset can be added as an additional term.
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Figure 4: Validation loss as a function of (left) training tokens D at fixed model sizes and (right) total
parameter count N at fixed dataset sizes. Text has the lowest irreducible loss Em, while vision has the
highest. Vision also exhibits large fitted scaling exponents for both data and model scale, indicating
steep improvements with both additional data (βvision) and model parameters (αvision).

C Learning Rate and Batch Size

We follow the Step Law [28] to compute the learning rate (LR) and batch size (BS), and treat these
computed values as the 1× setting. We then ablate around this point using LR ∈ {0.3×, 1×, 3×}
and BS ∈ {0.5×, 1×, 2×} (with 1× BS = 4M tokens). We train our smallest (d_model = 384) and
our biggest model (d_model = 2048) for 30B tokens under each configuration; results are shown in
Figure 5.

Across both models and all three modalities (text, audio, vision), the combination of 1× LR with 2×
BS consistently achieves the lowest or close to the lowest loss. Smaller batch sizes (0.5×) degrade
performance, while increasing to 2× yields stable improvements, suggesting benefits from reduced
gradient noise at this scale. The 1× BS setting remains competitive but is generally slightly worse
than 2×.

We also observe that big models are less sensitive to LR and BS variations than smaller ones, though
the same optimal region (1× LR, 2× BS) holds across both model sizes. Overall, these results support
using the Step LR-derived learning rate and moderately increasing the batch size to 2×.

D Training Configurations

Table 2 shows the exact sizes of the models. Each of our experiments is run on 64 Nvidia-GH200
GPUs with 96GB VRAM each, and the full sweep of 268 runs amounts to ∼300k GH200-hours
of compute. We use the Megatron-LM [52] framework to train our models. In our preliminary
experiments, we saw that micro batch sizes (MBS) greater than 1 lead to a non-trivial speedup,
and therefore we use expert-parallelism (EP) to achieve MBS> 1 for all the models. Global batch
sizes (GBS) are chosen to be divisible by EP×EDP (Expert Data Parallelism), while being close to
discovered optimal batch sizes from Appendix C. Table 3 contains the training hyperparameters in
detail.

E Datasets

We use high-quality permissive datasets for each modality to maximize signal in our limited-scale
experiments and to ensure training stability, as lower-quality multimodal data is known to exhibit
unstable training dynamics [65]. The data composition for each modality is deliberately aligned with
the distribution mixtures used in real-world multimodal large language model (MLLM) pretraining,
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Figure 5: Training losses across different multipliers of optimum learning rates (LR) and batch sizes
(BS) obtained using Step Law [28]. dmodel = 384 and dmodel = 2048 denote the smallest and largest
models studied in our work, respectively. The predicted learning rate by Step Law is the best for our
case as well, but the optimal batch size is twice the predicted value. It is very close to the best, if not
the best, for all three modalities: text, vision, and audio.

following the methodologies of Apertus [18] for text, Chameleon [58] for vision, and Voxtral [33]
for audio. Specifically, our text corpus is constructed to balance general knowledge, reasoning,
and coding capabilities; it comprises 50% FineWeb-HQ and 32.5% FineWeb2-HQ [38] for general
text, supplemented by 7.5% MegaMath-Web-Pro [71] and 10% Stack v2-Edu [24, 35]. For the
vision modality, we sample from the LLaVA-OneVision-1.5 Mid-Training dataset [4], employing an
even split of 50% standard image-caption pairs and 50% reversed caption-image pairs to encourage
bidirectional cross-modal alignment. Finally, our audio training mixture consists of 50% audio-only
samples from the Unsupervised People Speech dataset [13]. The remaining 50% uses paired speech–
text data in two formats: interleaved audio-text sequences (also inspired by [41] and [66]) when the
underlying data supports segment- or turn-level composition, and direct ASR-style audio–text pairs
otherwise. The interleaved subset includes People’s Speech [12], WenetSpeech [67], LegCo Speech4,
CoRal V3 conversation data [54], and Emilia-YODAS [16]. The direct ASR-style subset includes
AISHELL-1&3 [7, 51], Multilingual LibriSpeech [45], HUI-Audio-Corpus-German [46], Common
Voice 245, and CoRal V3 read-aloud data [54]. Together, these datasets provide coverage across
English, Mandarin, Cantonese, German, other European languages, and broader multilingual speech.

4LegCo Speech
5Common Voice 24

Table 2: Hidden size and parameter counts (millions) for all the models used in this study. The active
and total parameter count only consists of the non-embedding parameters. Model hyperparameters
other than the hidden dimension (dmodel) are mentioned in Section 3.

dmodel Active (M) Total (M) Embedding (M)
384 54.5 252.7 204.7
576 122.4 568.3 307.0
768 217.5 1010.2 409.3
1152 489.0 2272.7 614.0
1536 869.1 4040.0 818.7
2048 1544.7 7181.8 1091.6
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Table 3: Training hyperparameters for different models. Model labels follow the (TOTAL PARAMS)-
A(ACTIVE PARAMS) convention with both counts including untied embeddings. EP, MBS, and GBS
denote the size of the expert parallel group, micro batch size, and the global batch size, respectively.
Model hyperparameters other than the hidden dimension (dmodel) are mentioned in Section 3.

Model name Model dmodel EP MBS GBS Learning Rate Tokens (B)

M1 457M-A259M 384 1 4

256 1.73× 10−3 5
256 2.15× 10−3 10
256 2.43× 10−3 15
256 2.65× 10−3 20
256 2.84× 10−3 25
256 3.28× 10−3 40
512 4.35× 10−3 100
768 4.93× 10−3 150

M2 875M-A429M 576 2 2

256 9.74× 10−4 5
256 1.21× 10−3 10
256 1.36× 10−3 15
256 1.49× 10−3 20
256 1.60× 10−3 25
384 1.84× 10−3 40
512 2.44× 10−3 100
768 2.77× 10−3 150

M3 1.4B-A0.6B 768 2 4

256 6.51× 10−4 5
256 8.05× 10−4 10
256 9.12× 10−4 15
256 9.96× 10−4 20
256 1.07× 10−3 25
256 1.23× 10−3 40
512 1.63× 10−3 100
768 1.85× 10−3 150

M4 2.9B-A1.1B 1152 2 4

256 3.63× 10−4 5
256 4.49× 10−4 10
256 5.08× 10−4 15
256 5.55× 10−4 20
256 5.95× 10−4 25
256 6.87× 10−4 40
512 9.10× 10−4 100
768 1.03× 10−3 150

M5 4.9B-A1.7B 1536 2 3

192 2.40× 10−4 5
192 2.98× 10−4 10
192 3.37× 10−4 15
192 3.68× 10−4 20
192 3.94× 10−4 25
384 4.55× 10−4 40
576 6.03× 10−4 100
768 6.83× 10−4 150

M6 8.3B-A2.6B 2048 2 2

256 1.60× 10−4 5
256 1.97× 10−4 10
256 2.24× 10−4 15
256 2.44× 10−4 20
256 2.62× 10−4 25
384 3.02× 10−4 40
512 4.00× 10−4 100
768 4.53× 10−4 150
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F Effect of Data Repetition

F.1 Effect of repeating vision data

Figure 6: Validation loss as a function of model size for the text+vision repetition experiments at
100B total training tokens, on the text-only evaluation set (left) and averaged across the two vision
evaluation sets (right). Solid green curves vary the unique-vision-token budget from 5B to 25B;
dashed purple curves repeat a fixed 5B unique-vision budget 2–5 times. Text loss is essentially
independent of the vision repetition factor, while on the averaged vision panel the gap between
repeated and unique-data curves widens with model scale, with 5B×5 (25B sampled) falling below
the 15B unique-token curve at the largest scales.

The following are our observations from repetition experiments on vision (Figure 6):

• Text-only performance remains relatively stable regardless of the composition of the vision data.
The variance in text loss across all unique and repeated vision configurations across all modal
configurations is close to 4×10−4, confirming that repeating vision data, rather than having unique
vision tokens, does not induce negative transfer or catastrophic forgetting in the text modality
within this MoE architecture.

• For cross-modal evaluation experiments (Text-to-Vision and Vision-to-Text), increasing unique
vision tokens strictly improves performance. However, repetition imposes a severe penalty at
larger model scales. For models with parameters more than half a billion, repeating 5B tokens
5 times (25B total) performs worse than training using just 60% of that token volume (15B) in
unique data.

• At the smallest model scales (e.g., 457M and 875M total parameters), the performance gap between
repeated data (e.g., 5B repeated 2x) and unique data (10B unique) is nearly indistinguishable. This
suggests that smaller models are capacity-bound and saturate their representational limits before
the penalty of data repetition takes full effect, whereas larger models are strictly data-bound and
penalize repetition heavily.

F.2 Effect of repeating audio data

Repeating audio data has similar effects to repeating vision data (Figure 7). Across all audio
evaluations (Audio-only, Audio-Text, and Text-Audio), repeating data yields steeply diminishing
returns. Repeating a 5B token dataset 5 times (25B total tokens) achieves an evaluation loss roughly
equivalent to training using just 40% of that token volume (10B) in unique data. This indicates that
60% of the compute spent on this repetition provides almost zero marginal value. By the same token,
the repetition penalty observed in audio perfectly mirrors the behavior observed in vision. In both
continuous modalities, repetition beyond 2 epochs simply wastes compute.

F.3 Interference between modalities

Consistent with our repetition experiments, text evaluation remains entirely flat across the varying
mixture ratios (Figure 8), proving that text modality seems agnostic to the changing proportions of
vision and audio tokens in the remaining budget. For both vision and audio evaluations, performance
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Figure 7: Validation loss as a function of model size for the text+audio repetition experiments at 100B
total training tokens, on the text-only evaluation set (left) and averaged across the audio evaluation sets
(right). Solid red curves vary the unique-audio-token budget from 5B to 25B; dashed purple curves
repeat a fixed 5B unique-audio budget 2–5 times. As with vision, text loss is essentially unaffected by
the audio repetition factor, while on the averaged audio panel repeated data underperforms unique data
more strongly at larger model scales: 5B×5 tracks roughly the 10B unique-token curve, indicating
that ∼60% of the additional compute spent on repetition produces little marginal value.

Figure 8: Validation loss as a function of model size for the vision–audio interference experiments
under a fixed 150B-token budget with text held constant at 100B. The remaining 50B tokens are traded
between vision and audio in five splits (45B/5B, 41.5B/8.5B, 37.5B/12.5B, 33B/17B, 25B/25B),
running from vision-dominant (green) to audio-dominant (red). Panels show loss on the text-only
evaluation set (left), averaged across the audio evaluation sets (middle), and averaged across the
vision evaluation sets (right).

curves follow a trivial downward trend corresponding directly to the absolute volume of data provided
for that modality. The curve is so predictable and linear, suggesting that MoE routing effectively
isolates the modalities, mitigating the potential gradient conflicts seen in dense models [30].

G Goodness-of-Fit Results and Scaling Law Variants

We test the goodness of the fit through (i) leave-one-out cross-validation across model scales (Table 4),
(ii) random-subset resampling of the configuration grid (Table 5), (iii) training extrapolation to the
largest scale (Table 6), (iv) ablations of each modeling component (Table 7), and (v) a directional-
capacity variant of the law (Tables 8 and 9). Together these establish that the fit is stable across folds,
extrapolates to scales beyond its training range, and that each of the three modeling components —
cross-modal transfer, capacity dilution, and repetition saturation — contributes to predictive accuracy.

We report two goodness-of-fit metrics throughout this section. RMSElog is the root-mean-squared

error between predicted and observed log loss, RMSElog =
(
1
n

∑n
i=1(log L̂i − logLi)

2
)1/2

, and
summarises the fit over all n evaluated runs. The maximum relative error, maxi |L̂i−Li|/Li, instead
reports the single worst-predicted run in the evaluated set, and is the metric we use when we quote a
worst-case error in the main text.
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Table 4: Refits across four interpolation leave-one-out holdouts (M2, M3, M4, M5, with the extremes
M1 (smallest) and M6 (largest) always included in training). The Joint-fit column in (a) reports
coefficients from the fit on all configurations (M1-M6), while Leave-one-scale-out coefficient
estimates are averaged over the four leave-one-out folds and reported as mean ± standard deviation.
The metrics in (b) are computed on runs at the scale held out in each fold.

(a) Fitted coefficients.

Coefficient Joint-fit Leave-one-scale-out

Base law (per modality)
EText 1.910 1.920± 0.127
αText 0.337 0.359± 0.012
βText 0.337 0.323± 0.083
EVision 5.670 5.727± 0.051
αVision 0.568 0.598± 0.037
βVision 0.508 0.574± 0.047
EAudio 4.365 4.295± 0.171
αAudio 0.324 0.359± 0.058
βAudio 0.519 0.467± 0.169
Cross-modal transfer
vV→T −0.558 −0.635± 0.245
vT→V −0.583 −0.651± 0.088
vA→T +0.146 0.009± 0.366
vT→A −0.102 −0.411± 0.327
vA→V +0.130 0.104± 0.231
vV→A −0.795 −0.798± 0.093
Repetition saturation
R⋆

V 0.998 1.138± 0.142
R⋆

A 1.758 1.745± 0.132
Capacity dilution
cText −0.457 −0.439± 0.109
cVision −0.846 −0.767± 0.079
cAudio −1.873 −1.471± 0.456

(b) Metrics on the held-out scale.

Holdout RMSElog
Maximum relative error (%)

Overall Text Vision Audio

M2 0.0060 2.31 1.25 1.41 2.31
M3 0.0066 1.25 1.25 1.23 1.11
M4 0.0073 2.06 1.45 1.19 2.06
M5 0.0068 1.95 1.77 1.04 1.95

Cross-validation (Interpolation) across model scales. We perform a four-fold leave-one-out cross-
validation over the four middle scales (M2, M3, M4, M5), keeping the smallest (M1) and largest
(M6) in the training set in every fold so the held-out scale is always interpolated. Table 4 reports
the fitted coefficients (mean±std across folds) and per-fold validation metrics on the held-out scale.
The base-law and capacity-dilution coefficients are stable across folds (e.g., αText = 0.359± 0.012,
EText = 1.92± 0.13, cText = −0.439± 0.11), and the held-out validation loss is matched to within
2.31% in every fold. The fit therefore does not depend on any single intermediate scale and is stable
to interpolation.

Random-subset resampling of the configuration grid. We also test the stability of the law by
refitting it on five independent random subsets containing 90% of the fitted points, drawn without
regard to scale, mixture, or repetition setting. Table 5 compares the coefficients estimated from the
joint fit across all runs against the average coefficient values estimated from these five subsets. The
base-law exponents, capacity-dilution coefficients, and repetition-saturation points are recovered
consistently, and the text–vision transfer coefficients retain both their sign and approximate magni-
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Table 5: Coefficients under random-subset resampling: five independent refits, each on a random
90% subset of the fitted configurations. The Joint-fit column reports coefficients fit on the full data.
Random-subset Refit estimates are averaged over five 90% subsamples of runs and reported as mean
± standard deviation. Coefficients that contain zero within one standard deviation of the average
value are marked†.

Coefficient Joint-fit Random-subset Refits

Base law (per modality)
EText 1.910 2.010± 0.085
αText 0.337 0.360± 0.048
βText 0.337 0.401± 0.062
EVision 5.670 5.675± 0.068
αVision 0.568 0.535± 0.067
βVision 0.508 0.561± 0.049
EAudio 4.365 4.331± 0.203
αAudio 0.324 0.332± 0.066
βAudio 0.519 0.524± 0.173
Cross-modal transfer
vV→T −0.558 −0.595± 0.104
vT→V −0.583 −0.605± 0.088
vA→T +0.146 +0.043± 0.292†

vT→A −0.102 −0.240± 0.118
vA→V +0.130 −0.014± 0.206†

vV→A −0.795 −0.825± 0.174
Repetition saturation
R⋆

V 0.998 1.086± 0.164
R⋆

A 1.758 1.589± 0.174
Capacity dilution
cText −0.457 −0.479± 0.125
cVision −0.846 −0.839± 0.117
cAudio −1.873 −1.737± 0.187

tude. The two audio-source transfer coefficients behave differently: vA→T and vA→V have standard
deviations that exceed their means, and vA→V changes sign relative to the joint fit.

Extrapolation to the largest scale. We test how far the law extrapolates beyond its fitting range by
training on prefixes of the model-size axis and predicting the largest scale (M6). Four regimes (R1–R4
in Table 6) progressively grow the training prefix from M1–M2 (R1, 80 runs) up to M1–M5 (R4, 200
runs); validation is always on M6 so the four regimes are directly comparable. The maximum relative
error on M6 decreases monotonically with the training span: 8.27% in R1, 6.91% in R2, 4.06% in
R3, and 2.46% in R4.

Component ablations. Table 7 ablates each of the three modeling components — cross-modal
transfer, capacity dilution, and repetition saturation — by refitting the law with that component
removed on the full training set. Removing repetition saturation increases the overall RMSElog by
49.4% and capacity dilution by 38.4%; removing cross-modal transfer has little effect on average
RMSElog but worsens Huber loss and worst-case error from 2.16% to 2.61%. Repetition saturation
and capacity dilution are therefore critical for fit quality, while cross-modal transfer reduces worst-case
error further, though not as much as capacity dilution and repetition saturation.

Table 9 also compares the above law variants across extrapolation regimes (along with a directional-
capacity variant discussed in the next section). Leaving out any component performs comparably
across regimes R2, R3, and R4, but the full law is much better (8.27% vs 10.55%, 9.96%, 9.30%) in
R1 when only M1 and M2 runs are used to fit the laws.

Directional-capacity variant. Our default formulation models capacity dilution with one coef-
ficient per target modality, cm (3 coefficients in total for the three modalities). A natural gen-
eralization is to allow the dilution to depend on which source modality is competing: N

(m)
eff =

N exp
(∑

k ̸=m ck→mhk

)
, with one coefficient per ordered (source, target) pair (6 coefficients in
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Table 6: Refits under training extrapolation regimes. Columns R{x-1} (train M1-x) denote the regime
where runs corresponding to models M1, M2, ... Mx are used for fitting, whereas the Joint-fit column
reports coefficients from the fit on all configurations (M1-M6). The metrics in (b) are validated using
M6 runs only (the most distant out-of-sample scale), so the four regimes are directly comparable.
Both RMSElog and Overall Maximum Relative Error decrease monotonically as more model scales
are included in the fit.

(a) Fitted coefficients.

Joint-fit R1 (train M1-2) R2 (train M1-3) R3 (train M1-4) R4 (train M1-5)

Base law (per modality)
EText 1.910 2.197 2.179 2.162 1.930
αText 0.337 0.438 0.383 0.450 0.317
βText 0.337 0.305 0.398 0.324 0.367
EVision 5.670 5.502 6.066 5.997 5.732
αVision 0.568 0.334 1.100 0.830 0.557
βVision 0.508 0.741 0.668 0.828 0.585
EAudio 4.365 5.055 5.037 4.862 4.255
αAudio 0.324 4.252 1.415 0.570 0.281
βAudio 0.519 0.594 0.839 0.936 0.455
Cross-modal transfer
vV→T −0.558 −0.037 −0.568 −0.584 −0.277
vT→V −0.583 −0.291 −0.899 −0.966 −0.686
vA→T 0.146 0.750 0.307 0.173 0.457
vT→A −0.102 −1.576 −1.086 −0.334 −0.298
vA→V 0.130 0.017 0.102 0.167 0.051
vV→A −0.795 −0.992 −0.728 −0.534 −0.527
Repetition saturation
R⋆

V 0.998 1.233 1.197 1.180 1.265
R⋆

A 1.758 1.643 1.505 1.274 1.640
Capacity dilution
cText −0.457 −0.662 −0.538 −0.418 −0.706
cVision −0.846 −1.165 −0.844 −0.634 −0.847
cAudio −1.873 −0.806 −1.337 −2.113 −1.724

(b) Metrics on the held-out M6 scale. ntrain denotes the number of training points in the respective regime.

Estimation Regime ntrain RMSElog
Maximum Relative Error (%)

Overall Text Vision Audio

R1 (train M1-2) 80 0.0430 8.27 4.87 1.19 8.27
R2 (train M1-3) 120 0.0349 6.91 3.70 4.03 6.91
R3 (train M1-4) 160 0.0217 4.06 3.49 3.96 4.06
R4 (train M1-5) 200 0.0094 2.46 2.46 1.78 2.04

total). Tables 8 and 9 compare this directional variant against the default and the three component-
ablations across the same four extrapolation regimes. The directional variant performs comparably to
the default on R1–R3, but slightly worse on R4 (2.54% vs 2.46% maximum relative error on M6), so
the additional three coefficients do not improve extrapolation. Moreover, the vision errors are strictly
worse than the non-directional version (Table 6b). We therefore retain the simpler 3-coefficient form
throughout the paper.

H Scaling Law Validation Results

Table 10 shows the results on out-of-domain datapoints. All the obtained loss values are very close
(< 2.6% error) to their predicted values, barring the test loss in non-text-heavy CPT (6.73% error).
As visible in Figure 9, the text loss increases sharply for the CPT runs, but the non-text-heavy run does
not get enough text tokens for the loss to stabilize, unlike the text-heavy CPT run. We hypothesize
that longer training would stabilize the text loss and bring it closer to our law’s prediction.
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Table 7: Component ablations of the joint fit on the full training set. The “∆ vs Full” column shows
the relative increase in overall RMSElog when the corresponding component is removed. k denotes
the parameters to fit in the resulting scaling law. Per-modality RMSElog and the overall maximum
relative error, both computed on the fitted set, are shown for context. The full law achieves the
minimum in the Maximum Relative Error (Max. rel. err.) column.
Variant k RMSElog ∆ vs Full RMSEText RMSEVision RMSEAudio Max rel. err. (%)

Full law 26 0.0064 – 0.0066 0.0053 0.0073 2.16
No repetition 24 0.0096 +49.4% 0.0062 0.0112 0.0107 3.62
No transfer 20 0.0064 −0.7% 0.0061 0.0061 0.0070 2.61
No capacity 23 0.0089 +38.4% 0.0077 0.0074 0.0111 5.24

Table 8: RMSElog and maximum relative errors (%) for the directional-capacity variant of our scaling
law: a separate ck→m for each (source, target) pair instead of one cm per target in Eq. 2. We use the
same training extrapolation regimes as Table 6 where R{x-1} (train M1-x) denote the regime where
runs corresponding to models M1, M2, ... Mx are used for fitting, and the metrics are computed
on M6 only. ntrain denotes the number of training points in the respective regime. Even though the
RMSElog and overall maximum relative errors are comparable, the vision errors are strictly worse
than the non-directional version (Table 6b).

Regime ntrain RMSElog
Maximum relative error (%)

Overall Text Vision Audio

R1 (train M1-2) 80 0.0441 7.91 5.41 3.88 7.91
R2 (train M1-3) 120 0.0358 6.54 3.89 5.60 6.54
R3 (train M1-4) 160 0.0208 4.84 3.35 4.84 3.62
R4 (train M1-5) 200 0.0101 2.54 2.54 2.21 2.13

I Routing Analysis

In Section 5, we observed that the capacity dilution coefficients, ctext = −0.46, cvision = −0.85, and
caudio = −1.87 were all negative, meaning non-target modality data always shrinks the effective
parameter budget available to a target modality. To mechanistically investigate capacity dilution, we
look at the routing patterns of the models. Following prior work on analysing MoE routing [6, 26], we
accumulate per-expert assignment counts over each modality-specific validation set, giving a per-layer
distribution over experts for every modality, and compare these distributions across modalities using
the Jensen–Shannon divergence (JSD), normalised to [0, 1].

We observe that routing is diffuse rather than modality-specific. At the M6 scale, the per-layer expert-
assignment distributions of the modalities present in the training mixture are nearly indistinguishable:
JSD(text, vision) = 0.003 and JSD(text, audio) = 0.003–0.004. Table 11 reports this divergence
across model scales, where it stays below 0.03 everywhere and decreases with model size. We
see the following observations hold across the model sizes: (i) every trained modality uses the full

Table 9: Metrics on the held-out M6 scale across the four training extrapolation regimes (R1: train
M1-2, R2: train M1-3, R3: train M1-4, R4: train M1-5). Five variants of our law are compared: the
full law, three variants with each modeling component individually removed, and the directional-
capacity variant. Lower is better in every column. Under these extrapolation regimes, we observe that
the full law and the directional capacity variant perform consistently well across the regimes.

RMSElog Maximum relative error (%)
Variant R1 R2 R3 R4 R1 R2 R3 R4

Full law 0.0430 0.0349 0.0217 0.0094 8.27 6.91 4.06 2.46
No transfer 0.0469 0.0379 0.0138 0.0095 10.55 7.94 3.71 2.22
No capacity 0.0436 0.0355 0.0212 0.0139 9.96 7.76 5.58 5.38
No repetition 0.0456 0.0362 0.0218 0.0127 9.30 6.74 4.28 2.70
Directional capacity 0.0441 0.0358 0.0208 0.0101 7.91 6.54 4.84 2.54
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Figure 9: The overall training loss and the text-only loss for (i) Continual run 1: Continual pretraining
(CPT) on a text-only checkpoint trained with 100B tokens. The continual training mixture consists of
10B text, 20B vision (10B repeated twice), and 20B audio (10B repeated twice), (ii) Continual Run 2:
Continual pretraining on the same checkpoint as (i) with 40B text, 5B vision, and 5B audio.

Table 10: Predicted vs. observed validation loss on three held-out runs. Predictions use the fitted
coefficients from Table 1 and Section 5. No parameters are re-tuned on these runs, and 8/9 losses are
predicted to within 2.51%.

Modality Observed Predicted ∆ Relative error

12.6B-A3.8B, from scratch on 200B tokens (185B text / 7.5B vision / 7.5B audio)
Text 2.4264 2.4874 +0.0610 +2.51%
Vision 6.4240 6.4185 −0.0055 −0.09%
Audio 5.2589 5.1470 −0.1119 −2.13%

8.3B-A2.6B, non-text-heavy continual pretraining: 10B text + 20B vision (r=2) + 20B audio (r=2)
Text 2.7840 2.5967 −0.1872 −6.73%
Vision 6.2183 6.2249 +0.0067 +0.11%
Audio 5.0230 5.0178 −0.0053 −0.10%

8.3B-A2.6B, text-heavy continual pretraining: 40B text + 5B vision + 5B audio
Text 2.5897 2.5627 −0.0271 −1.04%
Vision 6.4872 6.5974 +0.1101 +1.70%
Audio 5.3068 5.3016 −0.0052 −0.10%

set of experts, with the routing distribution remaining close to uniform; and (ii) expert loads are
balanced across modalities, with no modality-level imbalance. What little modality separation exists
is concentrated in the layers closest to the output and shrinks as model size grows. We hypothesize
that the diffuse routing may partly reflect the load-balancing loss. Thus, in our setting, capacity
dilution does not appear to arise from modalities partitioning the expert pool, but rather from their
sharing of the same experts.

Table 11: Mean per-layer Jensen–Shannon divergence between the expert-assignment distributions of
two modalities, for every model scale. Mixture labels give the token split between the two modalities
present in training. Values near zero indicate that the two modalities route to the same experts
in the same proportions; the scale is normalized to [0, 1]. Barring the smallest model M1, all the
divergences are ≤ 0.01, indicating negligible modality-wise expert segregation. This hints that
modalities compete for representational capacity within the same experts leading to cm < 0.

Text vs. vision Text vs. audio

Model 95/5 75/25 95/5 75/25

M1 0.026 0.010 0.014 0.011
M2 0.007 0.005 0.005 0.005
M3 0.010 0.008 0.006 0.009
M4 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.007
M5 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.004
M6 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.003
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