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Abstract

Classical neural scaling laws model excess risk as a separable power law in model capacity
N and dataset size D. At finite budgets, however, empirical learning curves and compute-
optimal allocations depart from this log-linear frontier. This paper analyzes how spectral and
domain heterogeneity govern these finite-scale departures. Along the capacity axis, Mellin—
Barnes analysis of covariance resolvents yields a three-term expansion where competing
spectral and regularization modes produce finite-scale curvature and logarithmic transitions.
Because fitting multiple power laws on narrow pilot grids is ill-conditioned, we eliminate
the loss floor via first-order Aitken differencing to obtain a well-conditioned closed-form
initializer. Along the data axis, KKT duality reduces K-domain mixing to scalar water-
filling, yielding finite-budget bottleneck bounds, an online sampling curriculum, and a
simplex Hessian metric for cross-domain transfer. Along the iso-compute frontier C' = 6N D,
we prove that the optimal allocation exponent drifts in proportion to capacity and data
exponent variances, while Schur-complement reduction separates intrinsic drift from frozen-
hyperparameter bias. Across 45 operator spectra, Pythia (70M—-12B), Chinchilla (245 runs),
and RegMix (17 domains), our estimators achieve 5.89% holdout MAPE, cut high-compute
allocation regret by up to 76.4%, and reduce cross-scale mixture RMSE by 59.4% with zero
selection regret.

Keywords: neural scaling laws, spectral approximation, pre-asymptotic analysis, data
mixing, resource allocation

1 Introduction

The empirical observation that the validation loss of deep neural networks follows approximate
power laws in model parameter count N, training token budget D, and floating-point compute
C (Hestness et al., 2017; Kaplan et al., 2020; Rosenfeld et al., 2020) has established the
log-linear scaling frontier as a guiding principle in autoregressive and vision foundation
model pretraining (Brown et al., 2020; Henighan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2022; Zhai
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et al., 2022). In its classical form, this paradigm models population excess risk above an
irreducible entropy floor Eo, > 0 as a separable, scale-invariant power law:
_ dInN*(C) ap
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where ay,ap > 0 denote constant capacity and data exponents, and C(N,D) = 6 ND
approximates the dense-transformer training compute budget (Hoffmann et al., 2022; Kaplan
et al., 2020). Because the marginal balance exponent n* in (1.1) is independent of C classical
scaling theory predicts that log-excess risk decays linearly and that the compute-optimal
trade-off between model size and dataset size follows a straight line in logarithmic coordinates
across all scales. Implicitly, however, (1.1) assumes that finite-budget training runs already
operate in the infinite-capacity, infinite-data asymptotic limit on a homogeneous data source.

Along the model capacity axis, a rich theoretical literature has analyzed power-law
scaling through classical spectral geometry and minimax kernel approximation (Borovitskiy
et al., 2020; Caponnetto and De Vito, 2007; Fischer and Steinwart, 2020; Weyl, 1912),
piecewise-linear network expressivity (Montufar et al., 2014; Raghu et al., 2017), and Sobolev
or Besov approximation by deep networks (Schmidt-Hieber, 2020; Suzuki, 2019; Yarotsky,
2017, 2018). Complementary statistical-mechanics studies have derived asymptotic learning
curves via spectral resolvents of kernel and random-feature models (Bordelon et al., 2020;
Canatar et al., 2021; Cui et al., 2022; Jacot et al., 2020; Spigler et al., 2020), solvable
random-matrix and skill-quantization models (Bahri et al., 2024; Hutter, 2021; Maloney
et al., 2022; Michaud et al., 2023), and dynamical mean-field or stochastic-approximation
phase analyses (Bordelon et al., 2024; Lin et al., 2024; Paquette et al., 2024; Zhao and
Ren, 2026). While these analyses characterize leading asymptotic rates and dynamical
training phases, empirical learning curves at finite model sizes systematically bend away
from a single power law (Caballero et al., 2023; Muennighoff et al., 2023), requiring explicit
pre-asymptotic residue expansions and pole-confluence formulas with controlled remainders.
Moreover, when practitioners attempt to fit this pre-asymptotic curvature on small-scale
pilot sweeps using unconstrained sums of multiple power laws, the estimation problem runs
into classical multi-exponential ill-conditioning (Gautschi, 1962; Lanczos, 1956; Varah, 1985)
and scaling-law identifiability ambiguity (Meng et al., 2026; Mlodozeniec and Frei, 2026):
closely spaced exponential modes become nearly collinear over narrow logarithmic pilot
spans, amplifying checkpoint noise into severe out-of-sample extrapolation errors.

A second departure arises along the data axis when pretraining across K > 2 hetero-
geneous domains such as web text, code, and mathematical corpora (Hernandez et al.,
2021, 2022; Lee et al., 2022; Sorscher et al., 2022). Recent studies have proposed nested
step-and-mixture scaling laws (Ye et al., 2025), bivariate and cross-modal mixture scaling
laws (Ge et al., 2024; Shukor et al., 2025), small-scale proxy regression over candidate
mixtures (Liu et al., 2025; Muennighoff et al., 2023; Xie et al., 2023), and theoretical models
of skill competition and high-dimensional regression mixtures (Dai and Zheng, 2026; Wu
et al., 2026). Under heterogeneous domain exponents f1, ..., Sk > 0, however, fast-learning
domains saturate early while slow-decaying bottleneck domains govern large-scale risk. Com-
plementing these empirical surrogates requires an analytical KKT characterization of the
budget-dependent optimal mixture w*(D) with explicit crossover scales and finite-budget
bottleneck bounds, a sequential sampling law ¢*(D) whose cumulative integral recovers



Table 1: Comparison of classical scaling laws, finite-budget regimes, and asymptotic reductions
across the three scaling axes (Sections 3 to 5).

Axis & Prior Work Prior Law Finite-Budget GapOur Pre-Asymptotic Law Classical Limit

Capacity (Bordelon et al., 2024) AgN~20  Subleading residues 23:0 A;N~™% (Thm. 3.1) A2 =0
Pilot Fit (Varah, 1985) 3-power fit Grid collinearity Rank < 5; p =3 (Prop. 3.3) J — 0o noiseless

Mixing (Ye et al., 2025) Proxy w*  Saturation & bound wj (D) water-filling (Thm. 4.1)D — oo : w* — 6
Curriculum (Ge et al., 2024) Joint (D, w)Online quota rate ¢ = d[Dwj]/dD (Prop. 4.2) By =B: ¢* = w*

Compute (Kaplan et al., 2020) n* = iﬂ Scale drift of n*(C) Gibbs & mix drift (Thm. 5.1) Var(a,8) =0

a+
Calibration (Porian et al., 2024) Tuned & Regret & envelope  Thm. 5.2, Prop. 5.4 Tuned &*(C)

Dw*(D) at every budget D, and an explicit tangent-space simplex curvature metric to
transfer proxy mixtures across scale under cross-domain coupling.

These capacity and data effects interact along the iso-compute frontier C = 6 N D, where
empirical studies report marked discrepancies in the compute-optimal allocation exponent
n*(C). Reported estimates range from n* = 0.73 in Kaplan et al. (2020) to n* = 0.50 in
Hoffmann et al. (2022) and n* € [0.52,0.58] on filtered corpora in Bi et al. (2024), alongside
inference-aware over-training and replication studies (Besiroglu et al., 2024; Pearce and
Song, 2024; Porian et al., 2024; Sardana et al., 2024) as well as schedule- and optimizer-
dependent scaling analyses (Li et al., 2025; Ramani and Jain, 2026; Tsiolis et al., 2026).
While Porian et al. (2024) and Pearce and Song (2024) empirically demonstrated that
learning-rate schedule tuning, batch-size scaling, and compute accounting largely explain
the Kaplan—Chinchilla discrepancy, and Yang et al. (2021) established parameterization-
specific zero-shot hyperparameter transfer, an analytical framework is needed to separate
two distinct mechanisms: genuine scale drift in 7*(C') driven by spectral and water-filling
exponent variance, and apparent curvature bias induced by frozen hyperparameters £ = &g,
together with error-propagation bounds linking fitted scaling surrogates to downstream
compute-allocation regret.

Building on the asymptotic foundations of neural scaling laws across manifold approxi-
mation, feature-frequency coverage, and separable compute allocation (Zhao and Ren, 2026),
this paper analyzes finite-budget neural scaling laws within a spectral and convex-analytic
framework (Table 1 and Figure 1). Our main contributions are fourfold:

(1) Pre-asymptotic capacity approxzimation (Section 3). Mellin-Barnes analysis of covari-
ance resolvents yields a three-term capacity expansion with competing spectral and
filter residues (Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, Theorem 3.1, and Corollary 3.1) and logarithmic
transitions at pole confluence (Propositions 3.1 and 3.2). On narrow pilot grids where
multi-power fitting is ill-conditioned, first-order Aitken differencing eliminates the loss
floor E to restore linear conditioning and closed-form initialization (Proposition 3.3
and Corollary 3.2).

(2) Multi-domain sample allocation (Section 4). KKT duality on the simplex reduces K-
domain mixing to scalar water-filling with an invariant share-ratio law and finite-budget
bottleneck bounds (Proposition 4.1, Corollary 4.1, and Theorem 4.1). Differentiating
the cumulative quota trajectory yields an online sampling curriculum whose distribution



is dual to the inverse simplex Hessian governing cross-domain transfer (Propositions 4.2
and 4.3 and Corollary 4.2).

(3) Compute-constrained resource allocation (Section 5). Along the iso-compute frontier,
monotone loss wrappers preserve a constant allocation exponent (Proposition 5.1),
whereas multi-mode capacity and data spectra drive n*(C') in proportion to exponent
variance (Propositions 5.2 and 5.3, Theorem 5.1, and Corollary 5.1). Eliminating
auxiliary hyperparameters via Schur-complement reduction separates intrinsic scale
drift from frozen-schedule bias and bounds downstream allocation regret (Theorem 5.2,
Corollary 5.2, and Proposition 5.4).

(4) Numerical and empirical evaluation (Section 6). Across 45 operator spectra and three
public benchmarks, our estimators achieve 5.89% holdout MAPE on Pythia (70M-12B,
10.22% on Deduped), calibrate pilot exponents (0.6712 — 0.5569 — 0.5288) to cut
high-compute allocation regret by 56.8% (Frontier) and 76.4% (Surface) on Chinchilla
(245 runs), and reduce cross-scale mixture RMSE by up to 59.4% with zero 1M — 1B
selection regret across 17 RegMix domains.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the Hilbert-
space resolvent setup, the local Fisher quadratic reduction of cross-entropy risk (Lemmas 2.1
and 2.2), and Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3 (with notation summarized in Table 4 of Appendix A),
while Section 7 discusses implications for pretraining practice and Appendices A to D provide
complete proofs.

2 Problem Setup and Preliminaries

We begin by formulating the underlying probability space, the Hilbert-space covariance and
resolvent operators, the local Fisher quadratic reduction of multi-class cross-entropy, and
the structural assumptions that link capacity approximation, domain mixing, and compute
allocation.

2.1 Data Distribution and Covariance Operators

Let (9, F,P) be a complete probability space. Let (X, B(X)) be a measurable input space
and (), B())) be a measurable target space. Consider a K-domain mixture setting where
I €{l,...,K} is a discrete domain-index random variable with baseline evaluation prior
m=(m,..., k) € Aj_;, where

K K
Ag_q = {weRf:Zwkzl}, AS | = {we(O,l)K:Zwkzl}. (2.1)
k=1 k=1

Conditioned on {I = k}, the input-target pair (X,Y’) is drawn from the domain-specific
conditional probability measure Py, with marginal input measure uy. Target performance is
evaluated under the fixed evaluation prior 7 (with reference marginal pi-), whereas training



samples are drawn under a controllable mixture w = (w1, ..., wg) € A% _;, inducing the
domain-conditional, reference, and training mixture laws

Pr(dz, dy) == P(X € dz,Y € dy | I = k), pr(dz) = Pp(X € dz),

K K K
o = Z?Tkuk, Py = Zkak, Py = Zwkuk- (2.2)
k=1 k=1 k=1

Let (H,(:,-)4;) be a separable real Hilbert space equipped with a measurable feature
map ¢ : X — H satisfying EMW[MJ(X)H%] < 00. Under the fixed reference measure jir,
the evaluation sampling operator Zy : H — Lo(&X, pir), defined by (Zog)(z) = (g, ¥(x))y, is

Hilbert—Schmidt, and its adjoint yields the fixed self-adjoint, positive, trace-class reference
covariance operator T = ZjZy : H — H:

T = / ((x) @3 (2)) pn( ),
X

(9 Th)y = Eul(9,0(X))y (0(X), h)y ] Vg, h € H. (2.3)

Assuming without loss of generality that ker(7) = {0}, the Hilbert-Schmidt spectral
theorem yields a complete orthonormal basis {ey, }o°_; of H with non-increasing eigenvalues
Al > Ao > -+ > 0. Following the standard operator-theoretic framework for kernel and
ridge regression (Bartlett et al., 2020; Caponnetto and De Vito, 2007; Fischer and Steinwart,
2020; Zhang, 2005b), for any regularization scale p > 0, the spectral decomposition of T, its
trace, its regularized resolvent R(u), and the resulting effective spectral dimension deg ()
are given by

T = X e @) (T) = Eu[[WEOl] = 3 < oo

m=1
Am
Am + 1

o
R(w) = (T+uD)"Y,  da(p) = (TR() = 3 (2.4)
m=1
When the eigenvalues of 7 decay algebraically at rate ¢ > 1, integral comparison with
Euler’s Beta—Gamma reflection identity yields explicit two-sided bounds on deg(1).

Lemma 2.1 (Effective Spectral Dimension Bounds). Suppose there exist constants
0 < c_ <cyp < oo and a spectral decay exponent ¢ > 1 such that the eigenvalues {\p,}00_,
of T obey

com ™4 < Ay < egm™é Vm € N>q. (2.5)

For any regularization parameter 1 > 0, define the spectral cutoff scales M, + and Euler’s
reflection constant Ay by

M,y : <Ci>1/q Ay = (2.6)
7:|: — i 5 — < . .
Z u " Sn(r/a)
Then the effective spectral dimension deg(p) in (2.4) satisfies the two-sided bound
0 du ° du
AM,_—1 = ————-1<d < ——— = AM, 4.
Mo =1 = | g S ) = [ g e
(2.7)



See Appendix A.1 (p. 39) for the complete proof. [ |

2.2 Quadratic Reduction of Cross-Entropy Risk

The spectral calculus in Section 2.1 is formulated for quadratic risk in H, whereas autoregres-
sive language modeling and multi-class classification minimize conditional cross-entropy over
a finite vocabulary V of size V' = V| < co. To connect the Hilbert space H to vocabulary
logits in R, let ¥(z) : H — R" be a uniformly bounded linear feature operator, and let
0,0* € H denote a candidate parameter and the Bayes-optimal parameter:

z9(z) = ®¥(x)§ € RV, (z) = ®(z)0* €RY, sup[| ¥ ()|, < Kw <oo. (2.8)
zeX

Over the logit space RV, the multinomial log-partition function A(z) generates the softmax

predictive distribution p(z) € Aj,_; and expresses the pointwise Kullback-Leibler divergence

as a Bregman divergence (Amari, 2016; Wainwright and Jordan, 2008):

y
A) =Y e, pz) = VA(R) €AY,

Dxip(z") [Ip(2)) = A(2) = A(z") — (p(2"), 2 = 27)gv- (2.9)

Because the linear term in (2.9) cancels the first derivative VA(z*) = p(2*), the second-order
Taylor expansion of Dki(p(z*) || p(z)) around z*(z) is governed by the conditional Fisher
information matrix Zg(z) = 0 on RY. Pulling Zp(2*(X)) back along ¥(X) under the
reference evaluation law u, defines the self-adjoint Fisher covariance operator 7p : H — H
and links it to the population excess cross-entropy risk Ekr,(#) (Martens, 2020; Tsiolis et al.,
2026):
Ir(z) = VZA(2) = diag(p(2)) —p(2)p(2) ",
Tr = B [¥(X)"Zr(z" (X)) ¥ (X)],

Ekr(0) = By [Drr(p(z" (X)) [| p(20(X)))]- (2.10)

Uniformly bounding the third derivative V3 A(z) over RV via self-concordant cumulant control
(Bach, 2010) shows that 7 is trace-class and controls Ekr,(f) up to a cubic remainder.

Lemma 2.2 (Local Fisher Quadratic Approximation). Under the bounded feature
condition in (2.8), the pulled-back Fisher covariance operator Tg in (2.10) is a positive
trace-class operator satisfying

tr(Tr) < <1—é>n§, < oo0. (2.11)

Furthermore, for every 6 € H with logit residual Az(z) = zp(x) — 2*(x), the population
excess cross-entropy risk Exr,(0) obeys the cubic remainder bound

1 C Cgfig
EKL(9)—2<9—9*7E(9—9*)>H‘ < gP’Euﬁ[HAZ(X)Ilg] < =0 =05,
Cs == sup ||[VPA(z)| . < EY (2.12)
z€RYV o \/§



§2 Preliminaries: Excess Risk Decomposition Lems. 2.1-2.2, Eq. (2.13)
Splits excess risk into capacity and mixing terms: E(N, D; w) = Espec(IN) + Emix (w; D) + Fisher remainder
Capacity N (Assumption 2.1) Budget D, Weights w (Assumption 2.2)
I. Capacity Scaling (§3) Lem. 3.1, Thm. 3.1 II. Domain Mixing (§4) Prop. 4.1, Thm. 4.1
Eo(N)=AgN—%0 + AgN~(Gcot+Ag) 4 A N~ (oo +As) Waterfilling: w3 (D) —6s, Eieaa (D)=L~ D~b0
2 v
Slope & Confluence Cor. 3.1, Props. 3.1-3.2 Sequential Allocation & Sampling Prop. 4.2
Normalized slope profile; colliding poles yield In N Rate: ¢}(D) = d[Dw}]/dD tilts w§ by (B, +1)7!
v ¥
Multi-Power Conditioning Prop. 3.3, Cor. 3.2 Simplex Hessian & Transfer Prop. 4.3, Cor. 4.2
3-power fit fails on J = 5 pilots; locks p = 3 law Hessian v(D) ff:_Dl) motivates log-transfer
k
Couples under C = 6ND (Assumption 2.3) Joint (N, D, £) calibration
III. Compute Drift (§5) Thm. 5.1, Prop. 5.3 Envelope & Decision Thm. 5.2, Prop. 5.4
[<—>} 2
Gibbs & water-filling drift of n*(C) (Cor. 5.1) Frozen &p biases 7; regret < % (Cor. 5.2)
a2
v v Y Y
Pythia Figs. 2-3, 6 Chinchilla  Figs. 5, 7; Tab. 2 RegMix Figs. 4, 8; Tab. 3
3-term slope & p = 3 pilot lock Frontier fit & regret (245 runs) wg = 0 boundary & 1B transfer

Figure 1: Conceptual Architecture and Reading Roadmap. The finite-budget risk decom-
position (Section 2) branches into I. Capacity Scaling (Section 3) and II. Multi-Domain
Mixing (Section 4), couples along C' = 6N D in III. Compute-Optimal Allocation (Sec-
tion 5), and is evaluated in Section 6.

See Appendix A.2 (p. 41) for the complete proof. [ |

2.3 Structural Assumptions and Risk Decomposition

Building on the Hilbert-space resolvent calculus of Section 2.1 and the local Fisher quadratic
reduction of Section 2.2, we model the baseline finite-budget excess risk of a network of size
N trained on D tokens under domain mixture w € A%, at the fixed reference covariance
operator 7 and target evaluation prior 7 via an additive decomposition into a capacity-
limited approximation error Epec(N) and a sample-limited estimation error Emix(w; D)
(Caponnetto and De Vito, 2007; Fischer and Steinwart, 2020):

E(N, Dsw) = Epec(N) + Emix(w; D) = &(C) = min E(N,Diw).  (2.13)
weEAR_1

Cross-distribution transfer couplings I' when i, # pr are analyzed in Section 4.3, nonlin-
ear monotone wrappers in Section 5.1, joint hyperparameter surfaces in Section 5.3, and
non-separable slice perturbations in Proposition 5.4. We now specify the three baseline com-
ponents of (2.13) through Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3 (Figure 1, with core notation summarized
in Table 4 in Appendix A).

To formulate the scalar spectral surrogate model for Egpec (V) under the fixed reference
operator T = Z3Zy, let {¢m }oo_; denote the Lo(X, jir)-orthonormal eigenfunctions spanning
the closure ran(Zy) associated with the eigenbasis {en,}ro_; of T, and let g, € La(X, pir)

7



denote the Tikhonov-regularized predictor of a target function offset g* € ran(Zp) C
Lo(X, pur) at regularization scale p > 0:

9 00
Om = )\;11/21—067”7 Cm = <g*>¢m>L2(Mﬂ) ) Hg*H%Q(Mﬁ) = Zcm < oo,
m=1
00 [ 2
o —17% x * 2 .
gu = Zo(T +pI) Iy9", g g/‘HLz(uw) = mz_lcm<)\m+ﬂ> . (2.14)

Identity (2.14) factors each mode’s quadratic residual into a target energy ¢,, and a bounded
attenuation factor (u/(Am +p))? € (0,1). To connect this scalar surrogate to the multi-class
cross-entropy reduction of Lemma 2.2 for a realizable target g* = Zg6* and Tikhonov iterate
0, = (T +pZ)~'T0* (with g, = Zo0,,), we distinguish two operator regimes:

o Single-contrast Fisher identity (T = Tr): When the logit residual Az(z) lies in a
single scalar contrast subspace with T = Tr, the local Fisher quadratic form equals
one half of (2.14), and under uniformly bounded eigenfunctions sup,, ||¢m| . < Cs
with » > 2 and p = cgM ~9, Lo—L interpolation bounds the scalar cubic residual by

1 2
5”9* _QMHLQ(uﬁ)y

1 * *
30, — 0", Te(0, = 0)

3 2
19" = 9ullzy ey < 19" = 9ullTy () 197 = 90lloo

O(M?3/2), 2<r<2q+1,
= A (2.15)

{o(M—zq—mm{r/Q—l»q} M), r>2+1,
scaling exact residue amplitudes by % whenever any orthogonal logit components and
the cubic remainder in (2.12) are of strictly higher order than the retained subleading
pole (e.g., %r — 2> 2q).

o Two-sided spectral equivalence (cpT = Tp = CpgT): For general 0 < cp < Cp < 00,
the sandwich (2.12) transfers two-sided quadratic risk rate bounds between 7 and Tp.

Within the scalar surrogate (2.14), algebraic mode decay ¢, = ¢m™"(1 + bm™%) and
Am = com ™7 induce three nested regularity regimes (Fischer and Steinwart, 2020):

e Finite Lao(pr) target energy (r > 1, ¢ > 0): The mode series Y ~_, ¢y < oo and the
attenuated residual risk (2.14) converge absolutely for every u > 0.

e Trace-class covariance (¢ > 1): The eigenvalue sum tr(7) < oo is finite, as required by
Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2.

e H-realizable source condition (r > q+ 1): The target belongs to the reproducing
subspace g* = Zo f* for f* € H with finite Hilbert norm » °_, ¢, /Apm < 00 and mode
weights cm = A (f*, em)ay[*-

Because (u/(Am + p))? € (0,1), the spectral risk series (2.14) remains well-defined and
absolutely convergent throughout the full range ¢ > 0 and r > 1, which our first assumption
parameterizes at finite model capacity N.

Assumption 2.1 (Spectral Source Decay and Resolvent Filter). A network of
parameter count N € Ry resolves spectral modes up to an effective cutoff scale M = N*



(k > 0). Under eigenvalue decay Ay, = com™9 (q > 0) and resolution floor p = coM ™1,
each mode’s attenuation factor satisfies (1) (Am + p1))? = ¥q(m/M), and the target mode
energies {cm }oo_y and capacity-limited spectral excess risk Espec(IN) obey the two-term Weyl
expansion and rational filter law

Cm = cm_7"<1 + bm_‘s), (2.16)

2

gspec(N> = Zcqu<%>a wq(u) = (1+u—q)*7 (2'17)

where ¢ > 0 is the leading spectral amplitude, r > 1 is the primary source decay exponent,
b > 0 is the relative subleading amplitude, and 6 = 1/d > 0 is the geometric correction
exponent on an effective d-dimensional data manifold.

Assumption 2.1 combines the classical two-term Weyl eigenvalue and manifold-regularity
asymptotics of differential and Matérn covariance operators (Borovitskiy et al., 2020;
Hormander, 1968; Weyl, 1912) with the capacity-scaling exponents of deep piecewise-linear
and adaptive neural networks (e.g., Schmidt-Hieber, 2020; Yarotsky, 2017; Zhao and Ren,
2026). Rather than hard Eckart—Young truncation 1,5/ (Eckart and Young, 1936) (whose
Mellin transform carries no left-half-plane filter poles), projecting an infinite-dimensional
feature map onto an M,,y-dimensional random subspace induces a self-consistent Marchenko—
Pastur resolution floor peg(N) on 7Tr (Bahri et al., 2024; Bordelon et al., 2020; Jacot et al.,
2020; Maloney et al., 2022; Marc¢enko and Pastur, 1967):

Mo o _ Meff(N) 2 o m
A, pet(N) = coM™ = <)\m+ueﬁ(N)> = wq(ﬂ)y (2.18)

where A, = (7/q)/sin(m/q) is Euler’s effective-dimension constant from Lemma 2.1. To
complement this capacity-side approximation model, we next specify how finite training
tokens are distributed across heterogeneous data domains.

M =

Assumption 2.2 (Separable Multi-Domain Excess Risk). Under a total training
budget of D > 0 tokens allocated across K > 2 domains via mizture weights w € Ay, the
cumulative token quota assigned to domain k is nj(D) = Dwj (D). After subtracting the
irreducible entropy floor £, the separable domain-mizture excess risk over Ag,_, (Ge et al.,
2024; Liu et al., 2025; Ye et al., 2025) takes the form

K K

Emic(w; D) = > mBr(wpD) ™ =" ex(wy, D), (2.19)
k=1 k=1

where m € A% is the target evaluation prior, By > 0 is the domain difficulty scale,
¢ = mpBr > 0 is the effective domain weight, and Br > 0 is the domain sample-scaling
exponent. When cross-domain representation transfer is active (Hernandez et al., 2021; Wu
et al., 2026), the excess risk includes a conver quadratic transfer interaction %(w,I‘w)RK

with symmetric positive semidefinite coupling matriz T € REXK (T =0).

Finally, to couple model capacity N and token budget D under a fixed training compute
budget C = k.ND (Hoffmann et al., 2022; Kaplan et al., 2020), we impose standard
smoothness and slice-convexity conditions on the joint excess risk surface.



Assumption 2.3 (Regularity of the Iso-Compute Risk Surface). In logarithmic
resource coordinates u = InN € R and v = InD € R, the compute budget C = k.ND
(ke > 0) defines the affine iso-compute submanifold

C
M, = {(u,v) eR* 1 u+v =t} t = ln<> eR. (2.20)

Re
The excess risk surface & : R? — R is three times continuously differentiable (€ € C3(R?)),
strictly decreasing in each coordinate (£, < 0,&, < 0), and strictly convexr along every
iso-compute slice My, meaning that the second directional derivative along (1, —1) satisfies

Hiso(u, v) = Eyu(u,v) — 284 (u, v) + Epp(u,v) > 0 Y(u,v) € R? (2.21)

and admits a unique interior minimizer (u*(t),v*(t)) € My for each log-compute budget
teR.

3 Finite-Capacity Approximation and Identifiability

We begin our analysis of the excess risk decomposition (2.13) with the finite-capacity
approximation error Espec(/V) in ‘H under Assumption 2.1. In empirical scaling studies,
practitioners commonly fit a single power law Eo, + AgN ™% to small-scale pilot runs
and extrapolate across several orders of magnitude (Henighan et al., 2020; Hestness et al.,
2017; Kaplan et al., 2020; Rosenfeld et al., 2020). On finite model grids, however, the local
log-log slope aeg (V) == —%"e&(m departs systematically from a, either undershooting
or overshooting the asymptotic rate before converging at large N (Bordelon et al., 2020;
Caballero et al., 2023; Spigler et al., 2020; Weyl, 1912).

To characterize these finite-scale departures directly from the operator spectrum, we apply
Mellin-Barnes contour integration to the spectral risk series Espec(IN) = D> oo_1 cmq(m/M).
Shifting the integration contour into the left complex half-plane R(s) < 0 reveals that
pre-asymptotic capacity scaling is governed by a residue competition between two distinct
families of singularities:

e Spectral-geometric zeta poles at s = —(r — 1) and s = —(r + § — 1), generated by
the analytic continuation of {(r + s) and ((r 4 0 + s) encoding the target source decay
and Weyl manifold correction; and

e Regularization filter poles at s = —mgq for integers m > 2, generated by the Mellin
kernel ¥,(s) of the rational resolvent filter ,(u) = (1 4+ u~%)~2 (whereas the apparent
pole at s = —¢q is removable).

We establish the resulting three-term residue expansion and its pre-asymptotic slope profile
in Section 3.1, analyze pole confluence and early-stopped gradient flow in Section 3.2, and
characterize multi-power ill-conditioning and difference identification in Section 3.3.

3.1 Three-Term Risk Expansion and Pre-Asymptotic Slope

Under the capacity scaling M = N* (Assumption 2.1), each simple pole s = —p in the left
half-plane R(s) < 0 contributes a power-law mode M P = N~"P to the approximation risk
Espec(N). The three rightmost singularities therefore decompose pre-asymptotic capacity
scaling into three distinct exponents:
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e the asymptotic tail exponent a = k(r — 1), governed by the primary source pole
s=—(r—1)as N — oc;

e the geometric correction gap A, = kd, which shifts the subleading Weyl manifold pole
s = —(r+ 0 — 1) to the faster decay rate a + Agy; and

e the regularization filter gap Ay = k(2q — r + 1), which shifts the first active resolvent
pole s = —2q to the finite-resolution decay rate aoo + Ay.

Whether the finite-scale correction is dominated by manifold geometry (A, < Ay) or by the
regularization filter (Ay < Ay) is governed by the dimensionless spectral gap ratio o:

A 2q — 1
s = K(r —1), Ay = K9, Ay =r(2q—7r+1), 0= A7f - %
g

(3.1)
To evaluate the contour integral of Espec(V), we begin by determining the meromorphic
continuation of the rational filter kernel ¥, (s); notably, its apparent singularity at s = —q
cancels against a simple zero of the linear numerator, shifting the first active left-half-plane
pole to s = —2q.

Lemma 3.1 (Mellin Kernel of the Rational Resolvent Filter). For ¢ > 0 and
R(s) € (—2q,0), the Mellin transform U,(s) = [ g(u)u*"tdu of the rational filter
Yg(u) = (1 +u~9) "2 converges absolutely and extends meromorphically to C via

,(s) = 1r(2+8>r<—3> S (3.2)

q q q q® sin(ms/q)

The linear factor (s + q) cancels the simple zero of sin(ws/q) at s = —q, rendering s = —q

a removable singularity with ¥,(—q) = % > 0. Consequently, V,(s) > 0 for all real

s € (—2q,0), and the poles of W,(s) in the open left half-plane R(s) < 0 are simple poles

located at s;, = —mgq for integers m > 2, with residues
Res U (s) = (—1)™ %(m —1) Vm € N>o. (3.3)
s=—mgq =
See Appendix B.2 (p. 46) for the complete proof. |

Combining the meromorphic filter kernel ¥ (s) of Lemma 3.1 with the Weyl Dirichlet
series Yo cmm ™ = c{((r+s) + b((r + 0 + s)} represents Egpec(N) as a vertical contour
integral of the Mellin integrand ®(s; M) whose left-half-plane pole abscissae form the set P
(Flajolet et al., 1995; Paris and Kaminski, 2001):

B(s; M) = cM*WUy(s){C(r+s)+bl(r+d+s)},
P ={r—1,r+6—-1}U{mg: m e N>} (3.4)
Shifting the integration contour leftward to R(s) = —p for any abscissa p € (0,00) \ P
isolates the finite-capacity residue expansion of Espec(/N) up to the contour remainder
Ry(M) = 5k [TPH @ (s; M) ds.
T p—1i00

Theorem 3.1 (Finite-Capacity Mellin—-Barnes Expansion). Suppose Assumption 2.1
holds with cutoff scale M = N* and non-overlapping spectral and filter poles, {r — 1,17+ 6 —
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1} Nn{mg:m € N>o} = 0. Then for any shifted abscissa p € (0,00) \ P, the finite-capacity
spectral approzimation risk Espec(IN) admits the residue expansion
Espec(N) = AOM_(T—l)l{T_1<p} + AgM_(r+5_1)1{r+6—1<p}
+ ) Ap MM 4 R, (M), (3.5)
m>2

mq<p

where the residues and contour remainder (with finite constant C, > 0 from Lemma B.1)
satisfy

Ay = cVy(1—r), Ay = cb¥y(1—r—9), |R,(M)| < C,M™",  (3.6)
Apm = c(=1)"2(m - D{¢(r —mq) +b{(r +35 —mq)} (m >2). (3.7)

In particular, in the non-degenerate three-term regime where the spectral and filter exponents
obey the ordering in (3.8), the expansion specializes to

O<r—1<r4+d6—-1<2q<p<3q, —2<r—-2q<r+d—2¢<1,
Epec(N) = AgN7= 4 A N~ @otBa) 4 g N=(ats) 4 R (NF),
Ap = Aps = c{C(r—2¢)+b{(r+6—-2¢9)} < 0, (3.8)

where 0 > 1, Ag > 0, Ag > 0 (with Ay > 0 whenever b > 0), and Ay < 0 for every b > 0
because ((z) < 0 across the open interval z € (—2,1) (strictly above the first trivial zero

¢(=2)=0).

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.1. For ¢ € (max{—2¢,1 — r},0), Mellin inversion of
tg(m /M) and Fubini-Tonelli summation over m > 1 express Epec(IN) as a vertical contour
integral of ®(s; M). Shifting the contour leftward from R(s) = o to R(s) = —p via Cauchy’s
residue theorem (Lemma B.1) and evaluating the residue signs via Riemann’s functional
equation (Titchmarsh, 1986) yields

1 o+ico

Espec(N) = O(s;M)ds = Y Res ®(s; M) + Ry(M),

S=S8x
Sx G(*p,a)

U,(s) >0 on (—2¢,0) = Ay >0, 4, >0, ((2) <0 on (=2,1) = Af <0,

2mi T—100

collecting the simple poles of ((r +s) and ((r+d+s) at s € {1 —r,1 —r — ¢} and the
filter poles of ¥,(s) at s = —mgq (m > 2) from Lemma 3.1. See Appendix B.3 (p. 46) for
the complete proof. |

Remark 3.1 (Series Truncation and Low-Mode Perturbations). Two structural

properties govern the higher-order behavior and low-index sensitivity of the Mellin—Barnes
expansion (3.5):

(i) Finite-order truncation versus factorial growth as p — oo. For any fixed abscissa

p > 0, (3.5) is a finite sum with contour remainder |R,(M)| < C,M~". Sending

p — oo over all filter poles s = —mg (m > 2 with r — mqg < 0) produces two distinct
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regimes governed by Euler’s reflection formula and the trivial zeros of ((z) at —2N>;
(Boyd, 1999; Paris and Kaminski, 2001):

r—mq¢€ —2N>1, b=0= ((r—mgq) =0 (Vlarge m > 2),

dist(r — mq, —2Ns1) > dg = |¢(r — mq)| > 2(27)""™ T (1 — 7 + mq) sin(ndy /2),
(3.9)

for any fixed separation dp > 0. Thus, in the resonant case r — mg € —2N>; (b =
0), the filter series terminates at finite algebraic order; in the non-resonant case,
the filter terms grow factorially in ¢gm (Gevrey-1 in gm), whose Stirling envelope
I'(1 — 7 4+ mqg)(2rM)~™4 attains its minimum near the optimal truncation scale
qm = 27 M.

(ii) Invariance of geometric poles under finite low-mode perturbations. When the true
mode energies ¢; depart from the power-law profile (2.16) at finitely many low indices
j € {1,...,mg}, the finite Dirichlet polynomial 3 7" dc; j=° is entire on C and
introduces no poles at s € {1 —r,1 —r —d}:

(st = Cj — Cj_r<1 +bj_5) (1 §j S m0)7

mo
AAg = Ady =0,  Adpy = (D)™ (m—1)Y d¢;j™ (m>2). (3.10)
j=1

Consequently, the spectral-geometric residues (Ag, Ay) depend solely on the high-
mode tail j — oo, whereas the filter coeflicients Ay, absorb finite low-mode energy
perturbations.

Theorem 3.1 explains why pre-asymptotic scaling curves exhibit non-monotonic local
slopes when ¢ > 1: the positive subleading geometric residue A4N ~(aoot+Ay) (Ag > 0) and
the negative leading filter residue AfN_(aoo+Af) (Ay < 0) pull the local slope in opposite
directions across scales. To isolate this competition on the three-term truncation & (N), let
ap(N) = —%OJ(VN) denote its local scaling exponent on the positive-risk domain & (N) > 0
(which includes all N > |f |1/ A1) and define the relative amplitudes (g, f) and rescaled slope
deviation T3(N) on (0, 00) by

A A
Eo(N) = AON_%"(I —i—gN‘Ag_FfN_Af), g = -2 >0, f o= et 0,

Ao Ao
Ty(N) = AggN—3 — AffIN~2s = (aO(N)—aOO)MO (Eo(N) > 0).  (3.11)

Normalizing T3(N) by its unique extremum collapses all amplitude dependencies (Ao, Ag, Af)
onto a single-parameter profile F,(z) governed solely by .
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Corollary 3.1 (Normalized Pre-Asymptotic Slope Profile). In the regime o > 1
with g > 0 and f < 0, the rescaled slope deviation T5(N) in (3.11) attains a unique global
mazimum on (0,00) at the characteristic peak scale N* peak with mazimum height Hpeay -

_ ( |f|>Af‘Ag
peak T 2 )
Ag

_ 1
Hpeak = T3( Seak) = Agg( ;eak) Ag<1_g> > 0. (312)
Under the dimensionless coordinate © = (N/ peak) 9 on (0,00), the normalized slope
deviation satisfies
Ty(N) gl e
= F,(z) = ——— Va € (0,00). 3.13
) = pe) = 2 (0, %) (3.13)
See Appendix B.4 (p. 48) for the complete proof. [ |

3.2 Pole Confluence and Early-Stopped Gradient Flow

The non-degenerate expansion (3.8) requires the spectral-geometric poles and the regulariza-
tion filter poles to remain separated. When a spectral pole s = —p approaches a filter pole
s = —mgq at separation h = p —mq — 0 (such as o — 0 or ¢ — 1 at m = 2), we isolate the
colliding residue pair via the single-mode integrand ®,(s; M) and the holomorphic regular
parts g (s) and (reg(s + p) obtained after subtracting the simple poles at s = —mg and
s = —p (Lemma B.2):

pE{T—l,T‘—F(S—].}, CPG{C’Cb}a h:p_mq (m22)a

By(ssM) = MU () (p+1+5s),  UE(-mg) = — 2 Geg(0) = 0.
(3.14)

Although the two individual residues diverge with opposite signs as h — 0, their sum forms
a divided difference in M~ that converges smoothly to a logarithmic correction (Flajolet
et al., 1995).

Proposition 3.1 (Divided-Difference Representation and Pole Confluence). For
any non-zero pole separation h # 0, the combined residue pair Cppm(M;h) of ®p(s; M) at
s = —p and s = —mgq obeys the divided-difference identity

Copm(M;h) == Res @,(s; M)+ Res @,(s; M)
s=—p s=—mgq

= ()" 2m - 1) e M ()
(1) m — )M+ Geg(h), (3.15)

where yg is the Fuler—Mascheroni constant. In the collision limit h — 0 (p — mq),
Cp,m(M;h) converges smoothly to the logarithmic confluence law

p—mq

lim Cpm(M;p —mgq) = cp(—1)""2(m — 1)M ™4 (lnM—i—'yE— (mi1)q> (3.16)
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See Appendix B.5 (p. 49) for the complete proof. [ |

A complementary boundary regime arises when explicit Tikhonov regularization is
replaced by early-stopped iterative optimization (Ali et al., 2019; Bordelon et al., 2024; Li
et al., 2025; Yao et al., 2007). Under continuous-time gradient flow ¥gp(u) = exp(—2u~9),
the associated Mellin kernel is holomorphic throughout the open left half-plane R(s) < 0,
eliminating all regularization filter poles so that pre-asymptotic scaling is governed exclusively
by the spectral-geometric zeta poles.

Proposition 3.2 (Gradient-Flow Mellin Kernel). Replace the rational filter 1q(u) in
Assumption 2.1 with the continuous-time gradient-flow residual filter Vg (u) = exp(—2u~?)
forwu=m/M and q > 0. Then the associated Mellin transform

0 _ 2s/q
Ugr(s) = / e s du = . I‘<—Z> (3.17)
0

is holomorphic throughout the open left half-plane R(s) < 0. Consequently, shifting the
Mellin—Barnes contour into R(s) < 0 encounters no filter poles, and the pre-asymptotic risk
expansion contains only the spectral-geometric zeta poles at s = —(r—1) and s = —(r+d—1)
up to the contour remainder.

See Appendix B.6 (p. 50) for the complete proof. [ |

3.3 Multi-Power Ill-Conditioning and Difference Identification

Theorem 3.1 also clarifies an empirical difficulty in scaling-law extrapolation: although the
finite-capacity risk contains three power-law terms Ag/N ~%e° +AgN_(a°°+A9) +AfN_(O‘°°+Af)
above the irreducible floor F, fitting a multi-exponential sum directly to a narrow pilot
grid is severely ill-conditioned (Gautschi, 1962; Lanczos, 1956; Mlodozeniec and Frei, 2026;
Varah, 1985). On an ordered log-capacity pilot grid {uj}jzl with u; = In(N;/Ny), we
compare the unconstrained 7-parameter three-power model f7(u;607) and the 5-parameter
gap-locked model f5(u;65) (with fixed spectral gaps Ay, Ay from (3.1)), along with their
J x p Jacobian matrices J,(6)):

017
0 S Ul < U9 < e Z uy, Jp(ep) — |:8fp(,u]’p):| c RJXP’

7=1
97 = (E007A17A27A37a17a27a3) €R77 95 = (EOO’AO’AQ’Af’aoo) GRS’
3

fr(u;07) = Eoo+ Y Ape™™",
k=1

f5(u;05) = Eo + Age” " + Age_(o‘°°+Ag)“ + Afe_(o‘°°+Af)“. (3.18)
While J7(67) suffers algebraic rank collapse along the single-power locus, even the gap-locked

Jacobian J5(05) suffers a quadratic singular-value decay in the dimensionless pilot span
Aguy due to second-order Taylor cancellation across its three exponential columns.

Proposition 3.3 (Multi-Power Jacobian Rank Collapse and Ill-Conditioning). On
any strictly increasing pilot grid {u]-}j:1 in [0,00) with J > 7, the unconstrained 7-parameter
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Jacobian J7(07) € R7*7 is rank-deficient both at exponent confluence and on the single-power
submanifold:

Al =ay=a3 =0, >0 = rank(J7(f7)) < 3 < 7,
Ay =A3=0 — rank(J7(97)) <5 <. (3.19)

Furthermore, for the 5-parameter gap-locked model f5(u;05) with o0 > 1 and any pilot span
Aguy € (0,1), the smallest singular value and 2-norm condition number of Js(65) € R7*®
obey the amplitude-independent bounds

o

rn (Aguy) 2,

Umin(JB(GS)) < Cs (AguJ)27 K“Q(J5(65)) >

Cy = Videtd) (3.20)

2y/(0—1)2+02+1

See Appendix B.7 (p. 50) for the complete proof. [ |

To mitigate the (Aju 7)~2 conditioning blowup of Js on narrow pilot grids where
Aguy < 1, one must either widen the pilot log-span u; = In(N;/Np) across scales (Meng
et al., 2026) or compress the pre-asymptotic expansion into a three-parameter shifted power
law with local effective exponent aeg > 0. Even for the three-parameter Jacobian Js3
below, fitting (Eoo, Ao, o) jointly in raw coordinates retains a second-order u% cancellation
between the constant column 1 and the linear Taylor terms of e~®f“. Applying first-order
difference operators across a geometric subgrid eliminates the nuisance offset E., so that the
unweighted two-parameter difference Jacobian exhibits linear u; rather than quadratic u?%
column collinearity, yielding a closed-form algebraic initializer for (e, Ao, Foo) via classical
Aitken A? identification (Aitken, 1927).

Corollary 3.2 (Aitken Difference Identification of Shifted Power Laws). For
03 = (Eso, Ag, o) € R X Ryg X Ry, consider the 3-parameter effective reduction and its
J x 3 Jacobian matriz on any strictly increasing pilot grid {Uj}}]:1 in [0,00) with J > 3:

Fa(w;03) = B + Age™ %", J3(f03) = [1, paeitt —Aoue*aeﬂ“] e R7*3. (3.21)

Then J3(03) has full column rank rank(J3(63)) = 3 on any grid with J > 3 distinct points.
Moreover, on any geometric subgrid u; = (j — 1)Au, the first-order differences Ay; =
f3(ujq1;03) — f3(uy;03) eliminate Eo and uniquely recover (s, Ao, Foo) via the Aitken
identities

B 1 ij+1 . _ij _ — Qleff U
“eff“w“‘(%’ Ao = T combuyeoarnyr Boo =¥~ Ao (322)

See Appendix B.8 (p. 51) for the complete proof. [ |

Remark 3.2 (Bias—Variance Trade-Off and Octave-Grid Step Size). Consider noisy
pilot evaluations g; = y; + ¢; with independent Gaussian noise ¢; € N(0, 02) and first-
difference operator D € R(=D*J  Generalized least-squares whitening of Dy preserves
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the exact Fisher information of variable-projection elimination of F.,, whereas for the
unweighted three-point ratio (3.22), conditioning on the bounded-noise event A; in the
high-SNR regime |Ay;jt1| > conroe yields the conditional variance expansion (with standard
normal CDF ®):

_ 1 R . .
D' (DD 'D=1, - jllT, Ajj = Ay; + (gj41 —€j),  Cov(AJj, Agj41) = —o2

€9

A Ayji1]
A; { max |A A < 1Ay, }, P(AS) < 4@(—’ J ,
j ke{j7j+1}’ Yk Yel < 5|Ay;+1] (Af) < 2o

20.2(1 4 eaeHAu 4 62aeHAu) 0.2
V. . Ae = = 1 Rnr =0 . ’
() G R = O )
(3.23)

where the linearization remainder satisfies |Rgnr| < Csnroe/|Ayj11|. Because |Ay;| = O(Au)
at small step sizes, the leading variance factor scales as (Au)~* within the high-SNR regime;
choosing a sufficiently wide geometric spacing (such as octave doubling Au = In2) keeps the
per-step signal drop above the noise floor and supplies a stable closed-form initializer for
full-grid nonlinear least squares.

4 Multi-Domain Data Mixing and Sequential Allocation

The second component of the unified risk decomposition (2.13) is the multi-domain sample
estimation error Enix(w; D) under Assumption 2.2, which governs how a finite token budget
D > 0 is allocated across K > 2 heterogeneous data domains via mixture weights w =
(wi,...,wg) € AY_4.

In pretraining practice, domain mixtures are often chosen via fixed heuristics, small-scale
proxy regression (Ge et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025; Xie et al., 2023; Ye et al., 2025), or
empirical and skill-competition mixture laws (Dai and Zheng, 2026; Shukor et al., 2025), even
though corpus deduplication, sample pruning, and multi-epoch repetition substantially alter
domain-level sample efficiency (Hernandez et al., 2021, 2022; Lee et al., 2022; Sorscher et al.,
2022). When individual domains obey distinct sample-scaling exponents i, ..., Bk > 0,
however, any static mixture w becomes suboptimal as D grows: fast-learning domains
(Br large) saturate early, whereas slow-learning bottleneck domains (8 small) dominate
the residual excess risk at large scale. In Section 4.1, we show that KKT duality reduces
optimal simplex mixing to a one-dimensional water-filling equation and derive explicit finite-
budget bottleneck bounds; in Section 4.2, we derive the horizon-free instantaneous sampling
distribution; and in Section 4.3, we show that the simplex Hessian metric is canonically dual
to this sequential law.

4.1 Simplex Water-Filling and Finite-Budget Bounds

Under Assumption 2.2, let ¢ = mp By > 0 denote the effective weight of domain k €
{1,..., K}, so that the separable simplex excess risk is Epix(w; D) = Zszl c(wp D) Pk,
Because each domain risk term is strictly convex on (0,1) and diverges as wy | 0, interior
coercivity and KKT duality (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004) reduce the (K — 1)-dimensional
simplex optimization problem to a one-dimensional monotone root-finding equation.
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Proposition 4.1 (KKT Water-Filling Characterization). Under Assumption 2.2 with
¢y = B > 0 and B, > 0 for each domain k € {1,..., K}, the objective w — Epix(w; D)
is strictly convex on A%, with strictly positive diagonal Hessian entries and diverges at the
boundary:
82€mix(w; D)
2
owy,
Consequently, for every finite token budget D > 0, the objective Enix(; D) admits a unique
interior minimizer w*(D) = argmin,en, , Emix(w; D) € A% _;, given in terms of the
unique positive root v = v(D) > 0 of the strictly decreasing scalar water-filling equation

K —Br # —Pr #
Z(%ﬁkf)ﬁ — 1 wi(D) = (%)B ke {l,.. K} (42)
k=1

= ckﬁk(ﬁk—i-l)D_ﬁ’“w;(ﬁk—’_Q) > 0, lim Epix(w; D) = +oo. (4.1)

w0t

See Appendix C.2 (p. 53) for the complete proof. [ |

Eliminating the dual multiplier v(D) between any domain k € {1,..., K} (Br # /1)
and reference domain 1 in Proposition 4.1 motivates defining the crossover budget Dy, the
normalized budget Dy, and the powered share ratio Y (D):

1 1
) B\ o1 . D wh(D)PRFLN Be=r
= Dy = — Yip(D) = ( ———— : 4.
* (m) - Pempp B0 (wT(D)ﬁIH )

In these dimensionless coordinates, the KKT stationarity conditions collapse onto an exact
inverse-budget power law across all token scales.

Corollary 4.1 (Invariant Powered Share-Ratio Law). For every finite token budget
D > 0 and every domain k € {1,..., K} with By # P1, the optimal mizture weights from
Proposition 4.1 obey the exact identity

wZ<D)6k+1 kBl (B — ~_(Bx—P1) -

= D~B=h) — -G (D) = DL 4.4
WD T afy k WPy b )
See Appendix C.3 (p. 53) for the complete proof. [ |

To quantify non-asymptotic departures from the large-budget bottleneck limit when one
or more domains share the slowest decay exponent, partition the domain index set into the
slowest-decaying bottleneck tie set S and its fast-decaying complement 5¢:

by = 1§}ch5’“ >0, S ={se{l,...,K}:8,=0bp}, S = {l,...,K}\S. (4.5)

On the bottleneck face S, define the normalization constant H and the asymptotic equilibrium
shares 65 (s € S), and for the fast complement S¢ define the exponent ratios r € (0, 1), the
individual and total slack variables z;(D) and Z(D), and the total fast-domain probability
mass (D) (with e(D) = Z(D) = 0 when S¢ = ()):

H o= Y o)™, 6= PO (eg) eD) = Y wi(D). (46)
seS keS¢
Ty = 22111 €(0,1), (D)= (Brex) mTH D= Z(D) = > (D). (47)
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Expressing the KKT multiplier v(D) in terms of the slow-domain mass 1 — (D) reduces
the multi-domain equilibrium to a scalar fixed-point equation for (D).

Theorem 4.1 (Finite-Budget Bottleneck Approximation and Tie-Aware Bounds).
Under Assumption 2.2, for every finite token budget D > 0, the KKT minimizer w*(D) €
A%, from Proposition 4.1 satisfies wi(D) = 65(1 — (D)) for all s € S, while the fast-
domain probability mass (D) = Y, g wii(D) obeys the fized-point identity and two-sided
sandwich bound

e(D) = Y =(D)(1—e(D))™,
keSe
Z(D)

T 2] S e(D) < min{Z(D),1}  ¥D > 0. (4.8)

Furthermore, the closed-form plug-in approzimation w(D) € RE (which lies inside AN
whenever Z(D) < 1) and its Ly approximation error satisfy

5(D) = 2(D) (kes), (D) = 0,(1-Z(D)) (s€ 9,
5 27(D)? 2
D) —w*(D = 2(Z(D)—¢(D)) < ———~2— < 2Z(D)~. 4.
(D) = w (D), = 22(D)~<(D) < {2y < 2(D) (1.9
Finally, relative to the leading bottleneck risk Eeaq(D) = %D*bo
function EX, (D) = Emix(w*(D); D) satisfies for all (D) < 1/2:

mix

, the optimal value

D) ~(bo+1) bo _
anpy = (1) 1+k§C< 1> D)]
=1+ Y PO D) + Rus(D), (4.10)
keS¢

where 0 < RmiX(D) < Cmix(bo)E(D)2 with Cmix(bo) = (bo + 1)(b0 + 2)260+2.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.1. Summing the KKT stationarity relation (4.2) over the
slowest-exponent tie set S expresses the dual multiplier v(D) in terms of the slow-domain
mass 1 — e(D); substituting v(D) into (4.2) for each k € S¢ with ry = giill € (0,1) and
applying Bernoulli’s inequality yields

(D)™ = B WD (1— D) = wi(D) = s(D)(1-e(D)" ke S,
1-¢(D) < (1-eD)™* <1 = Z(D)(1-e(D)) < D) < Z(D),

which directly establishes the sandwich inequality (4.8), the Ly error bound (4.9), and
(via Lemma C.1) the value expansion (4.10). See Appendix C.4 (p. 54) for the complete
proof. |

Remark 4.1 (Box-Constrained Water-Filling and Pseudocount Shift). Two prac-
tical extensions of Proposition 4.1 preserve its one-dimensional monotone root-finding
structure:
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(1) Boz-constrained corpus pools. When unique tokens in high-utility domains are capped
by finite corpus pools Dy max > 0 with D < Zle Di max (Muennighoff et al., 2023),
imposing the upper box constraints wy < wg(D) yields the clipped water-filling
allocation

—Bk #
(D) = %, wi(D) = min{wk(D), (C’“ﬂkfy } (4.11)

where the dual multiplier v > 0 is uniquely determined by the simplex normalization
K *
> wip(D) = 1.

(ii) Positive pseudocount shift (wo > 0). At any fixed target budget D > 0, when shared
vocabulary and syntax supply an effective cross-domain share offset wg > 0 at zero
explicit weight, replacing wy by the affine shifted share wy yields the sparse boundary
water-filling law

1
DBk Br+1
W = wg + wo, wi(D) = rnax{O, (ckﬁk> * —wo}, (4.12)

1%

explaining why finite wg > 0 induces boundary sparsity (wy (D) = 0) on low-priority
domains (whereas sequential monotonicity across scales in Proposition 4.2 requires
either unshifted shares wo = 0 or a fixed additive token prior nyo > 0).

4.2 Sequential Allocation and Instantaneous Sampling

Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 4.1 characterize the optimal cumulative mixture w*(D) at
any total budget D > 0. When training proceeds sequentially from ¢t = 0 to ¢t = D
via online curriculum sampling or mid-training domain annealing (Bi et al., 2024; Ge
et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2023), one seeks a sequential sampling policy ¢*(D) € A% _; whose
cumulative domain token counts n} (D) = Dwj (D) match the optimal cumulative allocation
at every intermediate checkpoint D > 0 without fixing the final stopping horizon in advance.
Differentiating n*(D) with respect to D via implicit differentiation of (4.2) shows that every
component n (D) is strictly increasing, so the trajectory {w*(D)}p>o is realized sequentially
by an instantaneous sampling distribution ¢*(D) that tilts w*(D) toward slower-decaying
domains by the factor (3 + 1)1

Proposition 4.2 (Sequential Allocation and Instantaneous Sampling). Let w*(D) €

%_1 be the optimal cumulative mizture from Proposition 4.1, and let n3(D) = Dwy(D)
denote the optimal cumulative token allocation to domain k at budget D > 0. Then for every
D > 0 and every domain k € {1,..., K}, the marginal token allocation rate g (D) is strictly

positive and defines a probability distribution ¢*(D) € A% _, satisfying
wi (D)
dni(D) _ Ftl

(D) = = Vk 1,...,. K
Qk( ) dD w;(_D) 6{7 ) }7

K
;ﬁj‘f‘l

D
/qmw:D@wx %{
0

D
/ ¢ (1) dt: D) _e (D) = 0. (4.13)

ol =
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FEquivalently, viewing w*(D) and ¢*(D) as probability measures P}, and Qf, on {1,..., K},
the Radon—Nikodym derivative of QF, with respect to P}, and the relative tilt between any
two domains B; < B are given by

dQB(k) _ D) _ Bt ¢;(D)/wi(D) _ Bp+1
dPp wi(D) By lBr+ D)7 (D) wi(D) B +1

> 1, (4.14)

so the sequential allocation policy upweights slower-learning bottleneck domains at the margin.

See Appendix C.5 (p. 55) for the complete proof. [ |

4.3 Simplex Hessian Metric and Cross-Scale Transfer

Evaluating the diagonal Hessian matrix Dy (D) of Enix(w; D) at the KKT solution w*(D)
induces a weighted Riemannian metric g,«(p) on the simplex tangent space Ty (p)Ax—1
(Amari, 2016; Martens, 2020):

K
Dy(D) = V25mjx(w*(D);D), Tw(p)Ax-1 = {610 cRK . Zéwk = 0},
k=1

Substituting the KKT stationarity condition (4.2) into D (D) eliminates the power-law
factors ¢ D~ and shows that Dy (D)~! is canonically proportional to the instantaneous
sampling distribution ¢*(D) from Proposition 4.2.

Proposition 4.3 (Simplex Hessian Metric and Sequential Duality). At¢ the KKT
minimizer w*(D) € A%, with dual multiplier v(D) > 0, the induced Riemannian metric
Guw(D) on Tyr(pyAk—1, the diagonal entries and minimum eigenvalue of Dy (D), and its
inverse Dy (D)~ satisfy

i K Swy, 1,
Gur(p)(dw, 0w) = v(D) Z(ﬂk +1) W,
k=1 k
(Du(D)),, = u<D>f}25 > Auin(Di(D)) > (D) +1) > 0,
N -1
Dy(D)™' = EPD[(fé;)l) ]diag(q*(D))a (4.16)

where ¢*(D) is the sequential allocation distribution in (4.13). Moreover, for any perturbed
mizture w = w*(D)+0w € A _; with componentwise lower envelope wy, := min{w} (D), wy},
the excess risk obeys

1
8mix(w*(D) + dw; D) — 5;11X(D) = igw*(D)(éw, (S’U)) + R3((5w),
K
1 wk(D)PetL
Ry(0w) < (D) D B+ 1)k +2) B o (@.17)
k=1 Wy,
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Consequently, on the relative trust neighborhood %wZ(D) <y < 2wi(D) (Vk), any surrogate
mizture w = w*(D) + dw € A, with tangent gradient error at most enix in the inverse
metric Dy (D)~ obeys the quadratic mizture regret bound

. K
[VEmix(1; D) + v(D)1l|p, (py-1 < €mix = Emix(; D) — ELi(D) < 7wﬁfnixa
Fo = 13}%(2@*2. (4.18)
See Appendix C.6 (p. 56) for the complete proof. [ |

When shared representations induce cross-domain transfer or interference via a quadratic
coupling matrix I' > 0 as in Assumption 2.2 (Hernandez et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2026), the
Hessian—sampling duality (4.16) yields a closed-form first-order expansion for the coupled
simplex minimizer wj.(D) at any fixed finite budget D > 0 in the weak-coupling regime
where ||T'[|,,/v(D) is small (whereas if ' # 0 is held fixed as D — oo, v(D) decays as Db
and the quadratic coupling eventually dominates).

Corollary 4.2 (First-Order Perturbation Under Cross-Domain Coupling). For
each fized finite budget D > 0 and any symmetric positive semidefinite coupling matriz T' = 0
in a neighborhood of T' = 0, the coupled simplex minimizer wi(D) obeys the first-order
perturbation expansion (with a finite constant Ceoup(D) > 0 independent of T')

wp(D) = arg min{Emix(w; D) + %(w, I‘w}RK} = w*(D) + Awnat (D) + Rr(D),

wWEAK_1

1919 T
Bun(D) = (1= P2 E ) Du(D) T (D), [ Re(D)l, < CoomlDIIT,

(4.19)

whose k-th component simplifies via (4.16) to the centered covariance identity under QF,:

ZBﬁl s

Zﬁj+1

Awpag k(D) = — (FU’*(D))JC

Eps I
= - PD[(fé;) ] (D) [(rw*(p))k - E@E[(I‘w*(D))IH. (4.20)
See Appendix C.7 (p. 57) for the complete proof. [ |

5 Compute-Optimal Allocation and Exponent Drift

We now couple the finite-capacity approximation error of Section 3 and the multi-domain
sample estimation error of Section 4 across the two-dimensional log-resource plane (u,v) =
(In N,In D) € R2?, foliated under Assumption 2.3 by the iso-compute submanifolds M; =
{(u,v) € R? : u+ v = t} with t = In(C/k,).
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A recurring question in neural scaling is the discrepancy between the parameter-heavy
compute allocation exponent reported by Kaplan et al. (2020) (n = 0.73) and the balanced
allocation exponent reported by Hoffmann et al. (2022) (n = 0.50), together with subsequent
shifts observed at multi-trillion-token budgets (Besiroglu et al., 2024; Bi et al., 2024; Pearce
and Song, 2024; Porian et al., 2024). While small-scale warm-up offsets and uncalibrated
learning-rate schedules distort pilot trajectories, a basic analytical question remains: when
is the compute-optimal allocation exponent n(t) = %t(t) mvariant across budgets t, and
how do the multi-term spectral and domain expansions of Sections 3 and 4 cause n(t) to drift
across scales?

We first show that monotone loss transformations preserve a constant allocation expo-
nent whereas discrete-time gradient descent with a frozen step size breaks this invariance
(Section 5.1). We then derive the iso-compute curvature differential equation and exponent-
variance identity for multi-power risk expansions (Section 5.2), and conclude with the
hyperparameter envelope and quadratic allocation regret bounds (Section 5.3).

5.1 Scale Invariance Under Monotone Loss Transformations

It is often assumed that any cross-derivative coupling &,, # 0 between log-capacity v = In NV
and log-data v = In D causes the compute-optimal exponent 7(¢) to drift with ¢. In fact,
cross-derivative coupling alone does not induce path drift: applying any strictly increasing
differentiable transformation F : Rsg — Rx¢ (F’(z) > 0) to a single power-law sum z(u, v)—
such as nonlinear downstream evaluation metrics that distort cardinal loss curves (Schaeffer
et al., 2023; Wei et al., 2022)—defines the non-separable risk

E(N,D) = F(z(u,v)), 2(u,v) = eIN"*+ D70 = crem™ + o,
Euv(u,v) = abclcge_a“_b”F”(z(u, v)), (5.1)
where c¢1,¢g,a,b > 0. Although &,, # 0 whenever F”(z) # 0, the positive scalar factor

F’(2) > 0 cancels identically in the marginal rate of substitution along My, preserving a
constant allocation exponent across all compute budgets.

Proposition 5.1 (Scale Invariance Under Monotone Loss Transformations). For
the transformed risk E(N,D) = F(z(u,v)) in (5.1) with F'(z) > 0, under the mono-
mial compute constraint C = k. N™D" (m,n > 0), the unique compute-optimal trajectory
(N*(C),D*(C)) == argmin,_ympn_c E(N, D) obeys the scale-invariant power laws

b a

N*(C) = ANC'™W, D*(C) = ApC"P = — = — 5.2
( ) N 3 ( ) D sy TIN mb—l—na’ 1D mb—i—na’ ( )
for every C > 0, independent of F. In particular, for m = n =1 (C = k.ND), the
log-parameter allocation rate n(t) = aLer is constant (n/(t) =0) for all t € R.

See Appendix D.2 (p. 59) for the complete proof. [ |

Remark 5.1 (Step-Size Sensitivity Under Loss Rescaling in Discrete Gradient
Descent). While Proposition 5.1 establishes invariance under monotone loss wrappers at
the static risk-minimizing envelope, discrete-time optimization with a frozen step size breaks
this invariance even under a positive linear rescaling of a single quadratic mode (Li et al.,
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2025; Paquette et al., 2024; Ramani and Jain, 202@). Running T' € N> steps of gradient
descent with a fixed learning rate §, = o > 0 from 6y = 0y # 0 (for a) ¢ {1, k%rl}) yields

0°0) = %w? (A>0),  {0) = ki) (k>0, k£1),

. 0(67) 1—akA\*"
or = (1—a))’0 Or = (1—ak\)"6 = 1L (5.3
T ( Q@ ) 0 T ( «a ) 0, E(HT) 1 _ Oé)\ ?é ( )
In particular, whenever aX € (0,2) while akX > 2, the ratio (5.3) diverges exponentially
as T — oo unless the step size tracks the calibrated schedule & = a//k (foreshadowing the
Schur-complement hyperparameter envelope in Theorem 5.2).

5.2 Iso-Compute Curvature and Exponent Variance

Because a single power-law pair preserves a constant allocation exponent (Proposition 5.1),
scale drift of 7(t) requires competing decay modes across capacity or data—precisely the
multi-term Mellin expansion along log-capacity u (Theorem 3.1) and the multi-domain
expansions along log-data v (Theorem 4.1). Under Assumption 2.3, each iso-compute
line M; admits a unique interior minimizer (u*(t),v*(t)) characterized by marginal-risk
stationarity and complementary tangent allocation rates:

(u*(t),v*(t)) = argmin &(u,v), Eu(u*(t),v* (1)) = & (u(t),v* (1)),
(u,v)EM;

L-n(t) = —~. (5.4)

Differentiating the stationarity condition in (5.4) along u*(¢)+v*(t) = t yields the iso-compute
curvature differential equation for n(t).

Proposition 5.2 (Iso-Compute Curvature Differential Equation). Under Assump-
tion 2.3, along the compute-optimal trajectory (u*(t),v*(t)) € My, the allocation exponent
n(t) and the tangent directional derivative operator D are given by

gvv - guv
u 28111} + gvv

, D = n(t)0u + (1 —n(t)) 0. (5.5)

n(t) = z
(u* (£),0* (£))

Whenever n(t) € (0,1), its scale derivative obeys the curvature drift ODE

n'(t) = n(t)(1—n(t) K@),

d 77(75) ) {D(gvv - guv) D(guu - Euv)
Kt) = — ln< = — . 5.6
( ) dt 1-— ’I’](t) Evv — Eup Euu — Euv (u*(t),v*(t)) ( )
See Appendix D.3 (p. 59) for the complete proof. [ |

For a separable risk surface £(u,v) = U(u)+ V (v) with strictly convex marginals, the log-
odds drift rate IC(t) in (5.6) reduces to the difference between the third-to-second derivative
ratios of U and V' (valid for arbitrary residue signs, including Ay < 0). When U and V are
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positive-weight multi-power potentials, normalizing their marginal derivatives defines Gibbs
probability measures P, on {1,...,1} and Q; on {1,..., K} along (u*(t),v*(t)):

K
U(u) = ZAie_aiu, V(’U) = ZBje_ﬁj” (Ai,Bj,Oéi,ﬁj >0),

A;ajem " (1) , B;Bje= v (1)
L) = e
ZZ:l Bzﬂge Bev*(t)

Under P; and Q;, the log-odds drift rate K(¢) equals the difference between the normalized
Gibbs exponent variances of the capacity and data spectra.

Pi(7) =
t(l) Z{nzl Amame_amu*(t)

(5.7)

Theorem 5.1 (Exponent-Variance Identity for Compute-Optimal Drift). Under
Assumption 2.3, for any separable risk surface &(u,v) = U(u) + V(v) with U"(u) > 0 and
V" (v) > 0, the allocation exponent n(t) and log-odds drift rate K(t) in Proposition 5.2 satisfy

V)
U7 (u (1)) + V(o (1)

w0 = a0(-grey) 0Oy )69

Furthermore, for the fized-weight multi-power potentials and marginal-gradient Gibbs mea-
sures (Py, Q) in (5.7), the effective local exponents and K(t) obey the Gibbs moment and
variance-to-mean identities

€ (0,1),

aun(®) = Lo = Befal,  fa) = S O = Bo [
By () Vare, (@) (1 n(t)) Varg, (5)
0= gll+Eem 0T TR B Y

Proof Sketch of Theorem 5.1. Expressing the second- and third-derivative ratios of U
and V' as cumulants of the marginal-gradient Gibbs measures P; and Q; (Lemma D.1) yields
the cumulant identities and first-moment balance along (u*(t), v*(t)):

U (ur(t) L Varp(e) - VTA()
U" (u*(t) Ep, o] V7 (v*(t))
n(t)Ep,[e] — (1—n(t))Eq,[B8] = 0.

Varg, (3)

= Eq,[8] + Eg, 8]

f—mu

Substituting this cumulant decomposition into (5.8) cancels the first-moment terms identically
and isolates (5.9). See Appendix D.4 (p. 60) for the complete proof. [ |

When the data potential represents the KKT water-filling envelope V(v) = &%, (e")
optimized over domain weights at each token budget D = e¥ (Proposition 4.1 and Theo-
rem 4.1), differentiating the envelope multiplier —V’(v) = v(e¥) via Proposition 4.2 connects

Axis IT directly to Axis III.
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Proposition 5.3 (Water-Filling Envelope Curvature and Inverse-Harmonic Drift).
Let V(v) == &, (e") denote the optimal multi-domain water-filling envelope of Proposition 4.1
at log-token budget v = In D, with optimal domain share law P}, (k) = wi(e”). Defining
the inverse-exponent weight py and its first moment m(v), the effective local data exponent

*5(v) and third-to-second derivative ratio obey the exact variance-decay identities

pe = (Bet )7 mlv) = By o] € (0,1), EMWZZ_KSQ)ZZmz)—L
dBl(v) __ Vare:,(pr) V) Vare:, (pr)
w - mep =Y Vo) ﬁU+meu_m@y (5.10)

Consequently, when V(v) = EX. (e”) is coupled with a single-power capacity potential U(u) =

mix

Ape™ % glong u + v = t, the compute-optimal allocation exponent n(t) = % obeys
the log-odds drift equation ’
Var]p*u*(t) (p[)
Kt) = =(1=nt)———* - < (5.11)
m(v(t))" (1 = m(v*(1)))
See Appendix D.5 (p. 61) for the complete proof. [ |

In a two-stratum crossover where a two-mode capacity potential U(u) (0 < ag < ag)
couples with a single-mode data potential V' (v), the faster-decaying mode ag saturates
first as ¢ increases, driving 7(t) upward between asymptotic plateaus ns < 77 across its
midpoint scale t,. Centering log-compute at 7 = t — t,, the normalized transition coordinate
s(t) obeys an exact variable-rate log-odds law in the intrinsic coordinate zj,(t) alongside a
constant-rate logistic reference profile Slogistic(T)Z

U(u) = Aje“" + Age™ 424, V(v) = Be ™, N = aiiﬁ (1 €{1,2}),
_ mtn n(t) —m
T = 1 —t, te) = = , s(t) = —— € (0,1),
nt) =0 = 2 0 = T0=2 e 0)

Jimon(t) = m, moa) = m ) = (ar—an) (8(0) — (1),
d S(t) dZint(t) d Slogistic(T)
—1 = — t) = 0, —Inl——"—7o— | = 0.
de Il<1 — S(t)) (a2 051)77( ) dt > dr . 1-— 310gistic<7_) T

(5.12)

Corollary 5.1 (Two-Stratum Logistic Transition Law). Under the two-stratum

setup (5.12), the constant-rate reference coordinate siogistic(7) € (0,1) with Siegistic(0) = %

satisfies % = YSlogistic(1 — Slogistic), yielding the closed-form logistic profile and peak
drift speed
Mo istic(7_> = M2+ u, Slo istic(T) = U(’y'r) = #7
& 1+e 7 & 1+e 7
Y
I}_lgg‘n{ogistic(T)} = 1‘771 - 772|‘ (513)
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Furthermore, for the exact two-mode system in (5.12), the normalized state satisfies s(t) =
0 (zint (1)) identically in the intrinsic coordinate zin(t), and with midpoint rate v = (g —
a1) > 0 obeys the non-asymptotic uniform approximation bound in t:

1
‘W(t) - nlogistic(t - t*)’ < g(OQ - a1)|771 - 772|2‘t - t*| Vvt € R. (514)

See Appendix D.6 (p. 61) for the complete proof. |

Remark 5.2 (Sign of Exponent Drift and Three-Regime Taxonomy). Combin-
ing (5.8)—(5.11) with Theorems 3.1, 4.1 and 5.2 separates three structural drivers of exponent
drift n/(t) across scales:

(1)

(ii)

(iii)

Multi-domain data heterogeneity (Varp,(a) = 0). Both under a fixed multi-domain mix-
ture (Varg,(8) > 0) and under KKT water-filling (Varp+ (pr) > 0 in Proposition 5.3),
fast-decaying data modes saturate as v*(t) grows, drivilelg the effective data exponent
and 7(t) strictly downward:

dﬁcff
dv

Varg, (8)
Eq,[6]

= —Varg,(8) <0, K(t)=—(1-n(1)) <0 = 7'(t) <0, (5.15)

which shifts compute allocation toward data D before relaxing to bibo as (D) — 0.

Aoo
Positive subleading capacity modes (Varp, (o) > 0, Varg,(8) = 0). Conversely, when
positive subleading spectral-geometric modes decay faster than the asymptotic tail
(Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2), the effective capacity exponent a.g(t) = Ep, [a]

decreases with u*(t) and drives n(t) upward:

doeg
du

Varp, («)
E]Pt [Oé]

= —Varp, (o) <0, K(t) =+n(t) >0 = 7/(t) > 0. (5.16)
Signed filter poles and uncalibrated hyperparameter curvature. In (5.8), adding a
negative rational filter mode Are™*" (A = —|Af| <0, af = aoo+Ay in Theorem 3.1)
to a positive-weight spectral potential U, (u) shifts the capacity log-curvature ratio
according to

T () - - () e

contributing with sign opposite to ay + U} (u)/U! (u). Complementarily, as shown
next in Theorem 5.2, omitting learning-rate schedule calibration in pilot sweeps adds
a positive semidefinite Schur-complement curvature penalty that biases empirical esti-
mates 7] upward whenever hyperparameter sensitivity along token horizon v dominates
that along capacity u, before calibrated fits relax toward n = 0.50 (Hoffmann et al.,
2022; Kaplan et al., 2020; Porian et al., 2024).

5.3 Hyperparameter Envelope and Allocation Regret

In pretraining sweeps, the joint excess risk £(r,¢) € C3(R? x RP) depends on both the
log-resource vector r and auxiliary optimization hyperparameters £ € RP (such as peak
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learning rate and batch size), which require across-scale calibration to avoid distorting
pilot scaling estimates (Li et al., 2025; Pearce and Song, 2024; Porian et al., 2024; Ramani
and Jain, 2026; Yang et al., 2021). When ¢ — &(r, £) admits a unique interior minimizer
&*(r) with positive definite hyperparameter Hessian, minimizing out ¢ defines the calibrated
envelope risk surface £(r) and its partitioned Hessian blocks at (r,£*(r)):

ro= (uo) € R%, () = argmin&(r,§),
£€RP

E(r) = E(r,&(r)), Hee(r) = Vggg(r,ﬁ*(r)) = 0,
H,.(r) == V},E(r,&(r)) €R¥? Heg(r) = V;E(r,&*(r)) e R (5.18)

By implicit differentiation and block-matrix elimination (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004;
Zhang, 2005a), the Hessian of the calibrated envelope £(r) is reduced relative to the
frozen-hyperparameter curvature H,.(r) by a positive semidefinite Schur complement.

Theorem 5.2 (Schur-Complement Hyperparameter Envelope). For any joint risk
surface € € C3(R? x RP) with partitioned Hessian blocks (5.18) satisfying Hee(r) = 0, the
optimal hyperparameter Jacobian J¢(r) and the gradient and Hessian of the envelope risk
E(r) at (r,£*(r)) are given by
o0& (r _ -
gy = 20 - H ) H (), V.E() = Vel ),
V2.E(r) = Hyo(r) — As(r),  Ag(r) = Hye(r)He(r) "He(r) = 0. (5.19)

Consequently, if a pilot sweep freezes &€ = & at an anchor optimum & = £*(rq) for ro € R?,
the hyperparameter drift AL(r) = & — £*(r) induces the frozen-hyperparameter excess risk,
anchor curvature penalty, and apparent allocation-slope shift:

E(r,&) —E(r) = §A5<T>Tﬂgg<rmg<r>+Renv<r,so>, [Ren(r,&0)| < échAg(r)n%,
= Je(ro) " Hge(ro)Je(ro) = As(ro) = (R 3w) = 0,

r=rQ
o (1 - 77(7“0)) (Avv - Auv) - n(TO)(Auu - Auv)
Nirozen (T0) — 1(T0) = T o By S S—— : (5.20)

v?ﬂr [8_(7"7 50) - S(T)]

Proof Sketch of Theorem 5.2. Differentiating V¢E(r,£*(r)) = 0 in r and completing
the square on the joint second-order differential around (r,&*(r)) gives

Hep(r) 4+ Hee(r)Je(r) = 0 <= Je(r) = —Hge(r) ' He,(r),

PE(r, (1)) = dr (Hyr(r) = As(r)) dr + | Hee(r)/3(dg — Je(r) dr) z

whose restriction to the envelope tangent space d§ = J¢(r)dr isolates (5.19). See Ap-
pendix D.7 (p. 62) for the complete proof. [ |

Restricting €(u,v) to a fixed iso-compute slice M; around (u*(t),v*(t)) defines the
one-dimensional slice risk ¢;(du) in terms of the log-allocation shift Ju (Besiroglu et al., 2024;
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Hoffmann et al., 2022; Sardana et al., 2024), along with its extreme directional curvatures
on [—A,A] (A >0):

du = u—u(t) = —(v—v*(t)), Pr(0u) = E(u*(t) + du,v*(t) — bu),
Hin = |§1§i& Hiso (W (t) + s,0%(t) —s) > 0,  Hpn = max Hiso (u*(t) + s,0*(t) — ).
(5.21)

Corollary 5.2 (Quadratic Allocation Regret). For any log-compute budget t € R and
any shift interval [-A, A] (A > 0), the slice excess risk ¢i(du) satisfies

#,(0) = 0, {(0u) = Hiso(u*(t) + du,v*(t) — du) > 0,
%ﬂt,A (6u)? < ¢(du) — ¢(0) < %ﬁt,A (6u)* Vou € [-A, A, (5.22)

and for the separable power-law risk £(u,v) = c1e™ + coe™

¢¢(0), the relative curvature at the optimum is scale-invariant:

with optimal value E*(t) =

—au*(t) _ —bv*(t) _ ab ¢g(0) _
acie” ) = peye M) = mé’*(t), e ab > 0. (5.23)
See Appendix D.8 (p. 63) for the complete proof. [ |
Finally, consider a composite surrogate slice objective qgt : [-A,A] — R formed by

combining capacity, mixing, and envelope-plus-coupling surrogates along M;, with total
slice marginal-derivative error budget ¢; (or function-value error budget €g ):

bi(s) = ﬁ(u*(t)—i—s) —HA/(U*(t) —s) —|—ﬁenv’t(s), €t = Espec(t)+Emix(t)+Eenv(t). (5.24)

Combining (5.24) with the slice strong-convexity sandwich (5.22) yields deterministic stability
bounds on the resulting compute-allocation shift and decision regret.

Proposition 5.4 (Surrogate-to-Decision Allocation Regret Stability). Let ngbt :
[—A, A] = R be a surrogate slice objective on [—A, A] (A >0):

(i) First-order derivative control. For any derivative error budget e, > 0 and first-order
optimization tolerance T, > 0, any candidate shift du, € [—A, A] obeys

sup [61(s) = ¢1(s)| < = and |G(00)| < 7
ls|<A

R Et + T R €t + T 2 H.
= |60 < Lt ¢e(0) — ¢(0) < (€t ) < L2

S S (515 + Tt)Q.
Hin 2H, A 2H A

(5.25)

(ii) Zeroth-order function-value control. For any function-value error budget €9 > 0 and
zeroth-order optimization tolerance 1o > 0, any candidate shift du; € [—A, A] obeys

~ 1 ~ o

sup [61(s) = &nls)| < Szo0 and Gu(6w) < min s) + 7oy
Is|<A 2 ls|<a

2(6()7,: + T()ﬂg)

= o] <
’ t| — ﬂt,A Y

or(6dr) — ¢(0) < g0 + T0.1- (5.26)
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Figure 2: Pre-asymptotic spectral scaling trajectories and filter holomorphicity (Theorem 3.1,
Corollary 3.1, and Proposition 3.2). (a) Local exponent aeg (V) (curves: 3-term expansion;
markers: numerical series) for four (d, k) systems at ¢ = 4.0, converging to ao, = k(r —1).
(b) Normalized slope deviation T3(N)/Hpeax versus @ = (NN, /N;eak)Ag, collapsing onto
the master curve F,(x) (3.13). (c) Relative risk error (%) versus M = N* under rational
filtering 4 (1-3 terms) and gradient flow ¥gr (1-2 terms).

See Appendix D.9 (p. 64) for the complete proof. |

6 Numerical Verification and Empirical Evaluation

We evaluate the theoretical predictions of Sections 3 to 5 in two stages. First, in Sections 6.1
to 6.3, we test our analytical expansions against high-precision numerical truth on controlled
spectral resolvents, multi-domain simplex mixtures, and iso-compute risk surfaces. Second, in
Section 6.4, we examine out-of-sample extrapolation, pilot conditioning, and allocation regret
on three public foundation-model benchmarks: Pythia (Biderman et al., 2023), Chinchilla
(Hoffmann et al., 2022), and RegMix (Liu et al., 2025).

6.1 Finite-Capacity Approximation and Pole Confluence

We first test the finite-capacity Mellin-Barnes expansion (Theorem 3.1) and its boundary
reductions (Propositions 3.1 and 3.2) across 45 spectral configurations spanning model
capacities N € [10%2,10%]. These comprise a 36-cell factorial grid over filter exponent
q € [0.8,2.0], source decay r € [1.4,2.2], and manifold dimension d € {2,4,8} (§ = 1/d),
together with 9 pole-collision (o € {0,1}) and gradient-flow (gr(u) = e~ 2*"") slices,
benchmarked against Euler-Maclaurin series evaluations accurate to 10711,

As shown in Figure 2(a,b), although the local scaling exponents a,g (V) peak at widely
separated capacities across different manifold dimensions d and cutoff exponents k, nor-
malizing the local slope deviation by its analytical peak scale N;eak and peak height Hpeax
(Corollary 3.1) collapses all four systems onto the single-parameter master curve F,(x) to
machine precision (9.62 x 1076 maximum deviation). Figure 2(c) further illustrates why
iterative early stopping and explicit Tikhonov regularization exhibit distinct finite-capacity
corrections (Proposition 3.2): because the gradient-flow Mellin kernel is holomorphic in the
left half-plane, the two spectral-geometric zeta poles alone approximate the risk within
8.03 x 107°% already at M = 31.62 (N = 10%), whereas under rational ridge filtering Vg,
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Figure 3: Pole-collision regularity, 36-cell factorial accuracy, and pilot conditioning (Theorem 3.1
and Propositions 3.1 and 3.3). (a) RMS relative error (%) across gap ratio g, comparing
the leading term Ap, the unmerged sum Ag + A4, and the divided-difference form
Cpm(M;h) (3.15) across ¢ € {0,1}. (b) Mean 3-term relative error (%) across the 36-cell
(r,d,q) grid (red border: o < 1). (c) Smallest singular value oy (J) = k5 ' versus pilot
log-span Agju; for Aitken-reduced AJs (slope 1), unreduced Js (slope 2), and 5-parameter

Js.

omitting the negative filter residue A ;M ~24 Jeaves a 2.64% error that drops by thirty-fold
(to 0.0798%) once the filter pole is included.

When the filter pole approaches either spectral-geometric pole (¢ — 0 or o — 1),
individual Mellin residues diverge with opposite signs and cause the unmerged power-law
sum to blow up (Figure 3(a)). Combining the colliding poles into the divided-difference
representation Cp ,(M;h) (Proposition 3.1) restores smooth convergence across both log-
arithmic resonances, reducing median relative error across the 36-cell factorial grid from
26.93% (single power law) to 0.00005% (Figure 3(b); 0.00036% across all 45 tasks). Despite
this analytical accuracy, Figure 3(c) shows why fitting multi-power sums directly on narrow
pilot grids is ill-posed (Proposition 3.3): as the dimensionless pilot log-span Agu; shrinks,
both the column-normalized five-parameter Jacobian J5 and the unreduced three-parameter
Jacobian J3 suffer at least quadratic singular-value decay, whereas eliminating o via the
first-order Aitken difference Jacobian AJs (Corollary 3.2) restores linear u; conditioning
(slope 1).

6.2 Multi-Domain Mixing and Sequential Allocation

We next evaluate the KKT water-filling law (Proposition 4.1) and finite-budget bottleneck
bounds (Theorem 4.1) on multi-domain mixtures over Ag_1, covering both distinct domain
exponents (5 = (0.18,0.42,0.85) for K = 3 and = (0.18,0.35,0.55,0.85) for K = 4) and
tied slowest bottleneck exponents (8 = (0.22,0.22,0.65)).

As the total token budget D grows, the water-filling solution shifts cumulative weight
wi (D) away from fast-saturating domains toward the slowest bottleneck domain (Figure 4(a)).
Because sequential training must anticipate this shift at the margin, the instantaneous
allocation policy ¢; (D) = % systematically leads the cumulative mixture via the
Radon-Nikodym tilt factor (8 + 1)~! (Propositions 4.2 and 4.3), saving 35.2% of the

total token budget compared to uniform sampling (Figure 4(b), inset). Normalizing the
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Figure 4: Simplex data mixing and finite-budget bottleneck bounds (Propositions 4.1 and 4.2,
Corollary 4.1, and Theorem 4.1). (a) Cumulative shares wj (D) (solid), sequential rates
¢;(D) (dashed), and Radon-Nikodym tilt bands (shaded) across D € [10%,10°] for
B = (0.18,0.42,0.85). (b) Powered share ratio Y1 (D) versus Dy, = D/Dj;, collapsing onto
D; ! (inset: 35.2% token budget saved over uniform sampling). (c) Fast-domain mass
£(D) within its sandwich band (4.8) and plug-in error ||@(D) — w*(D)||, < 2Z(D)? (4.9)
for distinct and tied bottleneck exponents.

token budget by each domain’s crossover scale Dj collapses the powered share ratio T (D)
across all three- and four-domain systems onto the exact inverse law D,;l (Corollary 4.1,
Figure 4(b)). In the large-budget regime (Figure 4(c)), whether the slowest exponent by is
unique or shared across multiple bottleneck domains, the residual fast-domain probability
mass (D) remains trapped inside the analytical sandwich band (4.8) and the closed-form
plug-in mixture @(D) converges to w*(D) at the quadratic rate 2Z(D)?.

6.3 Compute-Optimal Drift and Allocation Regret

We next examine how multi-term capacity and data expansions govern the compute-optimal
allocation trajectory along log-resource slices M; (Proposition 5.1 and Theorems 5.1 and 5.2).

Figure 5(a) demonstrates that cross-derivative coupling alone does not cause the compute-
optimal exponent 7(t) to drift: wrapping a single power-law sum in a nonlinear monotone
function preserves a flat allocation exponent 7(7) = 0.500 across all scales (Proposition 5.1).
In contrast, genuine multi-stratum heterogeneity induces S-shaped exponent drift whose
direction is fixed by the Gibbs variance-to-mean rate /C(t) (Theorem 5.1 and Remark 5.2),
shifting upward when capacity-side spectral variance dominates (IC(¢) > 0) and downward
when data-side domain variance dominates (I(t) < 0). In the intrinsic transition coordinate
Zint (t), the normalized trajectory s(¢) matches o(ziy) to machine precision (2.49 x 10716),
while across the constant-rate rescaled log-compute coordinate z = y7 € [—5, 5] in Figure 5(b),
all three two-stratum families stay numerically within 1.62 x 1072 of o(z) in state (inside
the analytical bound (5.14) of Corollary 5.1) and within 4.83 x 1072 of 40(z)(1 — o(2)) in
normalized velocity (1.44 x 1072 and 4.35 x 1072 on the plotted markers). Along a fixed
compute budget (Figure 5(c)), the calibrated risk envelope closely follows the scale-invariant
quadratic regret law %ab(éu)2 (Corollary 5.2), whereas freezing auxiliary hyperparameters
& = ) steepens the slice parabola by the positive semidefinite Schur-complement penalty
Ag(r) = 0 (Theorem 5.2).
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Figure 5: Iso-compute exponent drift, logistic transition, and Schur-complement regret (Propo-
sition 5.1, Theorems 5.1 and 5.2, and Corollaries 5.1 and 5.2). (a) Optimal allocation
exponent 7)(7) across centered log-compute 7 = In(C/C,) for capacity-dominated drift
(K(t) > 0), data-dominated drift (K(¢) < 0), and a monotone wrapper (7, = 0.500). (b)
Normalized state s(z) and velocity 4n'/(vAn) across three two-stratum families versus
z = 7T, tracking o(z) and 40(2)(1 — o(z2)). (c) Relative slice regret (¢, — £*)/E* versus
du = In(N/N*(C)) for the calibrated envelope &(r), quadratic law ab(éu)?, and frozen-
schedule slice E(r, &).
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Figure 6: Out-of-sample extrapolation and pilot conditioning on the Pythia suite (70M-12B; Propo-
sition 3.3 and Corollary 3.2). (a) LAMBADA test loss In(PPL) on Pythia-Standard fitted
on the J = 5 pilot sizes (T0M-1.4B) and extrapolated to 2.8B—12B for orders p € {2,3,5}.
(b) Held-out parity across 42 post-warmup (of 48 total) large-model checkpoint evaluations
per corpus, comparing p = 2 log-OLS (triangles and dashed trend) against p = 3 shifted
power-law predictions (5.89% and 10.22% MAPE). (¢) Pilot and holdout MAPE across
p € {2,3,5} versus column-normalized pilot condition number kg (J,).

6.4 Evaluation on Public Pretraining Benchmarks

We now examine how these pre-asymptotic scaling and identifiability principles inform out-of-
sample extrapolation and candidate selection on three public foundation-model benchmarks:
Pythia (Biderman et al., 2023), Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022), and RegMix (Liu et al.,
2025).

Out-of-Sample Extrapolation and Conditioning on Pythia. On EleutherAI’s Pythia
suite across the Standard and Deduped Pile corpora (8 model sizes from 70M to 12B across
16 logged checkpoints (Biderman et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2022)), we fit
scaling laws strictly on the 5 smallest pilot models (70M—-1.4B, spanning 1.30 decades) and
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Figure 7: Iso-loss surface estimation, frontier calibration, and allocation regret on Chinchilla (245
runs; Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 and Corollary 5.2). (a) Held-out parity on large models
(N > 4B, L < 3.15) fitted on pilot runs (N < 4B), comparing the trimmed power
law (1.34% MAPE) and log-quadratic surface (0.79% MAPE). (b) Fitted (N, D) iso-
loss contours and allocation frontiers for the raw pilot (7 = 0.6712), trimmed pilot
(7 = 0.5569), and full-sample reference (77 = 0.4839). (c) Normalized slice regret versus
du =1n(N/ N *(C)) across 181 low-loss runs in bins 27, compared against the quadratic
law %dl;(éu)z.

extrapolate zero-shot to the 3 largest held-out models (2.8B, 6.9B, 12B; evaluated at the
final checkpoint in Panel (a,c) and across all 14 post-warmup checkpoints with D > 27B
tokens in Panel (b)). Because an unfloored power law (p = 2) ignores the irreducible entropy
floor, it systematically underpredicts large-model loss by —0.50 nats at 12B; in contrast,
the three-parameter shifted power law (p = 3, fitted via multi-start log-loss nonlinear least
squares on the J = 5 pilot grid as in Corollary 3.2 and Remark 3.2) tracks the curved
trajectory across scale and cuts held-out LAMBADA (Paperno et al., 2016) prediction
error from 21.98% to 5.89% MAPE on Standard and from 22.13% to 10.22% on Deduped
(Figure 6(a,b)).

A natural question is why fitting higher-order spectral expansions directly on the J = 5 pi-
lot sizes fails, and how a practitioner can select model order p = 3 from pilot diagnostics alone
(Proposition 3.3 and Corollary 3.2). As shown in Figure 6(c), whereas in-sample pilot fit error
drops monotonically as parameters are added across p € {2,3,5} (4.7% — 2.7% — 2.1%), out-
of-sample holdout error traces a sharp U-curve governed by the unit-£2 column-normalized
pilot Jacobian condition number HQ(jp) on Standard. At p = 3, the pilot Jacobian is
well-conditioned (ko (J3) = 32.29, versus (Jo) = 2.25) and achieves the unique extrapo-
lation minimum on both corpora. Expanding around the p = 3 pilot exponent &g to the
fixed-exponent five-column linearized basis [1, N4 N~ (Go+8¢) N—(Go+As) _(In N)N—%0]
(Ag =0.125, A = 0.50) over the narrow log-span Ajus = 0.37 induces a 3,026 x conditioning
blowup (k2(Js) = 9.77 x 10, unnormalized 1.67 x 10°): its fifth singular value drops to
5.97 x 10750 (truncated to rank 4 at threshold rcond = 10~%), and the remaining near-
collinear directions amplify pilot noise into holdout divergence (33.4% MAPE on Standard,
23.3% on Deduped). For the unconstrained three-power sum (p = 7), the parameter count
exceeds the pilot grid size and, by Proposition 3.3, remains algebraically rank-deficient
(rank(J7) < 5 < 7) around the single-power locus regardless of grid density.
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Table 2: Frontier estimation and out-of-sample extrapolation on the 245-run Chinchilla benchmark
(221 pilot runs with N < 4B; 24 held-out runs with N > 4B, 23 satisfying L < 3.15;
Theorems 5.1 and 5.2, Corollary 5.2, and Proposition 5.4). Bold denotes the best pilot-
only estimator. For 7, 90% CI reports the 5%-95% digitization-jitter interval across
40 replicates, and R? measures the 2D log-frontier fit across the 9 bin centers. High-C
Regret (nats) is the mean excess loss across the top four compute bins (bins 5-8, 81 runs)
under 1D frontier matching at bin-minimum compute C, (Frontier; trimmed power-law
regret remains 0.0393 nats under proximity and near-tie rules) and 2D predicted-loss

minimization arg min, L(N;, D;) (Surface).

Fitted 77 Holdout MAPE High-C Regret
Estimator Fit Sample Est. 90% CI R? L[ <315 All24 Frontier Surface
Power law (raw) N < 4B (221) 0.6712 [0.6639,0.6778] 0.70 1.92% 1.96%  0.0909 0.0289
Power law (trimmed) N < 4B, L < 3.15 (205) 0.5569 [0.5468,0.5655] 0.93 1.34% 2.34% 0.0393 0.0139
Log-quadratic N < 4B, L < 3.15 (205) 0.5288 [0.5216,0.5347] 0.96 0.79% 1.86% 0.0709 0.0068
Full-sample reference All N, L < 3.15 (228) 0.4839 [0.4755,0.4880] 0.98 — — 0.0349  0.0000

Iso-Compute Frontier Estimation on Chinchilla. On the 245 training runs of Hoff-
mann et al. (2022) digitized by Besiroglu et al. (2024), we fit iso-loss surfaces on the 221
small-scale pilot runs (N < 4B) and evaluate out-of-sample extrapolation on the 24 held-out
large models (N > 4B) alongside retrospective candidate-pool regret across 9 equal-width
log-compute bins (Figure 7 and Table 2). Because the digitized summary records only
(N, D, L) triples without per-run learning-rate schedules, we apply the threshold L < 3.15
as an empirical filter for high-loss short-horizon runs.

Fitting a separable power law to all 221 pilot runs yields = 0.6712, consistent with the
upward slope shift in Theorem 5.2 and Remark 5.2(iii) when high-loss runs are retained.
Trimming L > 3.15 on the pilot sample (205 runs) lowers the estimated exponent to
7 = 0.5569 (shifting the high-compute log-capacity frontier by du = +0.53 in Figure 7(c))
and reduces held-out MAPE on the 23 low-loss large models from 1.92% to 1.34%. To
capture local surface curvature on the same 205-run pilot sample, we fit a second-order
log-loss surface in (u,v) = (In N,1In D):

InL(u,v) = ¢+ cru+ cov + c3u? + cqv® + csuv
Co — C1 2¢4 — C5

— () = —————— + Tquadts Tquad = ———————,
() +"7quad Tquad 2(03 T — 05)

2(c3 + ¢4 —c5) (61

along each iso-compute line u+v = ¢t = In(C/6), where positive slice curvature 2(c3+cs—cs) =
0.0439 > 0 ensures a unique slice minimum and constant affine slope 7quaqa = 0.5288, moving
closer to the full-sample reference (77 = 0.4839) and cutting held-out MAPE to 0.79% on the
23 low-loss runs and 1.86% across all 24 runs (Figure 7(a)). Across the top four compute bins
(bins 5-8), trimming high-loss pilot runs cuts 1D frontier-matching regret by 56.8% under the
table-order protocol (from 0.0909 to 0.0393 nats, remaining at 0.0393 nats across alternative
tie-breaking rules in Table 2), whereas minimizing predicted loss E(Ni, D;) directly over
the 2D candidate coordinates (Surface) leverages the full second-order surface to cut mean
regret by 52.1% for the trimmed power law (0.0139 nats) and by 76.4% for the log-quadratic
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Figure 8: Multi-domain mixing and zero-shot 1M — 1B transfer on the RegMix benchmark
(Theorem 4.1, Remark 4.1, and Corollary 4.2). (a) Held-out loss Ly versus shifted share
wi +wp (wo = 1073) across 256 test mixtures for Code, Mathematics, and arXiv, fitted
on 512 pilot mixtures at 1M. (b) Held-out 1B loss Lip(w) across 64 candidate mixtures
versus 1M predicted rank rpeq, contrasting linear Ridge (ps = 0.37) and 1st-order log-
transfer (ps = 0.77). (¢) Out-of-sample test RMSE across all 13 Pile validation domains
on 256 held-out 1M mixtures.

Table 3: Domain prediction RMSE (on 256 held-out 1M mixtures across 13 Pile domains) and
zero-shot 1M — 60M — 1B transfer on the 17-domain RegMix benchmark (fitted on 512
pilot mixtures at 1M; Theorem 4.1, Remark 4.1, Proposition 4.3, and Corollary 4.2).

1M Test RMSE  Spearman ps (1) Selection Regret (nats, |)

Predictor Family (1M Fit) Mean Agg. A% 1M 60M 1B 1M 60M 1B
17-domain linear Ridge (baseline) 0.4539 0.2277 — 0.62 0.56 0.37  0.7086 0.6179 0.1156
Single-domain power (Theorem 4.1) 0.2803 0.1308 —38.3% 0.92 0.84 0.74  0.0733 0.0377 0.0000

Monotone PCHIP spline (non-param.)  0.2771 0.1329 —39.0% 0.92 0.84 0.74 0.0000 0.0080 0.0000
+ 1st-order transfer (Corollary 4.2) 0.1992 0.0990 —56.1% 0.95 0.93 0.77 0.0000 0.0080 0.0000
+ Diag. log-quad. (Inw,In?w) 0.18420.0908 —59.4%0.96 0.94 0.76  0.1131 0.0450 0.0000

surface (0.0068 nats). In Figure 7(c), the 181 low-loss residuals in bins 2-7 closely follow
the analytical slice regret curve and quadratic parabola %db(éu)Q of Corollary 5.2.

Zero-Shot Cross-Scale Data Mixing on RegMix. Finally, on the RegMix benchmark
(Liu et al., 2025), we fit domain-loss predictors across the 17 training domains on 512 pilot
mixtures at 1M scale and evaluate out-of-sample mixture prediction across the 13 tracked
Pile validation domains (Gao et al., 2020) on 256 held-out mixtures at 1M, together with
zero-shot cross-scale ranking and selection transfer to 256 mixtures at 60M and 64 mixtures
at 1B at fixed per-scale token budgets (Figure 8 and Table 3). Replacing linear Ridge with
separable single-domain power laws Ej + Ay (wy, + wo) ~P*—where the pseudocount offset
wo = 1073 (Remark 4.1 (4.12)) regularizes zero-share boundary evaluations wy = 0—cuts
1M domain-mean RMSE by 38.3% (from 0.4539 to 0.2803 nats, matching the non-parametric
monotone PCHIP spline at 0.2771 nats), doubles zero-shot 1B Spearman rank correlation
from pg = 0.37 to 0.74, and eliminates the +0.1156 nats 1B selection regret of linear Ridge.

Adding cross-domain coupling via ridge regression on log-shifted mixture coordinates
In(w 4+ wyp) over the single-domain power-law residuals (motivated by Corollary 4.2) or fitting
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a diagonal log-quadratic expansion [In(w + wp), In?(w 4 wp)] further reduces 1M domain-
mean RMSE by 56.1% and 59.4% (to 0.1992 and 0.1842 nats) and lifts rank correlation to
ps > 0.93 at IM-60M and 0.76-0.77 at 1B (Table 3). While all four nonlinear predictors
identify the top candidate in the 64-mixture 1B evaluation pool (Figure 8(b)), the 1st-order
residual log-transfer model achieves both the highest 1B rank correlation (pg = 0.77) and
the lowest 60M selection regret (0.0080 nats, a 78.8% reduction over single-domain power
laws, whereas the diagonal log-quadratic fit partially overfits top-1 selection at 1M and 60M)
while consistently reducing RMSE across all 13 validation domains (Figure 8(c)).

7 Discussion

Classical scaling laws model validation loss as a separable power law with fixed exponents
and static domain weights (Zhao and Ren, 2026), an asymptotic reduction recovered when
subleading spectral residues and exponent variances vanish (Table 1). The analysis developed
in this paper shows that, at finite budgets, effective scaling exponents and frontier curvatures
are governed by the internal heterogeneity of the target spectrum and the training corpus
(Figure 1). When a model approximates spectral modes that decay at different rates
(Section 3) or trains on data sources that saturate at different speeds (Section 4), the
active bottleneck shifts with model size N and token budget D, producing both pre-
asymptotic learning-curve curvature and scale-dependent drift in the compute-optimal
allocation exponent 7*(C) (Section 5).

Beyond accounting for the empirical benchmarks in Section 6, these results shed light
on several practical questions in large language model pretraining. The first concerns how
small-scale pilot runs should be designed when extrapolating validation loss across orders
of magnitude (Bi et al., 2024; Hoffmann et al., 2022; Kaplan et al., 2020; Meng et al.,
2026). Because finite-scale learning curves depart from a pure power law, it is tempting
to fit unconstrained multi-exponent sums (Caballero et al., 2023) or to train a denser grid
of intermediate checkpoints over a narrow compute range. Proposition 3.3, Corollary 3.2,
and Remark 3.2 explain why this strategy is poorly conditioned: on a narrow pilot log-
span wuj, multi-power Jacobians are nearly rank-deficient due to Vandermonde collinearity
(Mlodozeniec and Frei, 2026; Varah, 1985), and packing additional checkpoints into the same
interval shrinks the step size Au without widening the total span or improving worst-case
identifiability, while amplifying observation noise under numerical differencing. Reliable
extrapolation is instead supported by widening the scale ratio N;/N; between the smallest
and largest pilot models (Meng et al., 2026) and using first-order Aitken differencing across a
geometric octave grid to eliminate the floor parameter Eo, restoring linear u; conditioning
and providing a closed-form initializer for full-grid nonlinear least squares.

A second implication concerns the scheduling of heterogeneous pretraining mixtures
across web text, code, and mathematical corpora (Ge et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025; Xie
et al., 2023; Ye et al., 2025). In practice, large-scale training runs rarely keep mixture
weights static; instead, they anneal the data distribution toward code and reasoning domains
during mid-training (Bi et al., 2024). The water-filling and sequential sampling laws in
Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 formalize this practice at the cumulative token-quota
level. Whenever high-volume domains carry larger sample exponents i, their marginal
contribution diminishes rapidly once the total token budget D exceeds the crossover scale
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Dy (Corollary 4.1). Maintaining a balanced marginal return across domains therefore favors
down-weighting fast-saturating sources by (3 + 1)~! and reallocating token quotas toward
slower-decaying bottlenecks as total tokens D grow. At the same time, the simplex Hessian
inverse and cross-domain perturbation bounds in Proposition 4.3 and Corollary 4.2 quantify
how weak cross-domain coupling shifts the separable water-filling optimum and bound the
resulting mixture regret at finite budgets, motivating the log-shifted cross-domain transfer
predictors that reduce selection regret across scales (Table 3).

A third implication distinguishes genuine shifts in the compute-optimal frontier from
optimization-induced estimation bias (Besiroglu et al., 2024; Li et al., 2025; Pearce and Song,
2024; Porian et al., 2024; Ramani and Jain, 2026). On the one hand, corpus deduplication,
quality filtering (Lee et al., 2022; Sorscher et al., 2022), and dynamic domain weighting alter
the variance of data decay rates across the training mixture, which shifts the compute-optimal
allocation exponent n*(C') across scales along the trajectories of Theorem 5.1, Proposition 5.3,
and Corollary 5.1. On the other hand, Theorem 5.2 shows that if auxiliary optimization
hyperparameters £ (such as peak learning rate, batch size, or warmup horizon) are frozen
away from their scale-optimal schedule £*(7), the positive semidefinite Schur-complement
penalty Ag(ro) > 0 steepens the observed slice curvature around the calibration anchor and
biases the apparent capacity exponent 77y upward whenever the weighted data-side curvature
penalty (1 —n*)(Ayy — Ayy) exceeds n*(Ayy — Ayy) (Remark 5.2(iii), Table 2). Separating
intrinsic frontier drift from hyperparameter distortion therefore requires calibrating learning-
rate and batch-size schedules across pilot scales prior to estimating the (N, D) frontier.

Finally, the slice curvature and error-propagation bounds in Corollary 5.2 and Proposi-
tion 5.4 clarify why over-training smaller models for inference efficiency remains effective in
deployment-constrained regimes (Brown et al., 2020; Hernandez et al., 2022; Muennighoff
et al., 2023; Sardana et al., 2024). Because the iso-compute excess risk surface is flat at
the training-optimal allocation and its relative curvature is governed by the product of
the capacity and data exponents, training a moderately smaller model (N < N*(C)) on
proportionally more tokens to reduce inference memory and latency incurs only a mild
second-order pretraining loss penalty within the global curvature sandwich (5.22). Moreover,
Proposition 5.4 shows that marginal-derivative errors of a fitted scaling surrogate propagate
quadratically into downstream compute-allocation regret while uniform function-value errors
propagate linearly.
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Table 4: Summary of core mathematical notation, defining formulas, and theoretical roles across
Sections 2 to 5.

Sec. Symbol Definition / Formula Theoretical Role Ref.
§2 Ag_1, A%, {w e Ri{ : Zle wy =1} Closed and open (K — 1)-simplices §2.1
§2 T, R(u), desr(p) R(p) = (T +pI)~L, tr(TR(n))  Covariance, resolvent, effective dimension (2.4)
§2 Ay, My + %, M+ = (cx/p)t/9 Euler constant and regularizer cutoffs (2.7)
§2 Zp(2), Tr, C3 diag(p) —pp ", E[¥*Zp¥] Softmax Fisher matrix and operator (2.12)
8§83 M =N" cm em =cm ™" (1 4+ bm=%) Cutoff scale and Weyl mode energy (2.16)
§3  Yq(u), Tq(s) (1+u"9)72, —%m Spectral residual filter and Mellin kernel (3.2)
83 o, Ag, Ay, 0 k(r —1), k0, K(2¢ —r + 1), 2—5 Tail exponent, sub-leading gaps, gap ratio (3.1)
§3 Ao, Ag, Afm Ao >0,A5 >0, A <0 Asymptotic, Weyl, and filter Mellin residues  (3.8)
§3  T3(N), N Fe Fo(z) = Qxigl:lwig 3-term risk, peak scale, master slope curve (3.13)
83  J7, Js, J3 omin(Js) < Cs(Aguy)? Pilot Jacobians for p € {7,5,3} models (3.22)
84 ¢k, bo, S ¢ = g By, bo = ming B Domain weight, bottleneck rate, slowest set (4.5)
§4 Dy, Dy, Ti(D) Dy, = D/Dj, Tp(D) = D,:l Crossover budget and water-filling ratio (4.4)
§4 H,0s, z1(D), Z(D) Z(D) = pcge 2k(D) Bottleneck sum, tie shares, fast-domain slack (4.7)
§4 e(D), w(D) e(D) = Y pege wi(D) Fast-domain mass and plug-in mixture (4.9)
§4 n}, ¢*(D), P}, Q5 nf = Dwi(D), q; = % Cumulative token quota and curriculum (4.14)
§4  gur, Dg(D), Awnat  gu* (dw, §) = w T D (D)5w Simplex Hessian metric and natural step (4.20)
85  (u,v), My, Hiso (u,v) =(InN,InD), u+v=t Log-resources, iso-compute slice, curvature (2.21)
§5  n(t), K(t), o(y7) n(t) = dTu;, 7 =n(l —n)K(t) Compute allocation exponent and drift rate  (5.13)
85 Pt, Qt, cesr, Boft K(t) = nvzr:ftf(a) - (l_n)g:af:% #) Marginal-gradient Gibbs measures (5.9)
§6  Hge, Ag(r), ¢t(du) Ag= H,.EH&l H¢ >0 Hyperparameter Hessian and Schur penalty  (5.22)

Appendix A. Proofs for Section 2: Problem Setup and Preliminaries

In this appendix, we provide a hyperlinked summary of core notation and defining equations
across the manuscript (Table 4), followed by the complete proofs of the two lemmas stated
in Section 2: the two-sided bound for the effective spectral dimension (Lemma 2.1) and the
local Fisher quadratic approximation of multi-class cross-entropy risk (Lemma 2.2).

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1 (Effective Spectral Dimension Bounds)

Proof of Lemma 2.1 (Statement on p. 5). The proof of the sandwich inequality (2.7)
proceeds in three steps: termwise monotonicity comparison, integral comparison on [0, o),
and exact reduction to Euler’'s Beta-Gamma reflection identity.

Step 1: Termwise comparison via spectral monotonicity. For any fixed regulariza-
tion parameter p > 0, consider the scalar resolvent filter ¢, (\) on (0, 00):

A K / M cem ™4 < m )_q
)\ = =1- ) )\ == — > O, = R
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where M, 1 = (cx/p)Y9. Because ¢, is strictly increasing on (0, 00), applying ¢, to the
bilateral eigenvalue hypothesis c.m™ < A, < cym™7 (m € N>q) yields for every m € N>q:

1 c_m™1 < A

9-(m) = T ) em it T Amtp

cqem™ 19 1

= mitp 1+ (m/M)l g+(m). (A2)

Step 2: Non-asymptotic integral comparison on [0,00). For each sign +, the
continuous profile g+ (u) = (1 + (u/M, H,i)q)_l is positive and strictly decreasing on [0, 00)
with boundary value g+ (0) = 1. Consequently, on every unit interval [m — 1,m] (m € N>;),
monotonicity gives the symmetric rectangle bounds

gu(m) < / " gidu < gi(m—1)  VmeNs.. (A.3)

m—1

Summing these unit-interval inequalities over m € N>; and using ¢g_(0) = 1 yields the
aligned integral sandwich on [0, c0):

[ owan-1 =% [" g mdu-g©) £ Y otm-1 =90 = 3 g-(m)

gruydu = [ " g4 (w) du. (A1)

iNg
—

Step 3: Reduction to Euler’s Beta—Gamma reflection integral. To evaluate the
improper integral of g4 (u) on (0, o) for ¢ > 1, we apply the power substitution ¢t = (u/M, + )4
followed by the rational transformation s = ¢/(1 + ¢) mapping (0, c0) onto (0, 1):

s

1 Myt 1_
w = Myits, du = —2Epla ¢ = —. dt = (1—s)"2ds. (A5)
q — S

Substituting these differentials sequentially reduces the integral to Euler’s Beta and Gamma
functions:

1
o du M#i/"o ta ! ,
= ’ dt t= M q
/ S = s [ T wint= @/

— ‘MﬂviB<17 1— 1) — ]\%I’<1>F(1 _ 1)
q q q q q q

= M“’isirzz:;q) = AgM, +, (by Euler’s reflection formula) (A.6)
Substituting (A.6) into the integral sandwich chain (A.4) establishes (2.7). [ ]
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A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.2 (Local Fisher Quadratic Approximation)

Proof of Lemma 2.2 (Statement on p. 6). We prove (2.12) in three steps: Legendre—
Fenchel Bregman duality, exact directional cumulant differentiation and trace-class verifica-
tion for the Fisher-pulled-back covariance operator Tg, and a sharp uniform bound on the
third cumulant tensor via Popoviciu’s inequality.

Step 1: Bregman divergence representation and integral Taylor expansion. For
any logit vector z € RY, the softmax probability vector p(z) = VA(z) € A}, _; and the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between any target logit z* € RY and predicted logit zg € RY
satisfy

_ 0A(z) e
pu(z) = 0nn Z;/:lezj Vo e{l,...,V},

\%4
Dxi(p(=*) 1p(20)) = Y po(z")[(= — A(2")) = (20,0 — Al0))]
v=1
= A(zg) — A(z") — (VA(2"), 29 — 2%)gv = Dal(zg,2). (A.7)
Fix x € X and parameterize the line segment z;(x) between z*(z) and zg(x) for t € [0, 1].

Because A € C>°(RY), applying Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder to g(t) :
at t = 1 around ¢t = 0 yields

g
IS
—~
8
~—
I
N

>
g
|
N
*
—~
8
~—
I
&
—~
8
~—
—~
>
|
ey
\j
m
s
.=
NS
BN
—~
8
~—
I
IS
/\)"
&
—+
~
b
2
=

1 *
= §<AZ($),V2A(Z (.Z')) AZ(‘T)>RV
1 1
+ 2/ (1 —t)*°V3A(z(2))Az(x), Az(x), Az(x)] dt. (A.8)
0
Step 2: Explicit directional cumulant derivatives of A(z) and trace-class verifica-
tion. Fix any z € RV and any direction vector v = (u1,...,uy)" € RV. Let U denote the

discrete random variable taking value u, with probability p,(z), and define its mean @(z)
and the directional derivative of p,(z) along wu:

\%4
U(Z) = Ep(z)[U] = va(z)um
v=1

Opy(2)
aZj

= po(2)(00; —pj(2)),  Dupu(z) = pu(2)(us — (2)). (A.9)
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Using this derivative identity, we compute the first three directional cumulant derivatives of
the log-partition function A(z) along u (Bach, 2010; Wainwright and Jordan, 2008) in turn:

1%
D) = (VAR gy = S poleus = a(),
v=1
\4 \%
DgA(z) = V2A(z)[u,u] = (Dypy(2))u, = va(z)(uu—a(z))uv
v=1 v=1
1%
= va(z)(uv — u(z)) Varp(z)(U) (u, Zr(2)u)gv,
v=1
D3A(z) = V3A(2)[u,u,u]
1% 1%
= Y (Dupo(2) (uo — a(2))* = 2(Dyal2)) > pol(2) (us — a(2))
v=1 v=1

1%
— va(z) (uv — ﬂ(z))3 = Ep(z)[(U — ﬂ(z))g} . (centered third cumulant)
- (A.10)

Next, applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to 21‘;1 pu(z) = 1 bounds the trace of Zp(2)
and the operator trace of Tp over any orthonormal basis {e;, }7o_; of H:

v AL 2 1
tr(Zr(2)) = 1= pu(2)* < 1—V< 1pv(2)> =1-5 <1

v=1 v=
tr(Tr) = Bur| Q) (C(X)em, Irp(2" (X)) ¥ (X)em) gy
m=1
* * 1 2
= B, [t(®(X)¥(X)*Tr(z*(X)))] < (1-V>,<;qu < oo, (A.11)

confirming that Tr is a positive, self-adjoint, trace-class operator on H.

Step 3: Sharp uniform operator-norm bound Cj < % < 1. Letu €RY be any unit
vector (||ully = 1), and set Umax = Maxi<y<y Uy and Uiy = Minj<y<y Uy. I Umax = Umin,
then U is constant and D3 A(z) = 0. Otherwise, let vy # v_ be indices attaining umay and
Umin; then Cauchy—Schwarz on those two coordinates gives

(umw—umin)2 < 2<u3++ug_) < 2Hu||§ =2 =  Upax — Unin < V2. (A.12)

Because U € [Umin, Umax| almost surely under p(z) and @(z) € [Umin, Umax], combining the
pointwise range bound with Popoviciu’s variance inequality on [tmin, Umax] (Boucheron et al.,
2013) bounds the third central moment uniformly over all z € RV and [|uf, = 1:

’U—E(Z)’ < Umax — Umin < \/57 Varp(z)(U) < %(umax_umin)2 <
1
VB A(2)[u,u,u]| < Ep(z)[\U—a(zﬂ < (e = min) Vary( (U) £ =5 < 1. (A13)

9

N |
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Since V3A(2) is a symmetric trilinear form on RY, (A.13) proves C3 < % < 1. Taking the
expectation of (A.8) under p, and bounding the integral remainder yields

1 e
Exal0) - 300 Te0 -0} < 3 [ (1-0Par-Cum, [IAs00]E]
C Csrs N
= ZEL[I18:008] < ZEEN0 - 03 (A19)

For the scalar Tikhonov surrogate residual r, = ¢* — g, = Y oo_; am(1 + (M/m)?) "¢y,
in (2.14) with |am|* = ¢m = em™"(1+bm™%) (r > 2) and sup,,||émll o < Cg, splitting the
mode sums at m = | M | bounds the Ly(pr) and Lo, norms across the non-saturated and
filter-saturated regimes:

=S en__ [oar, I<r<2+1
Bl Lo (pur) — — (1+ (M/m)q)Z - O(M—Qq Int{r=2¢+1} M), r>2q+1,
00 1/2 1-r/2
cl O(M ), 2<r<2q+2,
<C _Cm A.15
Irullz, < ¢mz::1 1+ (M/m)a {O(M—qlnl{TZQ—l—Q} M), r>2q+2, (A.15)

so that EM[W?] <l oy Il B8 OMP=372) = o(M~29) for §(g+1) <7 < 2 +1
and O(M —2a—win{r/2=1.a} 1y M) = o(M~29) for r > 2¢+1, completing the proof of (2.12). M

Appendix B. Proofs for Section 3: Finite-Capacity Approximation and
Identifiability

In this appendix, we establish two supporting complex-analytic lemmas (Lemmas B.1
and B.2) with explicit non-asymptotic remainder constants, followed by the complete proofs
of Lemma 3.1, Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.1, Proposition 3.1, Proposition 3.2, Proposition 3.3,
and Corollary 3.2.

B.1 Supporting Complex-Analytic Lemmas for Mellin-Barnes Contour Shifting

Lemma B.1 (Vertical-Strip Decay of ¥,(s) and Growth of ((s)). Let ¢ > 0, and
fix any compact vertical interval [—pa, —p1] C (—00,0) disjoint from the filter pole set
{—mgq : m € N>o}. Then there exist finite constants Cy > 0, Ty > 1, and (for each oy € R)
Ce¢(ag, p1, p2) > 0 such that for all s = o + it with o € [—pa, —p1] and [t| > Tp,

W, (o +it)] < Cylt|e
. fe% 3
(a0 + 0 +it)| < Celag, pr,pa) [t K(ao, p2) = ma'X{]-a 2—Oéo+/>2}-
(B.1)

Consequently, for any abscissa p € (0,00) \ P with ®(s; M) defined in (3.4), the contour
remainder constant C, := 3= ZN®(—p +it; 1)|dt < oo in (3.7) is finite.

Proof. We establish the two inequalities in (B.1) in turn.
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Step 1: Exponential vertical-strip decay of ¥ (o + it) via hyperbolic sine bounds.
From (3.2), expanding sin(x + iy) = sinx coshy + i coszsinhy for x = wo/q and y = 7t/q
and using cosh? y — sinh? y = 1 yields the exact modulus identity

i)\ |2 t t
sin(ﬂaw> = sin2<m> cosh2<7r> + C082<m> sinh2<7r>
q q q q q
= sin2<m> —i—sinh2<7rt) > sinh2<7rt). (B.2)
q q q

For all [t| > Tp = max{l, 2In2} and 0 € [—p2,—p1], we have e ™t/7 < 1 and
|(o + q) + it] < (p2 + g+ 1)|t|, which gives

t l = —2z 3 =
Sinh<ﬂ>‘ = ieqm(l—e qlt‘) > éeqlt‘7

q

m(p2 +q+ 1)|t| —x
- < Cy|t|e ", Cy
2lsinh(wt/g)| g

establishing the first bound in (B.1).

|W,(o+it)] <

Step 2: Polynomial vertical-strip growth of ((«y+ o0 +it) via Euler-Maclaurin and
Riemann’s functional equation. Let w = u + it with u = ag + 0 € [ag — p2, 2 — p1]
and [t| > 1. If uw > 1, absolute convergence gives |((u+ it)] < ((u). For u € (0,2], the
first-order Euler-Maclaurin summation formula gives
1 1 Cr—|z]—-1/2
“W::w_1+2wﬂ T
11 |ul+ ¢

it < — + -
Clutin)l < gt g

(B.4)

which shows that |¢(u + it)| grows at most linearly in [t| on any strip with u > 3. For u < %
(so that 1 —u > %), we apply Riemann’s functional equation (Titchmarsh, 1986):
W

C(w) = 2wﬂw*1sin<7>l“(l —w)¢(1 - w). (B.5)

Along vertical lines w = u + it (|t| > 1) with 1 —u > 1, combining the upper bound on
sin(mw/2) with Stirling’s estimate for I'(1 — w) cancels their opposite exponential factors

e*I1/2 identically:
gipf Tlutt) cosh( ™Y < 51,
2 2
Cr(u) [tz e 31,

2

Multiplying (B.6) by [2¢7*~!| = 2¢7"~! and by the linear bound (B.4) on |¢(1 — u — it)|
(since 1 —u > % and u > ag — p2) yields the second inequality in (B.1). Because exponential
decay dominates any polynomial growth, the integral C, converges absolutely. |

IA

IN

G%M . C]_"(U) ’t’%_ueigm = CF(U) |t|%_u (B6)

IN
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Lemma B.2 (Laurent Expansions and Constant Terms at Pole Confluence). For
any g > 0 and any integer m > 2, the Mellin kernel W,(s) in (3.2) and the shifted Riemann
zeta function (1 + z) admit the local Laurent expansions on punctured disks 0 < |z| < %
(where z =s+mq or z=s+p):

()" 2m-1) ()"

Uy(—mq+2) = . E— + Ry,m(2), [Rum(2)] < Cumlzl,
(B.7)
1
CA+z) = —+p+Re(z),  [R(2)] = Cealel, (B.8)

with finite constants Cym,Cc1 > 0. In particular, the regular part g (s) = U4(s) —

(=1)™%(m—1)
s+mq

(=nm=2
o

is holomorphic in |s +mgq| < q and evaluates at s = —mq to Wgm(—mq) =

Proof. Set z := s+ mq with 0 < [2| < 1, so that s + ¢ = —(m — 1)¢ + z and % <i<Ll
By the periodicity and power-series expansion of the sine function on |z| < 4, we have

sin(m) - sin<—m7r+7:;) - (—1)m_2sin<m) = (=)™ 222 (1 - Rau(2)),

q q q
- 1 2|\ 2 1/ 72\ ? 2 1
Ran(z)] < Y (1) < () < = < 3,
[ Fsin(2) kzzl(ZkJrl)!( q > 5\ ¢ 80 2
—1 ~ ~ 27T2 2
(1- Ran(2) ™" = 1+ Ran(2), ‘Rsin(z)} < 2ARan(2)] < el (B.9)

Substituting this reciprocal expansion into (3.2) gives the exact non-asymptotic Laurent
representation and remainder bound on 0 < |z| < 4:

—(m—1)qg+ =z T

V,(—mg+2z) = — 7z =k (1 + Rsin(z))
= (-1)m? <mz_1 - ;) (14 Ren(2))
U <—131m‘2 T Rum(2),
| fm=1 1\ 4 22 (m — 3/4)
Rum(l = |(M5 = D) fanta)| < T o

proving (B.7). Finally, (B.8) follows directly from the classical Stieltjes Laurent expansion
around z = 0 (Titchmarsh, 1986):

1 = (_1)71 n
C1+2) = Z+7E+Z:1 o Y2, (B.11)

which is holomorphic after subtracting 1 on [z| < 4. [ ]
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.1 (Mellin Kernel of the Rational Resolvent Filter)

Proof of Lemma 3.1 (Statement on p. 11). For R(s) € (—2¢,0) and ¢ > 0, perform
the power change of variables in the Mellin integral of ¢, (u):

_ _1 1_1_1
t = ud, u =1 g, du = ——t ¢« " dt,
q

U,y (s) 1/00(1+t)—2t‘3‘1dt 113(2+ ° S> (via t = u™9)
s) = — = - - == viat =u
! q.Jo q 7 q

S

_ 1F<2 " S)F(_a) (by Euler’s Beta integral, T'(2) = 1)

q I'(2)
_ ;<1 + Z) <Z)F<Z>F<—Z> (by T(2 + 2) = (14 2)2T(2))
- _sqtq — (; T (Y TEN(—2) = —Zs+(m) (B.12)

which establishes (3.2). Because the Beta integral converges absolutely whenever %(2+s/q) >
0 and R(—s/q) > 0, ¥,(s) is analytic on the strip R(s) € (—2¢,0). In particular, at s = —g,
the simple zero of s + ¢ cancels the simple zero of sin(rs/q), and L'Hépital’s rule gives

. T . s+q s 1 1
lim ¥ = ——lim — = —-—S—7"7-— = - > 0. B.13
g als) @ 5 sin(7s/q) q? 7 cos(—m) q (B-13)
For real s € (—q,0), both —(s + ¢) and sin(7s/q) are negative; for s € (—2¢, —q), both are
positive. Combining these with W,(—q) = 1/¢ > 0 proves ¥,(s) > 0 for all real s € (—2¢,0).
Finally, in the left half-plane R(s) < 0, I'(—s/q) is holomorphic and non-zero, while I'(2+s/q)
has simple poles at s, = —mg for integers m > 2. Computing the residue directly from (3.2)

gives

-1
Res U,(s) = lim (s+mgq) _st4a T = (m = 1)r lim M
e, i & sn(ns]a) PR W

 (m—=1)7 1 o )m2(

which establishes (3.3). [ |

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (Finite-Capacity Mellin—Barnes Expansion)

Proof of Theorem 3.1 (Statement on p. 11). We prove Theorem 3.1 in two modular
steps: Fubini—Tonelli contour shifting and three-term sign verification.

Step 1: Fubini—Tonelli interchange and rectangular contour shifting. Fix o €
(max{—2¢,1 —r},0). Since ¥y(s) is analytic on (—2¢,0) by Lemma 3.1 and decays expo-
nentially along vertical lines by Lemma B.1, Mellin inversion expresses each filter weight for
m > 1 as

m 1 o-+100 m\ —$ 1 o+1i00
my o & v (7) ds = — M5T =5 ds. B.1
vl37) = om e PaGr) = o)m~7ds. - (B5)

T—100
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Multiplying by ¢, = em ™" (14-bm~%) and checking the Tonelli absolute-integrability condition
on R(s) = o gives, sincer+o >landr+d+o > 1,

e S . .
Z / ‘cmM”‘Ht\Ifq (o + it)ym =+t | q¢
m=1""

= cM°{¢(r+o)+bl(r+d+o0) }/ glo+it)|dt < oo. (B.16)

By the Fubini—Tonelli theorem, we may interchange summation and integration to obtain
the exact Mellin—Barnes integral representation
1 o+i00
Espec(N) = — MU, (s){C(r+s)+b((r+0+s)}ds
2mi o—100
1 o+io0
= — D(s; M) ds. B.17
3w | Bl M)ds (B.17)
Now fix any shifted abscissa p > 0 with p ¢ P, and assume {r—1,r7+5—1}N{mgq : m > 2} = (.
For any height T" > Ty, consider the positively oriented closed rectangular contour I'r with
vertices 0 — i1, o +i1T, —p + 4T, and —p — ¢1". By Lemma B.1, along the top and bottom
horizontal segments [—p + T, o £ iT], the integrand obeys the uniform bound

0':|:ZT
‘/ (s; M)ds
pEiT

< (o4 p) H[lax]{cM“]\I/q(u:lziTﬂ
ue|—p,o

X ([¢(r + u+iT))| +b|((r+6+uiiT)|)}

< Choriz maX{MU M~ p}TlJrK(rp) 77T — 0. (BlS)

T—o0

Inside I'r (for T' large enough), ®(s; M) is meromorphic with simple poles at s = —(r — 1)
(ifr—1<p),s=—(r+6—1) (ifr+6—1<p), and s = —mgq (for integers m > 2 with
mgq < p), whose residues are given by Lemma 3.1:

R(es )@(S,M) = C\I/q(l—r)M_(r_l) — A()M_(r_l)7
=—(r—1

Res ®(s; M) = cb¥y(l—r—9) M=) AgM—(’r-i—(S—l)’

=—(r+6-1)
JRes @(s5; M) = o(=1)"(m — D{{(r —maq) +b((r +6 — mg)} M~
= AﬁmM_mq. (B.lg)

Applying Cauchy’s residue theorem to I'y and taking T' — oo via (B.18) yields (3.5)—(3.7).

Step 2: Three-term specialization and sign verification. In the three-term regime,
the exponents and shifted arguments satisfy the ordering conditions

O<r—1<r+4+d6-1<2 < p < 3q, -2 <r—2¢ <r+46-2¢ < 1. (B.20)

Consequently, both —(r — 1) and —(r + ¢ — 1) lie strictly inside (—2¢,0), where Lemma 3.1
proved ¥, (s) > 0; hence Ag > 0 and A, > 0 (for b > 0). Moreover, both shifted arguments
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r —2q and 7 + § — 2q lie strictly inside the open interval (—2,1) (staying above the first
trivial zero ((—2) = 0). To verify that A; < 0, we establish that ((z) < 0 for all z € (=2,1)
by partitioning (—2, 1) into three sub-regimes:

e Case 1: z € (0,1). By the alternating Dirichlet-eta relation, grouping consecutive pairs
of the alternating series gives

o0

(1=2"%)¢(2) = np(2) = Z<(2]€11)z - (211{)z> > 0, (B.21)

k=1

and since 1 — 2177 < 0 for z € (0, 1), it follows that ¢((z) < 0 on (0, 1).

e Case 2: z = 0. By analytic continuation of (B.4), ((0) = —% < 0.

e Case 3: z € (—2,0). For z € (—2,0), we have 1 — z € (1,3) and & € (—7,0).
Evaluating the sign of each factor in Riemann’s functional equation (B.5) gives

C(z) = 227" Lsin( Z2) T(1— 2) ¢(1—2) < 0. (B.22)

Consequently, ¢(r — 2¢) < 0 and ((r + 6 — 2¢) < 0, which guarantees Ay < 0 for all b >0
and establishes (3.8). [ |

B.4 Proof of Corollary 3.1 (Normalized Pre-Asymptotic Slope Profile)

Proof of Corollary 3.1 (Statement on p. 13). We prove Corollary 3.1 in two steps.

Step 1: Isolation of T53(/N) and uniqueness of the peak scale Nea- Taking the
logarithm of & (N) = AgN =% (1 + gN~%s + fN~27) with ¢ > 0 and f = —|f| < 0, and

differentiating with respect to In N gives

~ dIn&(N) e = AggN~—8B9 + A fN—2s
dln N > 1+ gN—2¢ + fN-By
AggN—29 — Ay|fIN~B7

= T G (AN =) (B.23)

ap(N) —ax =

which immediately yields (3.11) upon multiplying by the denominator of the second line.
Differentiating T3(N) with respect to In N gives

dT3(N) o oAy | A2 pIN=Ar A2 N—A AFlf] (DA
T = —AGN AL ARIFINTA = AZgN 22y N 1], (B.24)

Since o = Ay/A4 > 1 implies Ay — Ay > 0, the bracketed factor in (B.24) is strictly positive
for N < N;(?ak, Z€ro fxt N = NJeax d.eﬁ?aed in (3.12), and strictly negative for N > N k-
Thus N is the unique global maximizer of T5(N) on (0,00).
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Step 2: Dimensionless rescaling and verification of F,(x). By the definition of
NJeak 10 (3.12) and the dimensionless coordinate z = (N/N;eak)Ag, the two power terms at

the peak scale satisfy

- 1 .
Af’f‘( peak) A = EAQQ( peak) Ag’

N2 = (M) ™7l N7 = (M) ™2t (B29)

Substituting these relations into (3.11) and verifying the derivatives of F,(x) at z = 1 yields
T3(N) = Agg(N;eak)iAg <x1 - ;xg) = lMpeak Qﬂf_gl_—f_g = Hpeax Fy(2),

R =1 F@ = ¢ 1:6_2(93_(9_1) - 1), F/(1) = —p < 0,  (B.26)

completing the proof. [ |

B.5 Proof of Proposition 3.1 (Divided-Difference Representation and Pole
Confluence)

Proof of Proposition 3.1 (Statement on p. 14). Let p e {r — 1,7+ — 1} and h =
p —mgq # 0. Evaluating the simple-pole residues of ®,(s; M) = ¢, M*Vy(s)((p+ 1+ s) at
s = —p (where s + mqg = —h) and at s = —mgq (where s + p = h) via Lemma B.2 gives

(1) 2(m — 1)
h

Res ®p,(s; M) = ¢,M PV, (—p) = cpM_p{

Res n w;?;%(—m] |

e, By(650) = e M) = 1) 495+ G0 (B.27)

Summing these two residues pairs the singular £1/h terms directly into the exact divided

difference (3.15). Moreover, for 0 < |h| < ¢ and M > 1, expanding M 7 = M ~—mde~ "M

via Taylor’s theorem and combining with the remainder estimates of Lemma B.2 gives

M—(ma+h) _ pr—mgq
—h

1
— M lnM' < §|h| (In M)QM—mquLIlnM’

(-1
q

so taking h — 0 establishes (3.16). Finally, because the shifted vertical line R(s) = —p
maintains a strictly positive distance from the colliding poles, ®,(s; M) is real-analytic in
p along R(s) = —p and uniformly dominated by Lemma B.1; thus Lebesgue’s dominated
convergence theorem justifies interchanging limj_,o with the remainder integral R,(M),
and the limit (3.16) coincides identically with the direct second-order Cauchy residue at
s = —mgq:

Wom(=mq —h) + < Cumlhl,  [Geg(h)| < Cealhl, (B.28)

d
Res @pg(s; M) = lim — (s+mq)2®mq(s;M)} = lim Cpm(M;h),  (B.29)

s=—mgq s——mgq ds

completing the proof of Proposition 3.1. |
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B.6 Proof of Proposition 3.2 (Gradient-Flow Mellin Kernel)

Proof of Proposition 3.2 (Statement on p. 15). For R(s) < 0 and ¢ > 0, perform the
power change of variables in the Mellin integral of ¢gp(u) = e=2* *:

£\ " a 1/t ot
q q
t = 2u? = (= du = ——( = dt
‘o " (2) ’ ! 2q<2) 7
S A I A 9s/a oo ., 25/a_( s
Uapr(s) = / e <> <> dt = / e 't e Tdt = F(—).
(=) 0 2 2q\2 q Jo q q

Because Euler’s integral for I'(z) converges absolutely and defines a holomorphic function
throughout the open right half-plane $(z) > 0, the composition I'(—s/q) is holomorphic on
the open left half-plane R(s) < 0. Thus Wgr(s) has zero poles in R(s) < 0, and shifting
the Mellin-Barnes contour into R(s) < 0 collects only the zeta poles at s = —(r — 1) and
s=—(r+06—1). |

B.7 Proof of Proposition 3.3 (Multi-Power Jacobian Rank Collapse and
I1l-Conditioning)

Proof of Proposition 3.3 (Statement on p. 15). We prove the rank collapse of J7(67)
and the quadratic singular-value bound for J5(65) in two steps.

Step 1: Explicit Jacobian matrix and algebraic rank collapse for f;. For any

exponent a > 0, define the J-dimensional basis vectors on the pilot grid (uy, ..., us) together

with the explicit J x 7 Jacobian matrix J7(07) of f7(u;607):

1= (1,..., 1)T e R/, e(a) = (efm“, .. ,e*a“")—r e R/,
dla) = (ule_m”, ce UJe_O‘"J)T eR’,
J:(07) = [1, e(ar), e(as), e(as), —Ard(ar), —Asrd(as), —Agd(ag)} e RV,

(B.31)

At the confluent point a1 = @ = a3 = @, Columns 2, 3, and 4 all equal e(a) while

Columns 5, 6, and 7 are scalar multiples of d(a«,). Thus every column of J7(67) lies in

the subspace span{1, e(aw), d(a)} of dimension at most 3, proving rank(J7(07)) < 3 < 7.

Similarly, when Ay = A3z = 0, Columns 6 and 7 of (B.31) are identically zero, leaving at
most 5 non-zero columns and proving rank(J7(07)) <5 < 7.

Step 2: Parameter-free singular-value bound for the gap-locked model f5. For
the gap-locked 5-parameter model f5(u;65) with 05 = (Ex, Ao, Ag, A, e) and Ay = pA,
(0 > 1), the J x 5 Jacobian matrix and its fifth column ¢5(05) take the form

J5(05) = |1, e(ao), €(oo +14y), e(as +04,), cs5(05) | € R7*,
65(95) = —Aod(aoo) — Agd(aoo + Ag) — Afd(ozoo + QAg). (B.32)
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Crucially, the first four columns of J5(65) do not depend on the amplitudes (Ag, Ag, Ay).
Introduce the non-zero trial vector w, € R® and the second-order Taylor expansion of
z+ e #on [0,00):

wy = (0,0-1,-0,1,0)",  wgll, = Ve=1++1,

1
e =1—z+Re(z), 0 < Ra(z) < 59;2. (B.33)

Forming the linear combination J5(65)w, cancels both the zeroth-order and first-order Taylor
terms at every coordinate j € {1,...,J}:

(J5(05)w,); = e™*% [(e—1)— pe a4 eiQAguj]

= e % [—pRa(Agu;) + Ra(pAgu;)], (Oth and 1st order cancellation)

(sl | < 2EE

By the variational Rayleigh characterization of the smallest and largest singular values of
J5(05), (B.34) holds for arbitrary (Ao, Ag, Ay) and gives

(Aguz)?.  (since e”®" < 1 and u; < uy) (B.34)

J5(05)w VT o(o+1
Umin(J5(95)) S M S C5 (AgUJ)Z, 05 = Q(g )2 ,
Ievell 2\/(e =17+ +1
Omax . VJ _
omax(J5(05)) > |Ts(Os)erlly = VI = kol J5(65)) = T a(Agu‘]) 2
(B.35)
which establishes (3.20) and completes the proof of Proposition 3.3. ]

B.8 Proof of Corollary 3.2 (Aitken Difference Identification of Shifted Power
Laws)

Proof of Corollary 3.2 (Statement on p. 16). Suppose a linear combination of the
columns of J3(#3) vanishes on J > 3 distinct points u; < ug < us. Multiplying the j-th
component by efi%i > () implies that the smooth function g(u) defined below vanishes at
uy < ug < us, so applying Rolle’s theorem twice produces zeros & € (ui,u2), & € (ug2,us)
of ¢’ and a zero n € (&1,&2) of ¢”:

g(u) = 1™ + g —cgAou = 0 at u € {uy,uz,us},

g (u) = craege®™ —c3Ag = 0 at & € (ur,uz), & € (ug,uz),

g'(n) = craze®™ = 0 atsomen € (£,&) = c1=c3=-cy=0, (B.36)

proving rank(J3(63)) = 3. Finally, on a uniform grid u; = (j — 1)Au, consecutive first-order
differences eliminate F,, and satisfy

Ay; = f3(ujy1;03) — fa(uj;03) = (Eoo + Aoe_ae“(“j+A“)> - (Eoo + Aoe‘o‘eﬁ”“ﬂ')

— —AO(I _ e_aeHAu)e_aeffuj7 % - e_aeffA'U«7 (B.37)
Ayj
which solves uniquely for (ceg, Ao, Foo) as in (3.22). [ |
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Appendix C. Proofs for Section 4: Multi-Domain Data Mixing and
Sequential Allocation

In this appendix, we prove a supporting Taylor remainder lemma on the simplex (Lemma C.1)
and then provide the complete proofs of Proposition 4.1, Corollary 4.1, Theorem 4.1,
Proposition 4.2, Proposition 4.3, and Corollary 4.2.

C.1 Supporting Taylor Remainder Lemma for Bottleneck Value Expansion

Lemma C.1 (Taylor Remainder Bound for Bottleneck Value). For any by > 0 and
any € € [0,1/2], the factor (1 — )=+ satisfies

(1—e) ") — 14 (hg+1De+Ry(e), 0 < Ry(e) < %(bo+1)(bg+2)2b0+352. (C.1)

Consequently, in Theorem 4.1, the remainder Rpyix(D) in (4.10) satisfies 0 < Rpix(D) <
Chix(bo)e(D)? for all e(D) € [0,1/2] with the explicit constant Cuix(bo) = (bo + 1)(bo +
2)200+2,

Proof. Define 1y() :== (1—¢)~(0+1) on [0,1/2], so that ¢)(0) = 1 and ¥’ (0) = bp+1. Applying
Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder on t € [0,¢] C [0,1/2] (where (1 —¢)~! < 2) gives
V() = (bo+1)(bo+2)(1 — 1)~ > o,
&€
1
0 < Ry(e) = / (e =)0/ (0)dt < 5 (bo+ 1)y +2)20752, (C.2)
0
establishing (C.1). Next, define the weighted fast-domain sum (D) and expand the
product in (4.10):
b
(D) = Z <1 - D)wZ(D) € [0,e(D)],

kese P

(1= (D)™ V(1 =51(D)) = (1+ (b + De(D) + Ri(e(D)) (1 = S1(D))
= 14 (bo+ 1)e(D) — 31(D) + Rumix(D)

= 1+ 3 PO ) + R0,
keSe

Ruix(D) = Ry(e(D))(1—%1(D)) — (bo + 1)e(D)S1(D). (C.3)

Moreover, regrouping the product via 1 —31(D) =1 —&(D) + > ,cge g—iw;(D) yields the
exact two-sided bound on Rpyix(D):

Ruix(D) = [(1 — (D)) -1 bos(D)} + [(1 — (D))t 1] 3 b‘;wg(D) > 0,
>0 by Bernoulli’s inequality >0 hest
Ruix(D) = Ry(e(D))(1 —S1(D)) — (bo + 1)e(D)S1(D) < Ry(e(D)) < Chix(bo)e(D)?,
(C.4)
completing the proof of Lemma C.1. [ |
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C.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1 (KKT Water-Filling Characterization)

Proof of Proposition 4.1 (Statement on p. 18). Fix any finite token budget D > 0,
and evaluate the objective at the uniform reference mixture w = (1/K,...,1/K)" € A%,
to define the sublevel set Sp:

D\ ™%
E(D) = Enix(w; D) = z;cj <K) < oo,
j=
Sp = {we A%_ : Emix(w; D) < E(D)}. (C.5)
For any w € Sp, positivity of each domain risk implies that every coordinate wy, is bounded
strictly away from zero:

et(wpD) P < Emix(w; D) < E(D) = wy > §(D) = é(m%)ﬂ -
(C.6)

Thus Sp is a non-empty, closed, and bounded subset of RX contained strictly inside
A% ;. By the Weierstrass extreme value theorem, Eyix(-; D) attains a global minimum
w*(D) € A% _,, which is unique by strict convexity of the diagonal Hessian on Af ;.
Forming the Lagrangian L£(w,v) on Aj._;, the interior KKT conditions are

K K
L(w,v) = z:ckD_ﬁ’“w,;B’C + V(Z Wy — 1),

k=1 k=1

1
oL _ _ B D PR\ BT
- D B (D)~ BetD) - (D) — k )
Owy, lw+(D) ck B wi(D) trv =0 < w(D) »
(C.7)
Summing (C.7) over k =1,..., K yields the scalar water-filling equation ®p(r) = 1, where
K _1
— e D%\ Bt : _ : _

Op(v) = ;(y) , l}ﬂ)& Op(v) = +oo, Vlgrolo‘bp(y) = 0. (C.8)

Since ®p(v) is continuous and strictly decreasing on (0, 00), the intermediate value theorem
guarantees a unique root v(D) > 0, establishing (4.2). [ |

C.3 Proof of Corollary 4.1 (Invariant Powered Share-Ratio Law)

Proof of Corollary 4.1 (Statement on p. 18). From the KKT optimality condi-
tion (C.7) in the proof of Proposition 4.1, for any domain k € {1,..., K} with g # 1 and
reference domain 1, equating the common Lagrange multiplier v(D) gives

cuBe D Prwi (D)~ ) = (D) = 18D 1wl (D)~ A1tD

wi (D)t _ ckﬁkD—(ﬁkf&) _ (P ) — D Be=h) (C.9)
wi(D)A+1 c151 Dy ) | |

Raising both sides to the power ﬁ establishes T¢(D) = D, in (4.4). |
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Finite-Budget Bottleneck Approximation and
Tie-Aware Bounds)

Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Statement on p. 19). We prove (4.8)—(4.10) in two modular
steps.

Step 1: Tie-aware bottleneck decomposition and sandwich bounds. For every
slowest domain s € S (85 = bg), summing (C.7) over s € S and using }_ . qwj(D) = 1—¢(D)
expresses both v(D) and w}(D) in terms of 1 — ¢(D):

wi(D) = (boes) ™7 (DMu(D)) "7 = 0,(1— (D)) (s €8),

b
1—e(D) = HD ®Hy(D) " = p(D)"! = H- (ot pho(1 — (D)),
(C.10)

Substituting (C.10) into (C.7) for any fast domain k € S¢ (8 > bg, where ry, = 22111 €(0,1))
yields

wi(D) = (BuexD ™ - H= (D pio (1 — g(D))bo-H)ﬁle
= (Bkck)ﬁiiiffgwkl)g{l‘rk)(1-— E(I)))Tk _ Zk(l))(l —-8(1)))Tk. (Clll)

Summing (C.11) over k € S¢ and applying Bernoulli’s elementary bounds 1 — (D) <
(1 —e(D))™ <1 gives

establishing (4.8).

Step 2: Plug-in L, error bound and optimal value expansion. For the plug-in
estimator w(D), checking simplex normalization and coordinatewise sign differences gives

K
Y wk(D) = (1-Z(D))> b+ Y z(D) = 1,

k=1 sesS keSe
(D) — wi(D) = z(D) —wi(D) > 0 (ke S°),
YD) —wy(D) = 0,(Z(D)—e(D)) >0 (s€8),
l5(D) —w* (D), = Y ((D) —wi(D)) + > 0,(2(D) — (D))
keSc s€sS
27(D)?

< 1520} (C.13)



proving (4.9). Finally, using the KKT identity (C.7) and (C.10) to express each domain’s

risk contribution in terms of v(D) and Ejeaq (D) = %D‘bo gives
Y v(D) v(D _
cx D™ wi(D) P = (ﬁk)wk(D), (b )~ ea(D)(1 — (D))",
« v(D) wi(
£2ul0) = 2 ui0) 3 Mo
0 Lses hese P

= Eeaa(D)(1 — (D))" ™Y

1+Z< ) D)], (C.14)

keSe

and applying Lemma C.1 yields the second line of (4.10). |

C.5 Proof of Proposition 4.2 (Sequential Allocation and Instantaneous
Sampling)

Proof of Proposition 4.2 (Statement on p. 20). We prove (4.13) and (4.14) in two
steps.

Step 1: Logarithmic differentiation of cumulative domain allocations. Substitut-
ing wi (D) = nj(D)/D into the KKT condition (4.2) and defining the token-count multiplier
A(D) = v(D)/D > 0 expresses nj (D) and the total budget constraint directly in terms of
A(D):

K .
enr(ni (D)~ = UPL ) §:<%&>% - D

b SA\AD)
Inni(D) = Bkilln(ckﬂk)— Bkilln)\(D). (C.15)

Because the sum in (C.15) is smooth and strictly decreasing in A > 0, the implicit function
theorem implies that A(D) is C*°-smooth and strictly decreasing (X' (D) < 0) on (0, 00).
Differentiating Innj (D) in (C.15) with respect to D gives

L () 1 X(D) o) o WD) DY) D)
ni(D) dD Br+1 X(D) R dD MD) B +1 '
(C.16)

Summing (C.16) over k = 1,..., K and integrating from ¢t = 0 to t = D yields

~1

K K
d DN (D)
x D - /= — =
2 P) = p 2P () Z@+1’

0< ni(t) <t —s 0 —s /0 Git)dt = (D)~ limni(t) = Dui(D), (C.17)

establishing (4.13).
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Step 2: Radon-Nikodym tilt between Q}, and P},. Dividing (4.13) by wj(D) > 0
expresses the Radon-Nikodym derivative directly in terms of the expectation under P7,:

dQp .\ _ %(D) _ B+~ _ Bt
ary, ™ = () S wiD)B + 1) Ee B+ D)7 (©18)
which yields (4.14). [ |

C.6 Proof of Proposition 4.3 (Simplex Hessian Metric and Sequential Duality)

Proof of Proposition 4.3 (Statement on p. 21). Since Enix(w; D) is separable across
coordinates w1, ..., wg, all off-diagonal second partial derivatives vanish, while the k-th
diagonal entry at w = w*(D) simplifies via the KKT identity (4.2):
0?Emix (w*(D); D)
ow?

= cuBe(Be + 1)D*ﬁkw2(D)*(5k+2)

— cuBr. D Prwr (D)~ (Brt+1) 1 — (D M C.
(814 1) [expiD™ (D) O] o = w(D) s (C19)

=v(D) by (4.2)

Inverting Dy (D) and comparing its diagonal entries with ¢ (D) in (4.13) yields the duality
relation and minimum eigenvalue lower bound (since wj (D) < 1 and S, > by) in (4.16):

wx Epx ﬁ +1 -1
(D) )y = SpltD) o El U,
)\min(DH(D)) > Z/(D)(b() + 1). (0.20)

Finally, for any tangent perturbation dw € T(p)Ax -1 (Ei{zl dwg, = 0) with w*(D) 4+ dw €
A%, the first-order directional derivative vanishes by KKT stationarity, and at any
intermediate point wy > wy, along w*(D)+tdw (¢ € [0, 1]), substituting the KKT stationarity
identity into the third partial derivative gives

K
(VEmix(w*(D); D), dw)gx = —v(D) Y dwy = 0,
k=1
3 . .
_‘w = BB+ 1)(B +2)D P Y
*(D)PAr+1
= V(D)(ﬂk+1)(5k+2)% -0, (C.21)
k

so Lagrange’s third-order Taylor remainder directly yields (4.17). On the relative trust
neighborhood 3w (D) < 1y, < 2w} (D), bounding each coordinate’s second derivative from
below along the segment [w*(D),w] yields the quadratic regret bound:

0?Epmix (w; D) 4 _ B2

T owl > %y (Du(D)),s Ruw = lg%XKQ A

. K . 9 R,
Emix(W; D) — ELi (D) < ijvgmix(U)?D)+V(D)1”DH(D)—1 < 7w512nixv (C.22)
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completing the proof of Proposition 4.3. |

C.7 Proof of Corollary 4.2 (First-Order Perturbation Under Cross-Domain
Coupling)

Proof of Corollary 4.2 (Statement on p. 22). Adding the quadratic coupling pertur-
bation and expanding the coupled objective to second order around w*(D) along a tan-
gent step dw € Tx(p)Ax-1 yields the linearly constrained quadratic program and its
(K +1) x (K +1) KKT saddle-point block system:

o ouie v = [P0 5] [7)
(C.23)

Inverting Dy (D) = 0 on the first block row of (C.23) and enforcing 17w = 0 solves uniquely
for the dual shift dv, the perturbation step dw = Awpat(D), and the g, p)-orthogonal
projection matrix 1L, . onto Tyx(p)Ax-1:

1" Dy (D)~ 'Tw*(D)
ITDH(D)fl]_ ’
Dy(D)~'117
1TDH(D)_11 '

sw = —Dy (D) ' (Tw*(D) + 6v1), ov = —

Awnet (D) = ~I, Dy (D) 'Tw*(D), M, = Ix— (C.24)

Guw*

Epx “+1
Substituting the Hessian—sampling duality Dy (D)~ = % diag(¢*(D)) from (4.16)

into the projection term gives

T 1 w*
- 11751()1;)( - qu “(D); = Egy|(Tw(D)),]. (C.25)

which establishes both lines of (4.20). Finally, for each fixed finite budget D > 0 (so that
w*(D) € AY_, is bounded strictly away from 0Ag_; by (C.6)), the block KKT Jacobian
in (C.23) is non-singular at I' = 0; hence the quantitative implicit function theorem combined
with the third-order remainder bound (4.17) guarantees the quadratic remainder bound

in (4.19) on a neighborhood of " = 0. [ |

Appendix D. Proofs for Section 5: Compute-Optimal Allocation and
Exponent Drift

In this appendix, we first prove a supporting lemma connecting multi-power exponential sums
to the cumulant generating function of the marginal-gradient Gibbs measure (Lemma D.1),
and then provide the complete proofs of Proposition 5.1, Proposition 5.2, Theorem 5.1,
Proposition 5.3, Corollary 5.1, Theorem 5.2, Corollary 5.2, and Proposition 5.4.
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D.1 Supporting Cumulant Lemma for Multi-Power Gibbs Measures

Lemma D.1 (Cumulant Identities for Multi-Power Potentials). Let U(u) =
25:1 Aje= " with A; > 0 and o > 0 for all i € {1,...,1}. For any u € R, define
the marginal-gradient partition function Zy(u), the log-partition function Ay(u), and the
Gibbs probability measure P, on {1,...,1} by

I e Qi
Zy(u) = =U'(u) = ZAiaie_ai“ > 0, Ay(u) = InZy(u), Pu(i) = AZZ;(u)
- (D.1)
Then:
poy o Ulw)
—Ay(u) = ) Ep,[a], (D.2)
Af(u) = Bz, [o] = Varp, (a), (D.3)
U"(w)  Ep,[o?] Varp, (a)
_U”(u) - Ep, [a] Ep, (o] Ep, [a] (D.4)

Proof. Differentiating Zy(u) once and twice with respect to u relates its derivatives to the
first two raw moments under P,:

I
~Zy(u) = U'(w) = Y Aofe ™" = Zy(u)Ep, o],
=1
I
Zi(u) = —U"(w) = > Ajafe " = Zy(u)Ep,[o?]. (D.5)
=1

Dividing the first relation by Zy(u) = —U’(u) proves (D.2), while differentiating —AJ;(u)
via the quotient rule and dividing Z{}(u) by U”(u) yield

pen g U (U (W) — (U(w)”
Af(w) = ——-Es,[a] = )
= Ep, [a2] — (E]pu [a])2 = Varp, («),
U"(w)  Zy(w)Ep,[0?)  (Es,[0])’+ Varg,(a) Varg, (o)
U'w) — Zo(Epla] Ep. [a] = Befol+ 0 (D6
establishing (D.3) and (D.4). [ |

58



D.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1 (Scale Invariance Under Monotone Loss
Transformations)

Proof of Proposition 5.1 (Statement on p. 23). In log-resource coordinates u = In N
and v = In D, parameterize the affine constraint line mu + nv = In(C'/k.) by u € R and
restrict the inner bottleneck potential ®(e*,e?) to this line:

v(u) = 1ln(c> - Eu, B(u) = cre”% + cpe VW),

d% (‘i(u» = F'(@(u)>¢”(u) = F’(cb(u)) [_aqe—au ey
(i)”(u) = a’cie” ™ + <n:)>2(;26bv(U) S 0. (D7)

Because F’(z) > 0 everywhere on (0, 00) while ®”(u) > 0, F(®(u)) is strictly quasiconvex
with a unique global minimizer determined by setting the bracketed factor in (D.7) to zero

(canceling F'(®(u)) > 0 identically):

mb
= —cpe
n

au*

= aut -t = ln< nact ) (D.8)

acie
mbey

Solving this 2 x 2 linear system jointly with mu* + nv* = In(C/k.) gives
b C n nacy
* C prg 71 —_— 1
w(C) mb + na n<n0>+mb+na n(mb02>’
a C m nacy
“O) = ——— [ =) - 1
v (©) mb + na n(l%) mb + na n(mb@)’

_n _m
_ nacl mb+na o mbC2 mb+na
AN = K, WN( ) 5 AD = K, T]D( y (D9)
nacy

which exponentiates to (5.2). [ |

D.3 Proof of Proposition 5.2 (Iso-Compute Curvature Differential Equation)

Proof of Proposition 5.2 (Statement on p. 24). For each log-compute budget ¢t € R,
the unique minimizer (u*(t),v*(t)) € M, satisfies v*(t) = ¢t — u*(t) and the first-order
tangency equation G(u*(t),t) = 0, where G(u,t) and its partial derivative with respect to u
are given by

G(u,t) = Eu(u,t —u) —E(u,t —u),
0G(u,t)

P = Euu(u,t — u) — 2Eu (uyt — u) + Epp(u,t —u) = Hiso(u,t —u) > 0, (D.10)
u
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which is strictly non-zero everywhere by (2.21). By the implicit function theorem, ¢ — u*(t)
is C2(R). Setting A(t) = (Eyv — Ew)|(ur(t),0+ (1)) and B(t) == Hiso(u*(t),v*(t)) > 0 so that
B(t) — A(t) = (Euu — Ewv)|(u(t),0%(1))> the derivative n(t) = du ( ) is given by

9G /ot

(t) _ gvv_guv
T = 796G Jou

- guu - 25uv + gvv

_ Al (D.11)

B(t)’
(u* (8),0* (1)) ®)

establishing (5.5). Because the tangent vector of (u*(t),v*(¢)) is (n(t),1 —n(t)), the chain
rule along the optimal trajectory acts via D = n(t)d, + (1 — n(t))0d,. Differentiating
n(t) = A(t)/B(t) via the quotient rule gives

i) = ZEPAOS PR — i1 - ne)Kc)

LA/ am \ _ d [ A® \ _ DAW D(BH)-A®)
<0 = (%) = wew—aw) = aw w6 aw - P

establishing (5.6). [ |

u=u*(t

D.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1 (Exponent-Variance Identity for Compute-Optimal
Drift)

Proof of Theorem 5.1 (Statement on p. 25). When &(u,v) = U(u)+V (v) is separable
(51“, = 0), we have (gm) - gu’u)‘(u*(t),v*(t)) = V”(’U*(t)) and (5uu — guv)’(u*(t),v*(t)) = U”(u*(t))
in Proposition 5.2 (5.5)—(5.6). Differentiating the log-odds ratio with respect to ¢ yields (5.8):

n(t) — InV" (v 0 U" ("
i 200 ) = WV ) - 0 0),

K(t) = %[IHV"( “(t)) = InU"(u }
- B V///(U*( )) U”/(U*( ))
= (1 n(t)) V”(U*(t)) 77( ) /(U*( ))

B U”’(u*(t)) V”/(U*(t))
= 0(~Grey ) -0y ) o
Now suppose U (u) = 31| Aje=®" and V (v) = ijl Bje Piv. Along the optimal trajectory,

first-order stationarity —U’(u*(t)) = —V'(v*(t)) > 0 combined with Lemma D.1 (D.2) yields
the exact first-moment balance:

U”(U*(t)) = (“U'(w(®)Epla],  V'(*(#) = (=V'(v*(1))Eq,[6],

—nt)  U"(u Et)) _ Epfo] n(t) Er,[o] — (1 - n(t))Eq,[8] = 0. (D.14)

n(t) V') Eq,lf]
Furthermore, by Lemma D.1 (D.4), the third-to-second derivative ratios satisfy
U™ (u*(t)) Varp, () V(v (1)) Varg, (6)
_ = E t — =E 2, D.15
@) N B e V) T R R O
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Substituting (D.15) into (D.13) and canceling the first-moment terms via (D.14) gives

_ o Varp, (@) (1 _ Varg, B8)
ko) = a0 Erlo] + ot ) = (1= n(0) (Bou 5] + T
_ n(t) Varg,(a) (1 —n(t)) Varg, (8)
= (n(t)Ez,[a] - (1) O)+ e w0 (019
=0 by (D.14)
which establishes (5.9) and completes the proof of Theorem 5.1. [ |

D.5 Proof of Proposition 5.3 (Water-Filling Envelope Curvature and
Inverse-Harmonic Drift)

Proof of Proposition 5.3 (Statement on p. 26). When V(v) = £, (") is the KKT
water-filling envelope of Proposition 4.1 at D = ¢e¥, the envelope theorem and the KKT
identity (4.2) give —V'(v) = v(e”). Expressing A\(D) = v(D)/D and m(v) = Eps [p1]
(pr = (Be +1)71) via (C.16) and differentiating logarithmically with respect to v = In D

yields

_DAA(/J(DZ))) - miv) = Pal) = % = R - mzv) -
m'(v) = kfjlpw‘“"jg)) = ipk(nﬁ’;) —1)wz<D> = Vm(()p’) > 0,
_‘1////,'/((5)) = e*ff(v)—(“ngfjﬁ(v) = éff(v)er(U\)[jﬁB_(%)(v)), (D.17)

which establishes (5.10). Substituting —U"'(u)/U"(u) = «ap and (5.10) into (5.8) along
(u*(t),v*(t)) cancels the first-order terms:

n(t)ao — (1 —n(t)) Bag (v*(t)) = 0,
Varg (1)

m(v*(t))2 (1 - m(v*(t)))

which establishes (5.11). [ |

< 0, (D.18)

Kt) = —(1—n()

D.6 Proof of Corollary 5.1 (Two-Stratum Logistic Transition Law)

Proof of Corollary 5.1 (Statement on p. 26). For a two-stratum transition from the
small-scale exponent 7y to the large-scale exponent 17 > 12 with constant reference transition
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rate v > 0, the normalized reference coordinate siogistic(7) € (0, 1) satisfies the autonomous
logistic initial-value problem:

dSlogisti
€ (07 1)) % = 'Yslogistic(l - Slogistic)a Slogistic(()) =

(D.1

nlogistic(T) — 2
m —1n2

| —

Slogistic (7_) =

o N

)

Separating variables and integrating from 7 =0 to 7 =t — ¢, yields

Slogistic (T) 1 1 Slogisti (7_)
-+ ds = In % = T < Slogistic(T) = o(y7),
/1/2 ( § l—s > 1 Slogistic (T) Oglsm( ) ( )

mogistic(T) = n2+ (n —m2)o(y7),

y
l;ﬂgg\nfogism(f)l = [m — n fert%}f)‘g(l —s) = yIm—ml, (D.20)

)

establishing (5.13). Furthermore, for the exact two-mode potential U(u) = Aje” " 4
Age™2% (0 < a1 < ag) coupled with V(v) = Be ™7, let p(t) = P4(2) € (0,1) denote the

Gibbs weight of g, so that aeg(t) = (1 — p(t))ag + p(t)as and n(t) = aﬂr(‘ﬁ. Expressing
s(t) = 77725)—7_7722 in terms of p(t) yields the exact Mobius relation and variable-rate log-odds
derivative
s(t) _ n(t) —n2 _ M + 6 1—p(t) _ Arai(oq + B) plaz—an)u* (1)
1—s(t)  m—-nl) ow+p p) Azas(az + ) ’
d s(t) du*(t) dzint (1)
—1 = — = - t) = 0. D.21
dt n(l - s(t)> (a2 =) = (a2 = an)n(t) a (D-21)
1Jr772) to t immediately

s(t)

gives 5(t) = o(2int(t)), and comparing In g s(t) = (g — ft

Integrating from t, (where s(t,) = 1/2, zint(tx) = 0, and n(t,) =7 =
n(r)dr against the constant-

rate linear phase v(t — t,) via sup,cp 0’(2) = 1 and sup,cg|n(r) — 7| < 5|m — 2| gives

|T7(t) - nlogistic(t - t*)‘ = |771 - 772’

o((az-an [ 0(r)ar) = ooz — e —1.)

1 max{t,t,}
< (a2 —a)lm — | n(r) —aldr
min{t,t,}
1
< glez—an)lm — maf*[t — t], (D.22)
which establishes (5.14). [ |

D.7 Proof of Theorem 5.2 (Schur-Complement Hyperparameter Envelope)

Proof of Theorem 5.2 (Statement on p. 28). For each r = (u,v)" € R?, the interior
minimizer £*(r) € RP satisfies the stationarity identity V¢E(r,&*(r)) = 0 with invertible
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Hessian Hee(r) > 0. By the implicit function theorem, £* € C?(R?%;RP), and differentiating
the stationarity identity and the envelope value £(r) = £(r,&*(r)) with respect to r yields

Hep(r) + Hee(r)Je(r) = 0 <= Je(r) = 82:,(:) = —Hee(r) 'Hg, (),
VrE(r) = Vol(r, & () + Je(r) " Vel(r,£4(r)) = VoE(r, & (r)).
|

=0
(D.23)

Moreover, for any joint perturbation (dr, d¢) € R? x RP around (r,£*(r)), completing the
square on the 2 x 2 block Hessian quadratic form gives the exact algebraic decomposition

S [ )] = oo - asean

+ g2 ag — ety am) [

As(r) = Hye(r)Hee(r) "Heo(r) = Je(r) Hee(r)Je(r) = 0.
(D.24)

Along the optimal envelope manifold d§ = J¢(r) dr, the second norm term in (D.24) vanishes
identically, proving V2.£(r) = H,.(r) — Ag(r) in (5.19). Conversely, for a frozen anchor
parameter &y = £*(rg) with Aé(r) == & — £*(r), expanding E(r, &) in & around &*(r) via
Taylor’s theorem with V¢E(r,£*(r)) = 0 and evaluating the Hessian at r = ry (where
Af(rg) = 0 and OAE/OrT = —J¢(ro)) yields

Er, &)~ £(r) = SAL(r) Heg(r)AL(r) + Reny(r. o).

— Auu AU'U
Vi [E(r &) = E(r)] = Je(ro) " Heg(ro)Je(ro) = As(ro) = [A A } z 0,
r=ro uv vV
(’I‘ )_ (’I’ ) _ 5vv_5uv+Avv_Auv o (’I‘ )
HirozentT0 )= Hiso(ro) + Ayu — 2800 + Doy o
1- Avv - Auv - Auu - Auv
(1= ntro))( ) = nro)( ) by
Hiso(r()) + Auu - 2Auv + AU’U
completing the proof of Theorem 5.2. |

D.8 Proof of Corollary 5.2 (Quadratic Allocation Regret)

Proof of Corollary 5.2 (Statement on p. 29). Along the iso-compute slice s — (u*(t)+
s, 0*(t) — s) € My, differentiating ¢;(s) = E(u*(t) + s,v*(t) — s) once and twice and applying
Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder for any du € [—A, A] gives

#1(0) = Eu(u*(t),v*(t)) —Sv(u*(t),v*(t)) = 0,
£(5) = Hiso(u(t) + 5,0%(t) —s5) > 0,

1 ou 1
3 Hoa (0P < 6u(00) = 6u0) = [ Gu=5)6l(5)ds < JHua (G0, (D20)
0

63



establishing (5.22). For the separable power-law envelope &(u,v) = c1e™® 4 coe™%, let
My(t) > 0 denote the common marginal gradient at the optimum ¢;(0) = 0. Expressing
both £*(t) and ¢} (0) in terms of My(t) gives

Mo(t) = acre™®™ ) = pege " ® > 0,

x * 1 1 b
EX(t) = cre "D f pe PO — <a+b>Mo(t) = 2 h),
7(0) = aZcie W () 4 p2eye () — (a+b) My(t) = ab&*(t), (D.27)
completing the proof of Corollary 5.2. |

D.9 Proof of Proposition 5.4 (Surrogate-to-Decision Allocation Regret
Stability)

Proof of Proposition 5.4 (Statement on p. 29). When a composite slice surrogate
¢¢(s) approximates the exact slice objective ¢¢(s) on [—A, A], the triangle inequality decom-
poses the uniform slice derivative error into its three component bounds:

=
o~
—
(Va)
N
Il

U(u*(t) + ) + V(0 () — 5) + Renv(s),
dr(s) = U(u*(t) +5) + V(v*(t) = s) + Renvye(s),

< sup [U'(u*(t) + s) — U'(u*(t) + s)
ls|<A

+ sup |V () — ) — V' (0% (1) —s)‘
jsl<A

+ sup Rénv,t(s) - R/env,t(s)‘
[s|<A

< 5spec(t) + Emix(t) + 5env(t) = &¢. (D28)

Under Sup|S|SA‘$2(S)—¢2(S)‘ < g and (5;(5@)‘ < 7, the triangle inequality gives
|pt(6t¢)| < &4 + 7. By strong convexity ¢y (s) > H, o on [~A,A] and ¢;(0) = 0, the
mean-value theorem and the Taylor expansion of ¢;(0) around du; yield

. . . ¢ + T
Hoaldw| < |¢y(00) — ¢5(0)] < ev+m = |6ly] < ,tH 3
Hen
. . R 1 R ) 1 .
De(0t) — ¢¢(0) < @y (0thy) Oty — iﬂt,A((sut)2 < (et +7)|00¢] — iﬂt,A’(SutF
(516 + 7})2 ﬂt A 2

< < It , D.29
T 2ﬂ§,A (et + 1) ( )
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establishing (5.25). Under the zeroth-order condition supjs<a ggt(s) — ¢u(s)| < 2eo4 and

be(Sa) < mingg <A di(s) + 70+, combining (5.22) with standard two-sided value comparison
gives

L H A8 < G5 — 4(0)
< (pe(0) — qgt((mt)) + ($t(5at) - &;t(o)) + (@t(o) — ¢:(0))
< %50,7& + 7ot + %50,t = €0t + 0t (D.30)
which immediately yields (5.26) and completes the proof of Proposition 5.4. |

References

A. C. Aitken. On Bernoulli’s Numerical Solution of Algebraic Equations. Proceedings of the
Royal Society of Edinburgh, 46:289-305, 1927. do0i:10.1017/s0370164600022070. (Cited
on p. 16)

Alnur Ali, J. Zico Kolter, and Ryan J. Tibshirani. A Continuous-Time View of Early
Stopping for Least Squares. In Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS), volume 89, pages 27982808, 2019.
arXiv:1810.10082 [stat.ML]. (Cited on p. 15)

Shun-ichi Amari. Information Geometry and Its Applications. Springer Japan, 2016.
do0i:10.1007/978-4-431-55978-8. (Cited on pp. 6 and 21)

Francis Bach. Self-concordant analysis for logistic regression. FElectronic Journal of Statistics,
4:384-414, 2010. doi:10.1214/09-ejs521. (Cited on pp. 6 and 42)

Yasaman Bahri, Ethan Dyer, Jared Kaplan, Jachoon Lee, and Utkarsh Sharma. Explaining
neural scaling laws. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 121(27):e2311878121,
2024. doi:10.1073/pnas.2311878121. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

Peter L. Bartlett, Philip M. Long, Gabor Lugosi, and Alexander Tsigler. Benign overfitting in
linear regression. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(48):30063-30070,
2020. doi:10. 1073/pnas .1907378117. (Cited on p. 5)

Tamay Besiroglu, Ege Erdil, Matthew Barnett, and Josh You. Chinchilla Scaling: A
replication attempt. arXiv preprint, 2024. arXiv:2404.10102 [cs.Al]. (Cited on pp. 3, 23, 28,
35, and 38)

Xiao Bi, Deli Chen, Guanting Chen, Shanhuang Chen, Damai Dai, Chengqi Deng, Honghui
Ding, Kai Dong, Qiushi Du, Zhe Fu, Huazuo Gao, Kaige Gao, Wenjun Gao, Ruiqi Ge,
Kang Guan, Daya Guo, Jianzhong Guo, Guangbo Hao, Zhewen Hao, Ying He, Wenjie
Hu, Panpan Huang, Erhang Li, Guowei Li, Jiashi Li, Yao Li, Y. K. Li, Wenfeng Liang,
Fangyun Lin, A. X. Liu, Bo Liu, Wen Liu, Xiaodong Liu, Xin Liu, Yiyuan Liu, Haoyu
Lu, Shanghao Lu, Fuli Luo, Shirong Ma, Xiaotao Nie, Tian Pei, Yishi Piao, Junjie Qiu,

65


https://doi.org/10.1017/s0370164600022070
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.10082
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-4-431-55978-8
https://doi.org/10.1214/09-ejs521
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2311878121
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907378117
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.10102

Hui Qu, Tongzheng Ren, Zehui Ren, Chong Ruan, Zhangli Sha, Zhihong Shao, Junxiao
Song, Xuecheng Su, Jingxiang Sun, Yaofeng Sun, Minghui Tang, Bingxuan Wang, Peiyi
Wang, Shiyu Wang, Yaohui Wang, Yongji Wang, Tong Wu, Y. Wu, Xin Xie, Zhenda Xie,
Ziwei Xie, Yiliang Xiong, Hanwei Xu, R. X. Xu, Yanhong Xu, Dejian Yang, Yuxiang
You, Shuiping Yu, Xingkai Yu, B. Zhang, Haowei Zhang, Lecong Zhang, Liyue Zhang,
Mingchuan Zhang, Minghua Zhang, Wentao Zhang, Yichao Zhang, Chenggang Zhao,
Yao Zhao, Shangyan Zhou, Shunfeng Zhou, Qihao Zhu, and Yuheng Zou. DeepSeek
LLM: Scaling Open-Source Language Models with Longtermism. arXiv preprint, 2024.
arXiv:2401.02954 [CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 3, 20, 23, and 37)

Stella Biderman, Hailey Schoelkopf, Quentin Anthony, Herbie Bradley, Kyle O’Brien, Eric
Hallahan, Mohammad Aflah Khan, Shivanshu Purohit, USVSN Sai Prashanth, Edward
Raff, Aviya Skowron, Lintang Sutawika, and Oskar van der Wal. Pythia: A Suite for
Analyzing Large Language Models Across Training and Scaling. In Proceedings of the 40th
International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2023. arXiv:2304.01373 [cs.CL].
(Cited on pp. 30 and 33)

Blake Bordelon, Abdulkadir Canatar, and Cengiz Pehlevan. Spectrum Dependent Learning
Curves in Kernel Regression and Wide Neural Networks. In Proceedings of the 37th Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), pages 1024-1034, 2020. arXiv:2002.02561
[CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 9, and 10)

Blake Bordelon, Alexander Atanasov, and Cengiz Pehlevan. A Dynamical Model of Neural
Scaling Laws. In Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning
(ICML), 2024. arXiv:2402.01092 [Stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 2, 3, and 15)

Viacheslav Borovitskiy, Alexander Terenin, Peter Mostowsky, and Marc Peter Deisenroth.
Matérn Gaussian processes on Riemannian manifolds. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 33, pages 17368-17379, 2020. arXiv:2006.10160
[stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

Stéphane Boucheron, Gabor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart. Concentration Inequalities: A
Nonasymptotic Theory of Independence. Oxford University Press, 2013. doi:10.1093/
acprof:0s0/9780199535255.001.0001. (Cited on p. 42)

John P. Boyd. The Devil’s Invention: Asymptotic, Superasymptotic and Hyperasymptotic
Series. Acta Applicandae Mathematica, 56(1):1-98, 1999. doi:10.1023/a:1006145903624.
(Cited on p. 13)

Stephen Boyd and Lieven Vandenberghe. Convex Optimization. Cambridge University Press,
2004. doi:10.1017/cbo9780511804441. (Cited on pp. 17 and 28)

Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie Subbiah, Jared Kaplan, Prafulla
Dhariwal, Arvind Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda Askell, Sandhini
Agarwal, Ariel Herbert-Voss, Gretchen Krueger, Tom Henighan, Rewon Child, Aditya
Ramesh, Daniel M. Ziegler, Jeffrey Wu, Clemens Winter, Christopher Hesse, Mark Chen,
Eric Sigler, Mateusz Litwin, Scott Gray, Benjamin Chess, Jack Clark, Christopher Berner,
Sam McCandlish, Alec Radford, Ilya Sutskever, and Dario Amodei. Language Models are

66


https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02954
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01373
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02561
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01092
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.10160
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199535255.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199535255.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1006145903624
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511804441

Few-Shot Learners. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS),
volume 33, pages 1877-1901, 2020. arXiv:2005.14165 [CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 1 and 38)

Ethan Caballero, Kshitij Gupta, Irina Rish, and David Krueger. Broken Neural Scaling Laws.
In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2023. arXiv:2210.14891
[CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 10, and 37)

Abdulkadir Canatar, Blake Bordelon, and Cengiz Pehlevan. Spectral bias and task-model
alignment explain generalization in kernel regression and infinitely wide neural networks.
Nature Communications, 12(1):2914, 2021. doi:10.1038/s41467-021-23103-1. (Cited on
p. 2)

A. Caponnetto and E. De Vito. Optimal Rates for the Regularized Least-Squares Algo-
rithm. Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 7(3):331-368, 2007. doi:10.1007/
s10208-006-0196-8. (Cited on pp. 2, 5, and 7)

Hugo Cui, Bruno Loureiro, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborova. Generalization error
rates in kernel regression: the crossover from the noiseless to noisy regime. Journal
of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Ezperiment, 2022(11):114004, 2022. doi:10.1088/
1742-5468/ac9829. (Cited on p. 2)

Rui Dai and Shuran Zheng. Explaining Data Mixing Scaling Laws. In Proceedings of the
43rd International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2026. arXiv:2606.08167
[CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2 and 17)

Carl Eckart and Gale Young. The Approximation of One Matrix by Another of Lower Rank.
Psychometrika, 1(3):211-218, 1936. doi:10.1007/b£02288367. (Cited on p. 9)

Simon Fischer and Ingo Steinwart. Sobolev Norm Learning Rates for Regularized
Least-Squares Algorithm. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(205):1-38, 2020.
arXiv:1702.07254 [stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 2, 5, 7, and 8)

Philippe Flajolet, Xavier Gourdon, and Philippe Dumas. Mellin transforms and asymp-
totics: Harmonic sums. Theoretical Computer Science, 144(1-2):3-58, 1995. doi:10.1016/
0304-3975(95)00002-e. (Cited on pp. 11 and 14)

Leo Gao, Stella Biderman, Sid Black, Laurence Golding, Travis Hoppe, Charles Foster, Jason
Phang, Horace He, Anish Thite, Noa Nabeshima, Shawn Presser, and Connor Leahy. The
Pile: An 800GB Dataset of Diverse Text for Language Modeling. arXiv preprint, 2020.
arXiv:2101.00027 [CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 33 and 36)

Walter Gautschi. On inverses of Vandermonde and confluent Vandermonde matrices. Nu-
merische Mathematik, 4(1):117-123, 1962. doi:10.1007/b£01386302. (Cited on pp. 2 and 15)

Ce Ge, Zhijian Ma, Daoyuan Chen, Yaliang Li, and Bolin Ding. BiMix: A Bivariate Data
Mixing Law for Language Model Pretraining. arXiv preprint, 2024. arXiv:2405.14908
[CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 3,9, 17, 20, and 37)

67


https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14165
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.14891
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-23103-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10208-006-0196-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10208-006-0196-8
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/ac9829
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/ac9829
https://arxiv.org/abs/2606.08167
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02288367
https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.07254
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3975(95)00002-e
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3975(95)00002-e
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.00027
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01386302
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.14908

Tom Henighan, Jared Kaplan, Mor Katz, Mark Chen, Christopher Hesse, Jacob Jackson,
Heewoo Jun, Tom B. Brown, Prafulla Dhariwal, Scott Gray, Chris Hallacy, Benjamin
Mann, Alec Radford, Aditya Ramesh, Nick Ryder, Daniel M. Ziegler, John Schulman,
Dario Amodei, and Sam McCandlish. Scaling Laws for Autoregressive Generative Modeling.
arXiv preprint, 2020. arXiv:2010.14701 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 1 and 10)

Danny Hernandez, Jared Kaplan, Tom Henighan, and Sam McCandlish. Scaling Laws for
Transfer. arXiv preprint, 2021. arXiv:2102.01293 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 9, 17, and 22)

Danny Hernandez, Tom Brown, Tom Conerly, Nova DasSarma, Dawn Drain, Sheer El-Showk,
Nelson Elhage, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Tom Henighan, Tristan Hume, Scott Johnston, Ben
Mann, Chris Olah, Catherine Olsson, Dario Amodei, Nicholas Joseph, Jared Kaplan, and
Sam McCandlish. Scaling Laws and Interpretability of Learning from Repeated Data.
arXiv preprint, 2022. arXiv:2205.10487 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 17, and 38)

Joel Hestness, Sharan Narang, Newsha Ardalani, Gregory Diamos, Heewoo Jun, Hassan
Kianinejad, Md. Mostofa Ali Patwary, Yang Yang, and Yanqi Zhou. Deep Learning Scaling
is Predictable, Empirically. arXiv preprint, 2017. arXiv:1712.00409 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 1
and 10)

Jordan Hoffmann, Sebastian Borgeaud, Arthur Mensch, Elena Buchatskaya, Trevor Cai,
Eliza Rutherford, Diego de Las Casas, Lisa Anne Hendricks, Johannes Welbl, Aidan Clark,
Tom Hennigan, Eric Noland, Katie Millican, George van den Driessche, Bogdan Damoc,
Aurelia Guy, Simon Osindero, Karen Simonyan, Erich Elsen, Jack W. Rae, Oriol Vinyals,
and Laurent Sifre. Training Compute-Optimal Large Language Models. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 35, 2022. arXiv:2203.15556
[cs.CL]. (Cited on pp. 1, 2, 3, 9, 23, 27, 29, 30, 33, 35, and 37)

Lars Hormander. The spectral function of an elliptic operator. Acta Mathematica, 121:
193-218, 1968. doi:10.1007/b£02391913. (Cited on p. 9)

Marcus Hutter. Learning Curve Theory. arXiv preprint, 2021. arXiv:2102.04074 [cs.LG].
(Cited on p. 2)

Arthur Jacot, Berfin Simgek, Francesco Spadaro, Clément Hongler, and Franck Gabriel.
Implicit Regularization of Random Feature Models. In Proceedings of the 37th International
Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), pages 4631-4640, 2020. arXiv:2002.08404
[Stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon
Child, Scott Gray, Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. Scaling Laws for Neural
Language Models. arXiv preprint, 2020. arXiv:2001.08361 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 1, 2, 3, 9,
10, 23, 27, and 37)

Cornelius Lanczos. Applied Analysis. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1956. ISBN
978-0-486-65656-4. (Cited on pp. 2 and 15)

Katherine Lee, Daphne Ippolito, Andrew Nystrom, Chiyuan Zhang, Douglas Eck, Chris
Callison-Burch, and Nicholas Carlini. Deduplicating Training Data Makes Language

68


https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.14701
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.10487
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.00409
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.15556
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02391913
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.04074
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08404
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08361

Models Better. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics (ACL), pages 8424-8445, 2022. arXiv:2107.06499 [cs.CL]. (Cited on
pp. 2, 17, 33, and 38)

Binghui Li, Fengling Chen, Zixun Huang, Lean Wang, and Lei Wu. Functional Scaling
Laws in Kernel Regression: Loss Dynamics and Learning Rate Schedules. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2025. arXiv:2509.19189 [cs.LG]. (Cited
on pp. 3, 15, 23, 28, and 38)

Licong Lin, Jingfeng Wu, Sham M. Kakade, Peter L. Bartlett, and Jason D. Lee. Scaling
Laws in Linear Regression: Compute, Parameters, and Data. In Proceedings of the 41st
International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2024. arXiv:2406.08466 [cs.LG].
(Cited on p. 2)

Qian Liu, Xiaosen Zheng, Niklas Muennighoff, Guangtao Zeng, Longxu Dou, Tianyu Pang,
Jing Jiang, and Min Lin. RegMix: Data Mixture as Regression for Language Model
Pre-training. In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2025.
arXiv:2407.01492 [CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 2,9, 17, 30, 33, 36, and 37)

Alexander Maloney, Daniel A. Roberts, and James Sully. A Solvable Model of Neural Scaling
Laws. arXiv preprint, 2022. arXiv:2210.16859 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

V. A. Marcenko and L. A. Pastur. Distribution of eigenvalues for some sets of ran-
dom matrices. Mathematics of the USSR-Sbornik, 1(4):457-483, 1967. doi:10.1070/
sm1967v001n04abeh001994. (Cited on p. 9)

James Martens. New insights and perspectives on the natural gradient method. Journal of
Machine Learning Research, 21(146):1-76, 2020. arXiv:1412.1193 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 6
and 21)

Lingbei Meng, Rui Huang, Zhirong Shen, Jinxin Liu, Lingxiao Jing, Haorui Chen, Yaosong
Du, and Haowei Lin. SLDBench v2: Active Scaling Law Discovery. arXiv preprint, 2026.
arXiv:2610.16297 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 16, and 37)

Eric J. Michaud, Ziming Liu, Uzay Girit, and Max Tegmark. The Quantization Model
of Neural Scaling. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS),
volume 36, 2023. arXiv:2303.13506 [CS.LG]. (Cited on p. 2)

Bruno Mlodozeniec and Spencer Frei. Ambiguous Fits: The Rashomon Effect and Challenges
in Scaling Law Estimation. arXiv preprint, 2026. arXiv:2610.34514 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2,
15, and 37)

Guido Montifar, Razvan Pascanu, Kyunghyun Cho, and Yoshua Bengio. On the Number of
Linear Regions of Deep Neural Networks. In Advances in Neural Information Processing

Systems (NeurIPS), volume 27, pages 2924-2932, 2014. arXiv:1402.1869 [stat.ML]. (Cited
on p. 2)

Niklas Muennighoff, Alexander M. Rush, Boaz Barak, Teven Le Scao, Aleksandra Piktus,
Nouamane Tazi, Sampo Pyysalo, Thomas Wolf, and Colin Raffel. Scaling Data-Constrained

69


https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.06499
https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.19189
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.08466
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.01492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.16859
https://doi.org/10.1070/sm1967v001n04abeh001994
https://doi.org/10.1070/sm1967v001n04abeh001994
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.1193
https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.16297
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.13506
https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.34514
https://arxiv.org/abs/1402.1869

Language Models. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS),
volume 36, 2023. arXiv:2305.16264 [cs.CL]. (Cited on pp. 2, 20, and 38)

Denis Paperno, German Kruszewski, Angeliki Lazaridou, Ngoc Quan Pham, Raffaella
Bernardi, Sandro Pezzelle, Marco Baroni, Gemma Boleda, and Raquel Fernandez. The
LAMBADA dataset: Word prediction requiring a broad discourse context. In Proceedings
of the 54th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume
1: Long Papers), pages 1525-1534. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2016.
doi:10.18653/v1/p16-1144. (Cited on p. 34)

Elliot Paquette, Courtney Paquette, Lechao Xiao, and Jeffrey Pennington. 443 Phases of
Compute-Optimal Neural Scaling Laws. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems (NeurIPS), volume 37, 2024. arXiv:2405.15074 [Stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 2 and 24)

R. B. Paris and D. Kaminski. Asymptotics and Mellin-Barnes Integrals. Cambridge University
Press, 2001. doi:10.1017/cbo9780511546662. (Cited on pp. 11 and 13)

Tim Pearce and Jinyeop Song. Reconciling Kaplan and Chinchilla Scaling Laws. Transactions
on Machine Learning Research, 2024. arXiv:2406.12907 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 3, 23, 28,
and 38)

Tomer Porian, Mitchell Wortsman, Jenia Jitsev, Ludwig Schmidt, and Yair Carmon. Re-
solving Discrepancies in Compute-Optimal Scaling of Language Models. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 37, 2024. arXiv:2406.19146
[CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 3, 23, 27, 28, and 38)

Maithra Raghu, Ben Poole, Jon Kleinberg, Surya Ganguli, and Jascha Sohl-Dickstein. On
the Expressive Power of Deep Neural Networks. In Proceedings of the 34th International
Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), pages 2847-2854, 2017. arXiv:1606.05336
[stat.ML]. (Cited on p. 2)

Vansh Ramani and Shourya Vir Jain. On the Optimizer Dependence of Neural Scaling Laws.
arXiv preprint, 2026. arXiv:2605.29387 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 3, 24, 28, and 38)

Jonathan S. Rosenfeld, Amir Rosenfeld, Yonatan Belinkov, and Nir Shavit. A Constructive
Prediction of the Generalization Error Across Scales. In International Conference on
Learning Representations (ICLR), 2020. arXiv:1909.12673 [cs.LG]. (Cited on pp. 1 and 10)

Nikhil Sardana, Jacob Portes, Sasha Doubov, and Jonathan Frankle. Beyond Chinchilla-
Optimal: Accounting for Inference in Language Model Scaling Laws. In Proceedings of
the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2024. arXiv:2401.00448
[CS LG] (Cited on pp. 3, 29, and 38)

Rylan Schaeffer, Brando Miranda, and Sanmi Koyejo. Are Emergent Abilities of Large
Language Models a Mirage? In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS), volume 36, pages 55565-55581, 2023. arXiv:2304.15004 [cs.Al]. (Cited on p. 23)

Johannes Schmidt-Hieber. Nonparametric regression using deep neural networks with
ReLU activation function. The Annals of Statistics, 48(4):1875-1897, 2020. doi:10.1214/
19-a0s1875. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

70


https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.16264
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/p16-1144
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.15074
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511546662
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.12907
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.19146
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05336
https://arxiv.org/abs/2605.29387
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.12673
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.00448
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.15004
https://doi.org/10.1214/19-aos1875
https://doi.org/10.1214/19-aos1875

Mustafa Shukor, Louis Bethune, Dan Busbridge, David Grangier, Enrico Fini, Alaaeldin
El-Nouby, and Pierre Ablin. Scaling Laws for Optimal Data Mixtures. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2025. arXiv:2507.09404 [cs.LG]. (Cited
on pp. 2 and 17)

Ben Sorscher, Robert Geirhos, Shashank Shekhar, Surya Ganguli, and Ari S. Morcos.
Beyond neural scaling laws: beating power law scaling via data pruning. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 35, pages 19523-19536, 2022.
arXiv:2206.14486 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 17, and 38)

Stefano Spigler, Mario Geiger, and Matthieu Wyart. Asymptotic learning curves of kernel
methods: empirical data versus teacher—student paradigm. Journal of Statistical Mechan-
ics: Theory and Ezxperiment, 2020(12):124001, 2020. doi:10.1088/1742-5468/abc61d.
(Cited on pp. 2 and 10)

Taiji Suzuki. Adaptivity of deep ReLU network for learning in Besov and mixed smooth
Besov spaces: optimal rate and curse of dimensionality. In International Conference on
Learning Representations (ICLR), 2019. arXiv:1810.08033 [stat.ML]. (Cited on p. 2)

Edward Charles Titchmarsh. The Theory of the Riemann Zeta-Function. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2nd edition, 1986. ISBN 978-0-19-853369-6. (Cited on pp. 12, 44, and 45)

Konstantinos Christopher Tsiolis, Denny Wu, Christos Thrampoulidis, and Murat A. Er-
dogdu. SGD in Multiclass Logistic Regression: Sequential Learning and Scaling Laws.
arXiv preprint, 2026. arXiv:2609.07868 [stat.ML]. (Cited on pp. 3 and 6)

J. M. Varah. On Fitting Exponentials by Nonlinear Least Squares. SIAM Journal on
Scientific and Statistical Computing, 6(1):30-44, 1985. doi:10.1137/0906003. (Cited on
pp. 2, 3, 15, and 37)

Martin J. Wainwright and Michael 1. Jordan. Graphical Models, Exponential Families, and
Variational Inference. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning, 1(1-2):1-305, 2008.
doi:10.1561/2200000001. (Cited on pp. 6 and 42)

Jason Wei, Yi Tay, Rishi Bommasani, Colin Raffel, Barret Zoph, Sebastian Borgeaud, Dani
Yogatama, Maarten Bosma, Denny Zhou, Donald Metzler, Ed H. Chi, Tatsunori Hashimoto,
Oriol Vinyals, Percy Liang, Jeff Dean, and William Fedus. Emergent Abilities of Large
Language Models. Transactions on Machine Learning Research, 2022. arXiv:2206.07682
[CS.CL]. (Cited on p. 23)

Hermann Weyl. Das asymptotische Verteilungsgesetz der Eigenwerte linearer partieller
Differentialgleichungen (mit einer Anwendung auf die Theorie der Hohlraumstrahlung).
Mathematische Annalen, 71(4):441-479, 1912. doi:10.1007/bf01456804. (Cited on pp. 2, 9,
and 10)

Diyuan Wu, Lehan Chen, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Marco Mondelli. When do data
mixtures improve scaling laws? Insights from high-dimensional regression. arXiv preprint,
2026. arXiv:2609.38011 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 9, and 22)

71


https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.09404
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.14486
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/abc61d
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.08033
https://arxiv.org/abs/2609.07868
https://doi.org/10.1137/0906003
https://doi.org/10.1561/2200000001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.07682
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01456804
https://arxiv.org/abs/2609.38011

Sang Michael Xie, Hieu Pham, Xuanyi Dong, Nan Du, Hanxiao Liu, Yifeng Lu, Percy Liang,
Quoc V. Le, Tengyu Ma, and Adams Wei Yu. DoReMi: Optimizing Data Mixtures Speeds
Up Language Model Pretraining. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS), volume 36, 2023. arXiv:2305.10429 [CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 2, 17, 20, and 37)

Greg Yang, Edward J. Hu, Igor Babuschkin, Szymon Sidor, Xiaodong Liu, David Farhi,
Nick Ryder, Jakub Pachocki, Weizhu Chen, and Jianfeng Gao. Tensor Programs V:
Tuning Large Neural Networks via Zero-Shot Hyperparameter Transfer. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 34, pages 26286-26302, 2021.
arXiv:2203.03466 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 3 and 28)

Yuan Yao, Lorenzo Rosasco, and Andrea Caponnetto. On Early Stopping in Gradient
Descent Learning. Constructive Approzimation, 26(2):289-315, 2007. doi:10.1007/
s00365-006-0663-2. (Cited on p. 15)

Dmitry Yarotsky. Error bounds for approximations with deep ReLLU networks. Neural
Networks, 94:103-114, 2017. doi:10.1016/j .neunet.2017.07.002. (Cited on pp. 2 and 9)

Dmitry Yarotsky. Optimal approximation of continuous functions by very deep ReLLU
networks. In Proceedings of the 31st Conference On Learning Theory (COLT), pages
13431357, 2018. arXiv:1802.03620 [CS.NE]. (Cited on p. 2)

Jiasheng Ye, Peiju Liu, Tianxiang Sun, Jun Zhan, Yunhua Zhou, and Xipeng Qiu. Data
Mixing Laws: Optimizing Data Mixtures by Predicting Language Modeling Performance.
In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2025. arXiv:2403.16952
[CS.CL]. (Cited on pp. 2, 3,9, 17, and 37)

Xiaohua Zhai, Alexander Kolesnikov, Neil Houlsby, and Lucas Beyer. Scaling Vision
Transformers. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVFE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 12104-12113, 2022. arXiv:2106.04560 [cs.CV]. (Cited
on p. 1)

Fuzhen Zhang. The Schur Complement and Its Applications. Springer, New York, NY,
2005a. ISBN 978-0-387-24271-2. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/b105056. (Cited on
p. 28)

Tong Zhang. Learning Bounds for Kernel Regression Using Effective Data Dimensionality.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 6:177-193, 2005b. URL https://jmlr.org/
papers/v6/zhang05a.html. (Cited on p. 5)

Tianyu Zhao and Zhixiang Ren. Foundations of the Scaling Law. arXiv preprint, 2026.
arXiv:2610.27789 [CS.LG]. (Cited on pp. 2, 3, 9, and 37)

72


https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10429
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.03466
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00365-006-0663-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00365-006-0663-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2017.07.002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.03620
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.16952
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.04560
https://doi.org/10.1007/b105056
https://jmlr.org/papers/v6/zhang05a.html
https://jmlr.org/papers/v6/zhang05a.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.27789

	1 Introduction
	2 Problem Setup and Preliminaries
	2.1 Data Distribution and Covariance Operators
	2.2 Quadratic Reduction of Cross-Entropy Risk
	2.3 Structural Assumptions and Risk Decomposition

	3 Finite-Capacity Approximation and Identifiability
	3.1 Three-Term Risk Expansion and Pre-Asymptotic Slope
	3.2 Pole Confluence and Early-Stopped Gradient Flow
	3.3 Multi-Power Ill-Conditioning and Difference Identification

	4 Multi-Domain Data Mixing and Sequential Allocation
	4.1 Simplex Water-Filling and Finite-Budget Bounds
	4.2 Sequential Allocation and Instantaneous Sampling
	4.3 Simplex Hessian Metric and Cross-Scale Transfer

	5 Compute-Optimal Allocation and Exponent Drift
	5.1 Scale Invariance Under Monotone Loss Transformations
	5.2 Iso-Compute Curvature and Exponent Variance
	5.3 Hyperparameter Envelope and Allocation Regret

	6 Numerical Verification and Empirical Evaluation
	6.1 Finite-Capacity Approximation and Pole Confluence
	6.2 Multi-Domain Mixing and Sequential Allocation
	6.3 Compute-Optimal Drift and Allocation Regret
	6.4 Evaluation on Public Pretraining Benchmarks

	7 Discussion
	Appendix A Proofs for Section 2: Problem Setup and Preliminaries
	A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1 (Effective Spectral Dimension Bounds)
	A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.2 (Local Fisher Quadratic Approximation)

	Appendix B Proofs for Section 3: Finite-Capacity Approximation and Identifiability
	B.1 Supporting Complex-Analytic Lemmas for Mellin–Barnes Contour Shifting
	B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.1 (Mellin Kernel of the Rational Resolvent Filter)
	B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (Finite-Capacity Mellin–Barnes Expansion)
	B.4 Proof of Corollary 3.1 (Normalized Pre-Asymptotic Slope Profile)
	B.5 Proof of Proposition 3.1 (Divided-Difference Representation and Pole Confluence)
	B.6 Proof of Proposition 3.2 (Gradient-Flow Mellin Kernel)
	B.7 Proof of Proposition 3.3 (Multi-Power Jacobian Rank Collapse and Ill-Conditioning)
	B.8 Proof of Corollary 3.2 (Aitken Difference Identification of Shifted Power Laws)

	Appendix C Proofs for Section 4: Multi-Domain Data Mixing and Sequential Allocation
	C.1 Supporting Taylor Remainder Lemma for Bottleneck Value Expansion
	C.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1 (KKT Water-Filling Characterization)
	C.3 Proof of Corollary 4.1 (Invariant Powered Share-Ratio Law)
	C.4 Proof of Theorem 4.1 (Finite-Budget Bottleneck Approximation and Tie-Aware Bounds)
	C.5 Proof of Proposition 4.2 (Sequential Allocation and Instantaneous Sampling)
	C.6 Proof of Proposition 4.3 (Simplex Hessian Metric and Sequential Duality)
	C.7 Proof of Corollary 4.2 (First-Order Perturbation Under Cross-Domain Coupling)

	Appendix D Proofs for Section 5: Compute-Optimal Allocation and Exponent Drift
	D.1 Supporting Cumulant Lemma for Multi-Power Gibbs Measures
	D.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1 (Scale Invariance Under Monotone Loss Transformations)
	D.3 Proof of Proposition 5.2 (Iso-Compute Curvature Differential Equation)
	D.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1 (Exponent-Variance Identity for Compute-Optimal Drift)
	D.5 Proof of Proposition 5.3 (Water-Filling Envelope Curvature and Inverse-Harmonic Drift)
	D.6 Proof of Corollary 5.1 (Two-Stratum Logistic Transition Law)
	D.7 Proof of Theorem 5.2 (Schur-Complement Hyperparameter Envelope)
	D.8 Proof of Corollary 5.2 (Quadratic Allocation Regret)
	D.9 Proof of Proposition 5.4 (Surrogate-to-Decision Allocation Regret Stability)


