A Note on Scaling Laws for Transformer Models —

Part 1

Accounting and Empirical Scaling Laws

Junke Wang

Abstract

This first note develops the quantities needed to measure neural scaling laws. It begins
with parameter and compute accounting for dense Transformers, then follows the Kaplan,
Chinchilla, and Abra studies to separate parameter, data, and compute-optimal scaling. A
companion Part IT studies critical batch size and the parametrizations needed to compare
runs across width and depth.
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1 Introduction

Suppose we can afford exactly one very large training run. How large should the model be, how
many tokens should it see, and what loss will it reach? Running the experiment to find out is
precisely what we cannot afford. Scaling laws answer these questions by extrapolating from runs
small enough to repeat.

1.1 Why fit scaling laws?

Larger models, more data, and more compute tend to lower the loss. This says that scale helps,
but not by how much. The power-law hypothesis makes the trend quantitative: for a scale
variable x,

L(z)~ Az, (1)

or, taking logarithms of both sides,
log L(z) ~log A — alog z. (2)

On log—log axes the law is a straight line with slope —a: multiplying = by a factor £ multiplies
the loss by k~¢, wherever on the curve we start.

The constants A and « are estimated from pilot runs: a ladder of complete but cheap training
runs that differ in one scale variable while everything else is held fixed. Depending on the
question, x can be the number of parameters N, the number of training tokens D, the training
compute C' in FLOPs, or the number of optimization steps. Each run contributes one point
(zk, Lr). Fitting the line in Eq. (2) through these points predicts what a run ten or a hundred
times larger should reach. Points that bend away from the line are informative too: they signal
that something other than x has become the bottleneck.

1.2 Nominal scale versus effective scale

Even a clean fit leaves two deeper questions open.

1. Is scaling parameters the same as scaling effective parameters? N counts weights,
not the capacity the model actually uses. Added parameters may be rarely used, may
barely move away from their random initialization, or may learn redundant and meaningless
representations.

2. Is scaling tokens the same as scaling effective data? D counts tokens, not information.
Repeated data can still improve the model, but its marginal value need not match that of
fresh data; excessive reuse can lead to memorization and overfitting. The effect depends on
the task, repetition count, augmentation, and optimization protocol. Diffusion training also
resamples noise and timesteps when an image is reused. Noisy data can dilute useful signal
or change the distribution being learned.

“Effective scale” is an intuition here, not an independently measured scalar that uniquely
determines the loss. Nominal counts are useful empirical coordinates when model utilization
and data quality remain comparable along the ladder. Under a simple constant-fraction model,
a fixed difference in effective scale is absorbed into the fitted amplitude; a changing fraction can
alter the apparent exponent. More generally, changing data quality, repetition, or optimization
can invalidate an extrapolation without changing the nominal counts.
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The rest of Part I turns these questions into concrete derivations. Section 2 fixes how parameters,
tokens, and compute are counted. Sections 3—5 follow three studies that measure and fit these
laws, and show how different experimental choices lead to different conclusions. Part I asks how
critical batch size should be measured and what it takes to train different widths and depths
comparably.

2 Transformer Accounting and Global Conventions

2.1 Architecture and notation

Consider a dense Transformer with L identical blocks. “Dense” means that every token executes
the same attention and feed-forward parameters; it is used here to distinguish the model from a
sparsely activated MoE. We use SwiGLU and RMSNorm as the reference block. DiTs may instead
use GELU, LayerNorm, adaptive normalization, or cross-attention; those architecture-specific
additions are outside the reference model counted in this section. Biases are omitted because
they are lower order in parameter count and compute.

The architectural dimensions are

Symbol Definition
L Number of Transformer blocks
dmodel Width of the residual stream
Nhead Number of attention heads
dhead Hidden width of one attention head
dattn = Nheaddhead  Lotal concatenated attention hidden width
dg Intermediate hidden width of the SwiGLU FFN
|4 Vocabulary size
dvae Channel dimension of the VAE latent consumed by a DiT
PDIT DiT patch size applied on the VAE latent grid, often 2
dio Modality-specific input/output interface width
m Number of language or image tokens in one input sequence
B Number of tokens in one parameter update
S Number of parameter updates
FEiox = BS Total number of token exposures in a training run
Anask Valid query—key pairs among the m tokens, per head

2.2 Parameter count

Input and output interfaces We assume untied input and output parameters. For an LLM,
the token embedding and vocabulary head therefore contain

NjI;ILM = Vdmodeb NLLM - Vdmodel- (3)

out

We assume RoPE throughout, so positional encoding adds no learned parameters.

A DiT receives continuous VAE latents rather than vocabulary indices. The VAE’s internal
pixel-to-latent mapping belongs to the VAE and is not part of the DiT parameter count. Let
dyae be the channel dimension of the VAE latent. The DiT then patchifies its latent grid with
its own patch size ppiT, so one flattened DiT token has dimension p?.1dyae. Assuming that the
DiT predicts a latent patch of the same dimension, its input and output projections contain

DiT 2 DiT 2
Nin = pDdevaedmodeh Nout = dmodelpDdevae-
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The latent-patch width is algebraically analogous to V in the interface parameter count, but it
is a continuous feature dimension, not a vocabulary. Define

do i {V, for the reference LLM, (4)

pzDdevae, for the reference DiT.
The modality-specific interface count is then

Nio := Nin + Nout = 2diodmodel- (5)

Attention in one block For X € R™*%model ordinary multi-head attention uses
WQ, VV[(7 WV c ]:RdmodeIXdattn7 WO c Rdattndeodel‘ (6)

Therefore,
Nattn/block = 4dmodeldattn- (7)

SwiGLU in one block The gate and up projections map from dpoqe1 to dg, and the down

projection maps back:
SwiGLU(x) = Wy (SiLU(Wyx) © Wyx) . (8)

The three weight matrices contain
Nit /block = 3dmodeldit (9)

parameters. By comparison, a non-gated two-matrix FFN has 2d,,qc1dg parameters at the same
intermediate width.

Normalization and the complete model A pre-norm block has two RMSNorm gain vectors
and therefore 2d,,0401 normalization parameters. A final RMSNorm contributes another dpodel-
The detailed parameter decomposition is

N, params — N; in N, out
——

input/output embeddings or projections

+L (4dmodeldattn + 3dmodeldﬂ + 2dmodel )
——

10
attention SwiGLU FFN  RMSNorm ( )
repeated Transformer blocks
+ dmodel
——
final RMSNorm
Combining like terms gives

Nparams = Nio + Ldmodel (4dattn + 3dff + 2) + dmodel' (11)

When the normalization terms are lower order,

Nparams ~ Nio + Ldmodel (4dattn + Sdff) . (12)
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2.3 Forward and training compute

This subsection counts compute inside the repeated Transformer blocks only. It does not include
the embedding lookup, vocabulary projection, DiT input/output patch projections, optimizer
updates, communication, or hardware-specific kernel overhead. Those interface terms can be
added separately, but the scaling coordinate used below follows the common non-embedding
convention.

The basic counting rule is simple: if X € R™*%n is multiplied by W € R%n*dout - each of the
mdey output entries is a dot product of length di,. Hence

MACS(XW) = mdindow,  FLOPS(XW) &~ 2mdindout, (13)

where one multiply-accumulate (MAC) is counted as two floating-point operations (FLOPs):
one multiplication and one addition. Throughout this note, every dimensional compute symbol
C counts FLOPs, not MACs; published values may be quoted in PF-days, with 1 PF-day
= 8.64 x 10 FLOPs. We use lowercase ¢min for the numerical compute in PF-days when
inserting the historical Kaplan fit coefficients. This convention is why each matrix-multiplication
term below carries a factor of 2. Operations that are not multiply—accumulates, such as an
exponential or a division, are counted as one FLOP each.

Attention forward pass For one block, ignoring residual additions for the moment, consider
self-attention over one sequence of m tokens: the queries, keys, and values all come from the same
input X. Attention must be computed separately for each head. After the dense projections,
reshape Q, K,V into head-indexed tensors and write

Input: X € R™Xdmodel

1. Q=XWq, K=XWg, V=XWy

Ap = QnK} /V/dpead, h=1,...,Nhead

Pj, = softmax(Ay) with the attention mask applied
Hp, = PV,

Y = Concat(Hy, ..., Hy, ., )Wo.

RANE

Each score matrix Ay is m x m: one row per query token and one column per key token. Let
Anask be the number of its entries that the attention mask allows:

m bidirectional attention,

Amask = 1 2 (14)
m(m2—i—) % causal attention.

In the causal case, query t may attend only to keys 1,...,¢, so the count is 1 +2 4+ --- + m.
Every head has its own score matrix, so all heads together hold nyeaqAmagk valid entries. The
attention FLOPs split into two groups:

Cokv = 2m - 3dmodeld
0 modelattn - = ted in C: learned projections,
CO =~ Zmdattndmodel

C’QK'r ~ 2Amaskdattn (15)

Cisoftmax = DNhead Amask not counted: parameter-free.

CPV ~ 2Amask dattn

The first group scales with the parameter count; the second scales with Ap.q < m? and is
left out of the scaling coordinate below. The factor 5 in Cgotmax counts the max, subtraction,
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exponential, sum, and division applied to each score entry. These operations still consume
compute despite having no learned parameters. Their omission is justified only when projections
dominate. The causal count assumes a kernel that skips masked pairs; a dense implementation
that computes the full score matrix before masking can do more work. Long contexts and small
models therefore require a fuller FLOP estimate rather than automatic use of 6N E.

SwiGLU FFN forward pass The reference FFN uses three dense projections.

Input: X € R™X%model

1. G=XW, U=XW,
2. Z =SiLU(G) & U
3. Y = ZW,.

The FFN FLOPs are
Cg,u ~2m - 2dmodeldff7
CsiLu +o = O(mdg),
Cy =~ 2mdgdmodel-

The matrix multiplications are XW,, XW,,, and ZW,. The SiLU and elementwise product add
lower-order FLOPs compared with the dense projections when dg is large.

Normalization and residual terms RMSNorm also costs FLOPs. Per token, it computes a
mean square, a reciprocal square root, and a rescaling, so one RMSNorm is O(dpodel) per token.
A pre-norm block has two such normalizations, plus residual additions of the same order. These
terms matter for exact profiling, especially in small models, but they are not the dominant term
in the projection-dominated scaling coordinate.

Overall approximation The learned block matrices contain
Neore := Ldmodel (4dattn + 3dff> . (16)

Counting one multiply—accumulate as two FLOPs, the dominant forward cost can be written
directly as
Cforward(m) ~ 2mNeore ) (17)
—_———

repeated block projections

where lower-order normalization, nonlinearities, softmax, and residual operations are omitted.
The parameter-free attention-pair computation is also omitted from this leading-order expression;
it can become important at long context lengths.

From forward to training compute For a linear layer Y = XW with incoming gradient
G = 0L£/9Y, the backward pass computes

oL
= =Gw' —=X'q 18
0X ’ ow ’ (18)
two matrix multiplications of the same size as the forward XW. Hence Clyain &~ 3 Crorward, and

over Fiox = BS training tokens,

Ctrain ~ 3 2ANcore-Etok = 6NcoreBS- (19)
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2.4 A small mathematical toolbox

Only a few algebra and calculus rules are needed for the rest of this note.

Powers, logarithms, and exponentials For positive numbers a, b and any real number c,

log(ab) =loga + logb, log (Z) = loga — logb, log(a®) = cloga. (20)

The exponential exp(x) = e” reverses the natural logarithm:

exp(loga) = a, log(expx) = z, exp(z + y) = exp(x) exp(y). (21)

These rules turn multiplication and powers into addition. For example, a power law becomes a
straight line after taking logs:

L(x)=Az"" = logL(x)=1ogA— aloguz. (22)

Thus, if v = log £ and v = logz, a fitted line v = su+ b has & = —s and A = exp(b). The
logarithm is defined here only for positive quantities, which is satisfied by losses, parameter
counts, tokens, and compute.

Slopes and derivatives The derivative f/(z) is the local slope of a curve: it tells us how
much f(z) changes after a small change in . Three rules used repeatedly are

d 1
%xp = paP L, o logz = o 7 SXPT = exp. (23)
For a function of several variables, 0f/0x means changing x while holding the other variables

fixed. At a smooth interior minimum, the derivative in every allowed direction is zero.

Taylor expansion The derivative at zq is defined by the change in the output divided by the
change in the input, as that input change approaches zero:

J'(@o) = lim flwo + hi)L ~ f(xo).

(24)

For a small but nonzero h, the fraction is approximately f’(xg). Multiplying by h gives the
first-order approximation f(xg + h) — f(zo) = f’(x¢)h. Taylor expansion improves it by adding
the curvature and higher-order corrections:

n f"(xo)h2 . f(g)($0)h3 F® (o)

f(xo 4+ h) = f(zo) = f'(x0)h o1 3l + Th4 +O(1°). (25)

Here f® and f® are the third and fourth derivatives, while k! = 1-2--- k. The pattern is that
the k-th derivative is multiplied by k¥ /k!. When h is small, each successive power of h is smaller,
so the first one or two terms often suffice. A Taylor expansion is local: it need not describe the
function when h is large.

The most common special case expands around zero. Set zp = 0 and rename h as x in Eq. (25):

£@) — £(0) = O + 102 1 o), (26)

This is the Taylor expansion around zero, also called the Maclaurin expansion.
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3 The Kaplan Scaling Laws

This section reviews Sections 3-6 of Kaplan et al. [5]. We reproduce their principal equations
and empirical fits, but first separate their experimental conventions from those of Section 2.

Different conventions Kaplan et al. study decoder-only autoregressive language models on
WebText2, using token-level cross entropy in nats. Their model-size variable excludes vocabulary
and positional embeddings, their input and output embeddings are tied, and their FFN has
two linear maps rather than the three-map gated SwiGLU used in Section 2. Their compute
estimate also retains only the non-embedding matrix multiplications. We therefore write

Nk := Kaplan non-embedding parameter count, Ck := 6Nk BS, (27)

where B is the number of tokens per parameter update and S is the number of updates. The
factor 6 is exactly the projection-dominated approximation derived in Section 2.3: roughly 2Nk
forward FLOPs and 4Nk backward FLOPs per token. It is a leading-order coordinate, not an
exact hardware count; it omits embedding/de-embedding operations, the quadratic attention-pair
computation, normalization, nonlinearities, optimizer updates, and communication.

In the notation of Section 2, Nparams includes untied input and output interfaces. The detailed
forward decomposition lists interface and attention-pair compute, but the leading coordinate in
Eq. (17) omits both. Importantly, whether the input and output interfaces are tied does not
change the horizontal variables of Kaplan et al’s scaling laws: both Nk and Ck exclude the
embedding/de-embedding interfaces either way. Weight tying is nevertheless an architectural
condition under which their losses were measured, so changing it could still affect the empirical
loss and fitted constants even though it does not affect their counting convention. Consequently,
the numerical constants below remain conditional on their architecture, dataset, and counting
convention, and should be re-fitted before being combined with Nparams or full-forward-compute
formulas.

The same warning is stronger for DiTs. The functional forms may be useful hypotheses
for diffusion training, but cross-entropy loss, tokenization, WebText2, and the reported fitted
constants are LLM-specific. We use L for loss below so that L remains the number of Transformer
blocks defined in Section 2.

3.1 Choosing a scale variable: shape and embeddings

Before fitting any power law, Kaplan et al. ask which coordinate best measures model size.
They vary one shape dimension at a time at approximately fixed Nk, and the vertical axis in
Figure 1 is the percentage loss increase over the model-size baseline, not the absolute loss [5].

The three panels of Figure 1 carry one message: within a wide range, shape matters weakly
compared with Nx.

o FFN ratio (left). £ has a broad minimum near dg/dmodel ~ 1; only very large FFNs hurt,
because they force the rest of the model to be too narrow.

o Depth—width (middle). A roughly 40x change in dpge1/ L costs only a few percent, so
there is a broad basin rather than one optimal aspect ratio.

o Head dimension (right). £ is flat over a wide range of diodel/Mhead, S0 head partitioning
matters little.
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10%
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Figure 1: Controlled shape sweeps at fixed non-embedding parameter count. The three panels
vary the FFN ratio, depth-to-width aspect ratio, and attention-head dimension. They report
the increase in loss relative to the model-size baseline. Reproduced from Figure 5 of Kaplan et
al. [5].

Figure 2 then fixes what “model size” means. Split the total count into block and embedding
parameters,
Niotal = Nk + Nembed; Nembed & (V + nctx) dmodel: (28)

where the embedding term is a lookup interface whose share Nembed/Niotal grows for wide/shallow
models and shrinks for deep/narrow ones. On the left, indexing by Niota mixes this varying
overhead into the coordinate, so models with the same Ny, but different depth land at different
losses and the curves split. On the right, indexing by Nk removes the depth-dependent overhead,
and the same models collapse onto one trend (except one-layer models and extreme aspect
ratios).

7 7
' \‘\‘\%_ﬁ_‘ 6

1] 1]
[2] [2]
8 —— 0 Layer 8
4 4
; —— 1 Layer ; —— 1 Layer e N
& —— 2 Layers & —— 2 Layers \\\.\
3] —— 3Layers 3| —— 3 Layers \
6 Layers 6 Layers
> 6 Layers > 6 Layers
2 T T v T 2 T T r r . T r
108 107 108 109 108 10* 10°® 10% 107 108  10°
Parameters (with embedding) Parameters (non-embedding)

Figure 2: The same family of models indexed by total parameters (left) and non-embedding
parameters (right). Including embeddings separates the curves by depth; excluding them
collapses models with at least two layers and non-extreme shapes onto a common trend. This
establishes a shared scale variable, not by itself a power law. Reproduced from Figure 6 of
Kaplan et al. [5].

This collapse answers only the choice-of-coordinate question. Each color represents a different
depth, and the points along one colored curve vary the width and hence the model size. Their
overlap on the right says that, after excluding embeddings, depth contributes little additional
information: to first approximation one may write £ ~ f(Nk) with the same function f for
all these depths. As modern LLMs continue to scale, embedding and vocabulary-interface
parameters can become large again, and recent work suggests that vocabulary and embedding
capacity can itself affect loss [4, 10]. The scale coordinate must therefore be revalidated rather
than assuming that Kaplan’s non-embedding collapse transfers unchanged.
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3.2 From a scale variable to power laws and transfer

Figure 2 establishes that Nk is a useful model-size coordinate, but it does not determine how
loss depends on that coordinate. Kaplan et al. next test a stronger empirical claim: when the
other resources are sufficiently non-binding, loss is well described by a power law in the resource
that remains limiting. They test this separately for non-embedding model size Nk, distinct
training data D, and training compute C.

Write the limiting resource generically as x. The one-dimensional hypothesis has the common
form

A>0, a>0,

ca_ [T\
L(z)~ Az _<x>’

(29)
log L(z) = log A — alogzx = alogz, — alogz.

where z will successively denote Nk, D, or C, and each case has its own exponent and scale.
This form is not derived from the Transformer. Earlier learning-curve and neural-scaling studies
had reported approximate power laws [2, 9], while Kaplan et al’s own sweeps showed smooth
improvement over several orders of magnitude without an evident characteristic scale. A power
law is therefore a natural low-parameter hypothesis: multiplying the resource by a fixed factor
predicts a fixed fractional reduction in loss. The authors also tested alternatives such as
logarithmic fits and found the power law qualitatively more accurate [5]. It remains an empirical
fit over the observed regime; an irreducible loss floor must eventually bend the trend.

Figure 3 summarizes the three experiments. The Nx and D panels vary one resource while
keeping the other bottlenecks loose. The compute panel instead combines checkpoints from
many model sizes, so we discuss dataset size first, then model size, and finally the constructed
compute envelope. In every case the power law is supported by agreement over the measured
range, not derived from the Transformer architecture.

7 4.2
6 — L=(D/5.4-1013)790% [ 56 —— L=(N/8.8-10%3)70076
3.9
48
8 a6
: 4.0
S
2 3.3 3.2
F 3
3.0
2.4
L= (Crmin/2.3 - 108)~0.050
2 : - — : 2.7 - - — - :
io-® 107 10° 1073 107! 10! 108 109 10° 107 10°
Compute Dataset Size Parameters
PF-days, non-embedding tokens non-embedding

Figure 3: The three one-dimensional scaling experiments, displayed left-to-right as compute,
dataset size, and non-embedding model size. The horizontal and loss axes use logarithmic scales;
the loss ticks are labelled with loss values rather than their logarithms. A power law is a straight
line in these log—log coordinates. The dataset-size panel holds the architecture fixed at the large
(Nayers dmodel) = (36, 1280) model, while the model-size panel trains each Transformer on the
full WebText2 dataset. The compute panel is instead a lower envelope over checkpoints from
many model sizes. The discussion below analyzes dataset size first, then model size, and finally
that constructed envelope. Reproduced from Figure 1 of Kaplan et al. [5].

Dataset size: middle panel Here the architecture is held fixed at the large (njayer, dmodel) =
(36, 1280) model, while each blue point uses a different fixed subset containing D tokens. Every
run is early-stopped when test loss ceases to improve, so the vertical value is the best test loss
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attainable from that subset rather than loss at a common step or common compute budget.
Again the blue segments connect observations and the gray curve is the fit

Do\ P
L(D)~ =
o~ (F) "
log £L(D) ~ aplog D. — aplog D,
ap ~ 0.095, D, ~ 5.4 x 10" tokens.

(30)

On the panel’s log—log axes this relation is a straight line with slope —ap in logarithmic
coordinates and intercept ap log D.. The numeric loss labels do not make the vertical scale
linear; equal multiplicative changes, rather than equal additive changes, occupy equal distances.
The screen angle of the line also depends on the axes’ aspect ratio. This panel isolates the data
bottleneck by using one sufficiently capable model; it is not yet the joint £(N, D) experiment of
Section 3.3.

Model size: right panel Each blue point is the near-converged test loss of a different
Transformer trained on the full WebText2 dataset. The models vary in both size and shape, but
the horizontal coordinate counts only non-embedding parameters Ni, which is why the points
from Figure 2 largely share one trend. The blue segments merely connect measured points; the
thin gray curve is the fitted power law

N\~
L(Ng) ~
(M) (NK> ’
log £L(Nk) ~ anlog N. — ay log N,
ay ~ 0.076, N, ~ 8.8 x 10'3.

(31)

As in the dataset panel, both axes use logarithmic scales. The slope in logarithmic coordinates
is —an and the intercept is ay log N.; the rendered screen angle depends additionally on the
relative axis scales. This equation records the quantitative fit—especially ay and N.—that
will later serve as the infinite-data boundary of the joint £(Nk, D) law. It is therefore more
than a restatement of the visual collapse in Figure 2. This is a model-capacity experiment,
not an iso-compute experiment. The runs are compared near convergence with abundant data,
so larger models generally consume more total compute. The panel supports a power law in
non-embedding size within the tested Transformer family; it does not show that total parameters,
arbitrary architectures, or equal-FLOP runs follow the same curve.

Training compute: left panel This panel is less direct because it is constructed from whole
learning curves. Each pale-blue trace belongs to one model size. Every checkpoint at step S is
placed at its estimated non-embedding compute

Ck

:NB - .
Ck =6NBS, 5=

(32)

The construction is easiest to read as a sweep over a sequence of compute budgets Cp,Co, .. ..
For a fixed budget C;, vary the candidate model size Nk. Equation (32) then tells us which step
count would fit inside that budget, S;(Nk) = C;/(6NkB). We read the loss of each model’s
learning curve at its corresponding step count and use the smallest observed loss as the vertical
coordinate at C;. Repeating this for all C; produces the heavy black curve. Thus the black
line is a lower envelope, not one model’s learning curve and not a set of models all trained to
convergence. At the same Cj, a larger model is read at fewer steps and a smaller model at more
steps; as C; changes, the identity of the selected model can change.
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The heavy black curve is the empirical fixed-batch envelope. Kaplan et al. report compute in
petaflop-days: one PF-day means sustaining 10! FLOPs per second for one day, or 8.64 x 109
total FLOPs. They report the corresponding raw-compute fit as

(33)

0.057
1.6 x 10" PF —days
K
The orange dashed line instead shows the batch-corrected, compute-efficient trend in Chyi,. Its
legend uses 2.3 x 108 PF-days for the scale, while the paper’s summary fit reports
Cmin "
C

oa'é‘i
L(Crmin) ~ ( ol ) . a@™x~0.050, C™" 3.1 x 10® PF—days. (34)
min

The numerical difference between the legend and summary values reflects different fits in the
paper, not a unit conversion. The corrected trend is developed in Sections 3.4— 3.5. It should
not be identified with the raw black envelope even though both are displayed in the same panel.

Generalization across text distributions The models used for this test are trained only
on WebText2 and evaluated on Internet Books, Books, Wikipedia, and Common Crawl. The
experiment asks whether the WebText2 scaling trend is merely in-distribution memorization or
tracks a more transferable improvement.

7 5.0 2 - —
—a— WebText2 (Test) o \"Q === Books during training
Internet Books 2 4.5 ‘\\! Wikipedia during training
—s— Books 5 e %Y . @ Books at convergence
5 —e— Wikipedia g 4.0 ‘&ﬁ. ) Wikipedia at convergence
v —e— Common Crawl k7 “Q\ (Y
%] 4 ~3
38 835 gy
4 & 'Y
7 2 Qg
(] prc} o~
= o 3.0 .
=} -
3 g b
1
225
A
T T T T T T
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Figure 4: Generalization from WebText2 to other text distributions. Left: every evaluation
distribution improves smoothly with non-embedding model size. Right: losses measured during
training and at convergence lie on nearly the same mapping from WebText2 loss to target-
distribution loss. Reproduced from Figure 8 of Kaplan et al. [5].

Figure 4 contains two useful messages. First, the left panel shows that larger non-embedding
models improve not only on WebText2 but also on other text distributions; the curves have
different offsets, but they move down together as Nk increases. Second, the right panel shows
that lower in-domain WebText2 validation loss corresponds to lower out-of-domain validation
loss, both for checkpoints along a single training run and for separately converged models.

The absence of an upward turn should not be read as a statement that training loss can decrease
forever without overfitting. The horizontal axis in the right panel is WebText2 validation loss,
not raw training-set loss or training time. If a checkpoint truly overfit WebText2 training data,
its held-out WebText2 loss would stop improving or increase, and it would move rightward or
fail to move left on this plot. Kaplan et al. instead observe that, over their measured regime,
improvements in held-out WebText2 loss remain aligned with improvements on the other held-out
text distributions.
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3.3 Joint dependence on model size and data
3.3.1 The two edge laws

Each one-dimensional fit hides a second resource that is assumed not to be the bottleneck. The
model-size law assumes enough data, while the data-size law assumes enough model capacity:

(N, 00) = (J]VVK)QN L(s0, D) = (%)aD. (35)

The infinities are idealized non-bottlenecked limits, not experiments with literally infinite
resources. A joint law £(Nk, D) must recover both edges and describe the bend between them
as the active bottleneck changes.

Kaplan et al. use three construction requirements: the constants should absorb an overall
rescaling of loss caused by tokenization; the two limits in Eq. (35) must be recovered; and, at
fixed finite Nk, the correction near D = oo should have an ordinary integer-power expansion
in 1/D. The data distribution, tokenizer, architecture, and training protocol otherwise remain
fixed.

The third requirement is just a smoothness assumption. At fixed Nk, set = 1/D. Then “D is
very large” becomes “zx is close to zero.” If the loss is smooth there, its Maclaurin expansion has

the form

al(NK) + CLQ(NK)
D D2
So this condition says only that, once data is already abundant, the remaining finite-data penalty
begins with a term proportional to 1/D. It does not say that the whole data-scaling curve is
1/D. A useful statistical intuition is that parameter-estimation error often scales as 1/v/D; near
a smooth loss minimum, excess loss is quadratic in that error and therefore scales as 1/D. This
is motivation, not a proof.

3.3.2 Constructing the joint law

The goal is to fit one joint function £(Nk, D) to the full two-dimensional grid. Kaplan et al.
choose

Nic ) (37)

L(Nk, D) = [(M)aw/aa . Dch'

We now explain how the two edge laws motivate this form.

Define the transformed loss R := £/®P_ Taking this power makes the data boundary linear in
1/D, while transforming the model boundary by the same rule:

N,
Nk

D.

-=. (38)

an/ap
R(Nk, 00) = < ) . R(co,D)
The simplest joint expression in this transformed coordinate is their sum. Raising it back to the

power ap recovers Eq. (37).

When D — oo, the data term is small. To inspect this limit, hold Nk fixed and substitute
x =1/D into Eq. (37). Its right-hand side becomes the one-variable function

Nc an/ap
Fry (x) := [( ) + D.x

ap

, L(Nx, D) = Fn,(1/D). (39)

Nk
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Now D — oo is the ordinary expansion point x — 0. The value and slope of Fi, at zero are

N,
Nk

Fie (0) = ( )aN — £(Nk, ),

(40)

Nc)zg(‘”’_l)

Fiui0)=ap (2

Applying the Maclaurin formula F(x) — F(0) = F'(0)z + O(z?) and substituting z = 1/D back
gives

£(N. D) — £(Ni,00) = Fy (1/D) — Fy (0)

N\ ap@=1 p, L (41)

Thus the finite-data gap begins at 1/D.

This also explains why the two edge losses are not added directly. The naive alternative

N, an D\ %P
Enaive(NKaD) = (]VK) + (D) (42)

has a finite-data gap proportional to D~*P rather than an integer-power expansion in 1/D. The
three requirements do not uniquely derive Eq. (37); they motivate this simplest interpolation,
whose real test is the two-dimensional fit.

3.3.3 How the fit is run and what the result shows

Kaplan et al. choose a grid of model sizes N; and dataset sizes D;. For each pair (N;, D;), they
train a model on the corresponding WebText2 subset, stop at the best held-out loss, and record
Li; = L(N;, Dj). The result is a two-dimensional table: each row fixes a dataset size and varies
the model, while each column fixes a model size and varies the data. They fit all entries at once
with Eq. (37); this is one nonlinear regression, not a separate line fit for every row. The four
fitted parameters are

ay =0.076, ap=0.103, N.=64x10"%  D.=18x10". (43)
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Figure 5: Joint model-data scaling. Left: at fixed finite D, increasing model size eventually
reaches a data-limited plateau. Right: measurements from different Nx and D collapse when
the relative finite-data penalty £(Nk, D)/L(Nk,00) — 1 is plotted against NI%N/QD/D. Both
horizontal axes are logarithmic; the left loss axis is logarithmic, while the right relative-penalty
axis is linear. Reproduced from Figure 9 of Kaplan et al. [5].

Left panel: which resource is the bottleneck? Each color holds D fixed and increases
Nk. For the largest datasets, D./D is small and the points stay close to the infinite-data
model-size law £(Nk,00) = (N./Nk)*V. This is the descending lower boundary in the panel.
Its straight-line form is consistent with a power law on the panel’s log-log axes.

For the smaller datasets, the curves bend above this boundary and flatten earlier. These
models are data-limited: after the model becomes large enough, adding parameters brings little
improvement because the same finite dataset is being reused. The plateau at the far right
approaches L£(oo, D) = (D./D)*P. Looking across the plateau heights for different D therefore
reveals the data-size law. The grid needs both large-D runs to expose the model boundary and
large- Nk runs to expose the data boundary; the interior points determine how the two regimes
join.

Right panel: does the interior collapse? The right panel tests whether the joint law really
learned the tradeoff between model size and data size. Recall Eq. (37):

N \o~/ep  p. %"
Nk, D) = £ = 11

L(Nk, D) [(NK> t5 (37, recalled)

To make the exponents easier to read, define p := ay/ap.

We first construct the vertical coordinate
L(Nk, D)

=" 1. 44
VT LNk ) e

Here £(Nk,00) is the loss of the same-size model with unlimited data. Dividing by it removes
the loss caused by limited model size; the remainder measures only the relative penalty caused
by limited data. Thus y = 0 means no finite-data penalty, while y = 0.1 means that finite data
raises the loss by 10%.
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Using Eq. (37) and £(Nk, 00) = [(N./Nk)P]*P, we obtain

[(NC/NK>p + DC/D]aD -1
[(Ne/Nk)P]*P 45
D, N% 1% . (45)

y:

The last line shows that Nk and D appear only through the ratio N /D. This suggests the
horizontal coordinate

NE  Ngy/eo D, \°P

Equation (46) is now a one-variable relation y = f(x). Therefore every original experiment
(N;, Dj, L;;) can be converted into one point (z;,v;;). If Eq. (37) is correct, two experiments
with the same x must have the same y, even when their model and dataset sizes are different.
All points should therefore fall on one curve rather than remain as the many separate curves
seen in the left panel.

This is the curve collapse shown in the right panel. Small £ means abundant data relative
to model size, so y is near zero. Large x means too little data for the model, so y rises. The
approximate collapse supports the joint law; a failure to collapse would mean that it had modeled
the interior tradeoff incorrectly. Since p ~ 0.74, doubling model size requires about 297* ~ 1.67
times as much data to keep z, and hence the relative finite-data penalty, unchanged.

Equation (46) also tells us where the data-limited regime begins. Choose a maximum acceptable
relative penalty e. Kaplan et al. use approximately e = 0.02. With ¢ := D./NP, Eq. (46) becomes
y = (14 cNE/D)*P — 1. Requiring y < € and solving for D gives

C

< = > —— NP
r=e b= (1+e)1/aD—1NK’
0.076 c
= ~0.738, ~ 5.5 x 103,
P= 0103 (1.02)1/0108 — | 8 (47)
3\ A70.74 D 1/074
D> 10%)NY Nk <
Z (5 x 10°) Nk — KN(5><103)

The final line rounds the coefficient and exponent because the fitted parameters themselves
are empirical estimates. Thus Eq. (47) is not a new fit: it is Eq. (46) evaluated at the chosen
tolerance y = 0.02.

What Eq. (47) gives us. Here D is the dataset size measured in tokens after tokenization,
not the number of documents or training sequences. If a dataset contains M sequences of
roughly T' tokens each, then D ~ MT. These are token occurrences, not distinct vocabulary
entries: repeated words still contribute one token at every position where they appear. Training
for another epoch processes the same tokens again but does not increase D; it increases the
processed-token count F, introduced in the next subsection. The numerical coefficient 5 x 103
therefore assumes that both D and the non-embedding parameter count Nk are entered as raw
counts.

The left form answers: for a model with Nk non-embedding parameters, how many dataset
tokens are needed to keep the measured finite-data penalty small? The right form answers the
reverse question: given D distinct tokens, approximately how large can the model become before
data limitation becomes visible?
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This is a data-compatible scale, not a hard upper bound or a compute-optimal model size. A
larger model can still be trained, but its loss will bend toward the data-limited plateau, so
additional parameters bring diminishing returns. The run-planning procedure in Section 3.5
combines this data check with compute and hardware constraints. Finally, the numerical
constant and exponent are historical WebText2 estimates, not a universal modern LLM or DiT
prescription; they should be refitted for a new setting.

3.4 Critical batch size

Section 3.3 answered an endpoint question: for fixed model size Nk and dataset size D, what
final loss is attainable? It also tells us whether a proposed target is feasible: when the same loss
metric is used, the target must lie above the attainable floor. It does not tell us how expensive
that target is to reach.

This subsection asks the next question: after fixing Nk, D, and one reachable target loss £, how
does the batch size B trade serial updates against total compute? We do not fix compute yet.
Instead, we sweep B, record the updates S needed to first reach ¢, and compute £ = BS. The
result is a speed—compute trade-off: it tells us which batches save steps, which save compute,
and where further data parallelism begins to give diminishing returns.

Here ¢ is a threshold along the training trajectory, not necessarily the final loss. If loss falls
from 10 to 6 and then to 4, the run crosses ¢ = 6 earlier and ¢ = 4 later. If we only cared about
one constant-batch run taken to its endpoint, measuring the final threshold would be enough.
Kaplan et al. instead need Beit(¢) along the whole curve because Section 3.5 will compare
models stopped at different intermediate losses under the same compute budget.

We use

e B is the number of tokens in one parameter update;
e S is the number of serial parameter updates;

e I = BS is the total number of processed tokens, and Ck ~ 6 Nk FE is the leading compute.

Here D and FE are different: D is the size of the available dataset, whereas F counts every token
processed during training, including repeated epochs. Kaplan’s joint N—-D law uses early-stopped
test loss, whereas its critical-batch experiment is indexed by training loss; directly connecting
their numerical values requires a matched loss metric or an empirical mapping.

From the observation to an empirical model The starting observation is simple. With
a small batch, the gradient is noisy, so reaching ¢ takes many updates. Increasing B reduces
this noise and therefore reduces S, but the improvement eventually saturates: even a nearly
noise-free gradient still needs some irreducible number of updates Siin.

There is a reason to try a 1/B correction. At one fixed parameter value, suppose the per-example

gradients g1, ..., gp are independently sampled from the same distribution, with Var(g;) = 03.
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The batch gradient is their average, so
1 B
=1
1 B
Var(gp) = 55 Var <Z 9i>
=1

1 B
- B2 > Var(g:) (g; independent)
i=1

2 2
_Bag_ﬁ

B2 B’

This is the variance-of-an-average formula. Independence makes the covariance terms vanish;
identical distributions make all B variances equal. For a vector gradient, the same calculation
applies to its covariance matrix. Gradients from nearby tokens can be correlated in practice, so
the exact 1/B law is an approximation and B should be understood as an effective batch size.

The typical noise amplitude is the standard deviation o,/ v/B, while its variance, 03 /B, measures
the noise power. A larger batch reduces both, making each update a more reliable estimate
of the full-data update. It is therefore reasonable to expect fewer noise-induced updates. But
this is the extra modeling assumption: Eq. (48) alone does not prove a law for the number
of optimization steps. In the local noisy-optimization model, the excess step cost above the
noise-free floor is assumed to be approximately proportional to the noise variance. For a fixed
target loss and a consistently tuned optimizer, this gives the empirical interpolation [6]

B 1
S(B) — Smin & Var(gp) L
————
extra steps from noise noise power
A (49)

S(B) ~ Smin + Ev

E(B) = BS ~ BSpyn + A.

The constant A absorbs the target loss, curvature, learning rate, and other details; it is not
numerically equal to 03. This construction has two limits. When B is very large, S(B) — Shin-
When B is very small, S(B) ~ A/B and hence E(B) = BS(B) — A. We therefore name this
small-batch limit

Eoin = ElflinoE(B) = A. (50)

This is an ideal extrapolated limit: an actual batch cannot contain fewer than one training
example.

Define the crossover Return to Eq. (49). The critical batch is defined as the point at which
its irreducible term Sy, and noise-related term A/B are equal. Writing that equality first and
then solving for the newly defined quantity gives

A A Emin
Bcri 0) = = .
Bcrit — ' ( ) Smin Smin

Sinin = (51)

Thus SminBerit = A is not an extra assumption. It follows from the definition of the crossover

together with En;, = A. Since Ck ~ 6NgF, define the minimum-compute limit Chy =

6Nk Enmin. Substituting these quantities back into Eq. (49) gives

S :1+Bcrit E CK:1+
Smin B ’ Emin Cmin Bcrit7 (52)

B = Bait — S = 2Smina E = 2E‘mina CK = 2C'min-
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The equality-of-terms criterion is a convenient definition of the crossover, not a theorem that
identifies a unique optimal batch. Therefore Bt achieves neither the fewest updates nor the
fewest processed tokens. Choosing B > B,,j; moves S toward Sy, but wastes compute; choosing
B <« Bt moves E toward Fy,;, but requires many serial updates. The critical batch is the
knee at which increasing the batch begins to give sharply diminishing step-count returns.

What this definition does—and does not—give us Equation (51) does not predict a
numerical batch size from nothing. Before A and Sy, have been measured, the ratio A/Smin
is also unknown. Its first purpose is to summarize one batch-size sweep by an interpretable
number: the location of the knee. For a run aimed at one fixed target loss ¢, choosing B near
this knee gives a reasonable compromise between serial steps and processed tokens.

The equation S(B) = Snin + 4/ B contains two unknown constants, Sy, and A. Choose two
different batches By and By, and measure the steps S7 and S needed to reach the same loss /.
In an ideal noise-free world, these two runs give two equations, so

S1— 5 A

TS ANE A o

A=
Equivalently, plot S against 1/B: the intercept is Smin and the slope is A. Real training
measurements fluctuate and the interpolation is only approximate, so in practice we run
several batch sizes and fit a line rather than trusting exactly two points. The fitted ratio
Beit(£) = A/Smin is one measured data point. If this full sweep had to be repeated before every
large run, however, it would save little work. We therefore need a second step: turn these pilot
measurements into a rule that predicts the knee for later runs.

From pilot measurements to a reusable rule One training trajectory crosses many loss
thresholds, and each threshold has its own knee. Kaplan et al. therefore measure Bt at many
thresholds (the procedure is described with Figure 6 below) and fit the results with a power law
of the same form as the earlier laws, writing loss as a function of the resource:

B, \“?
{(Beyit) = (B t) , B, ~ 2 x 10® tokens, ap ~ 0.21. (54)
Cr1

In practice, however, the question runs the other way. Before training we choose a target loss £
and want to know which batch to use. We therefore solve Eq. (54) for Beyi: raise both sides to
the power 1/ap, giving /e = B,/ Beyit, 80

B,

_ ~ —4.8
= ey S Bl (55)

Bcrit (6)

In Figure 6, the dashed line is Eq. (55). The blue and orange points are the measurements
behind it. Kaplan et al. take two model sizes, 3M and 85M parameters, and for each model
choose many target losses. At each target they train with several batch sizes, record the steps S
needed to reach it, fit the line of Eq. (53), and read off Byt = A/Smin. Each point is one such
measurement. Two observations follow. First, the two curves nearly overlap: at the same loss,
the two models have almost the same critical batch, so B depends mainly on the loss reached
rather than directly on model size. Second, on these log—log axes the points stay close to the
straight dashed line over the whole measured range, from a loss of about 10 down to about 3, so
one power law describes them well.

The green points come from a second, cheaper method that needs no batch sweep. Let G be the
true gradient over all data and ¥ the covariance of the per-example gradients. For each gradient
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Figure 6: Critical batch size measured for 3M- and 85M-parameter models, together with
gradient-noise-scale measurements. The model-size curves approximately share a loss-dependent
trend. Reproduced from Figure 10 of Kaplan et al. [5].

coordinate, the average of the square equals the square of the average plus the variance, and
Eq. (48) says the variance of a batch average is divided by B. Summing over coordinates gives

_ try try
Elgsl® =[G+ T Buo = g 0
—— L

signal f
noise

where tr X is the sum of the variances of all gradient coordinates. The gradient noise scale Byoise
is the batch at which the noise term equals the signal. For B <« Bjjse noise dominates and a
larger batch helps a lot; for B > Byoise the gradient is already accurate and extra examples
help little. This is the same knee that B, describes, and McCandlish et al. argue that the two
should be close [6]. They also show how to estimate it inside one ordinary training run: measure
lgs||? at two batch sizes, for example on one device and on the full data-parallel batch. As
in Eq. (53), two measurements give two equations for the two unknowns ||G||? and tr ¥. Each
green point is one such estimate, plotted against the loss reached at that moment.

“Independent” means that the green points use neither the batch sweep nor Eq. (53), yet follow
roughly the same trend as the blue and orange points. This is an extra check that the trend is
real; Kaplan et al. nevertheless use the directly measured Bt in all later analysis. Still, the
power law is an empirical fit over a limited range and only two model sizes; it does not follow
algebraically from the definition of B.

What is Eq. (55) good for? Once fitted, it replaces the batch sweep: given a target loss ¢, it
predicts the knee directly. For a constant-batch run aimed at final loss ¢, it suggests a batch
near Bgit(¢), subject to hardware constraints. This is a time-compute compromise, not the
batch that minimizes the number of steps: in the idealized model, taking B > Bt moves closer
to the minimum step count. Because the knee grows as loss falls, a batch suited to late training
can be unnecessarily large early in training; this motivates increasing the batch during training.
The same inverted form is also what Section 3.5 needs: there, model size, effective updates,
and batch are all written as functions of the target loss and then multiplied to obtain compute.
The numerical fit is not universal and should be remeasured when the data, architecture, or
optimizer changes.
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Summary For a fixed model and target loss, the steps follow S(B) ~ Smin + 4/B (Eq. (49)):
a larger batch always saves steps but costs more compute. The critical batch Berit = A/Smin
(Eq. (51)) marks the knee where the extra steps caused by noise equal the irreducible steps,
so S = 25min and E = 2FEL;,. Above the knee, a larger batch buys few steps; below it, a
smaller batch saves little compute. The knee cannot be computed in advance. It is measured by
sweeping B, recording the steps to each target loss, and fitting S against 1/B. Repeating this
across losses gives Beit(£) ~ B.£~*® (Eq. (55)), which depends mainly on the loss reached and
hardly on model size. This law has two uses: it picks a batch near the knee without a new sweep,
growing as the loss falls, and it lets Section 3.5 convert any run into the batch-independent
coordinates Spin and Chin.

3.5 Fixed compute: how large should the model be?

This subsection answers one question: with a fixed training compute, how should we choose the
model size Nk, the batch B, and the number of updates S7 Data is assumed plentiful, so the
choice is between model size and training length, not dataset size; the end of this subsection
checks this assumption.

The ideal experiment is simple. Train models of many sizes. For a budget Ck, the relation
Ck = 6Nk BS fixes BS for each size, and with B fixed it fixes S. Compare the losses the models
have reached at those steps and keep the lowest. Kaplan et al. have exactly such data: models
of many sizes, nearly all trained with B = 2! tokens. Why not compare them directly?

Because the comparison would be unfair. Reaching a loss ¢ takes S = Smin+A/B steps (Eq. (49)),
S0
Ck = 6NkBS = 6Nk (BSmin + A) . (57)

For the same model and the same loss, a larger batch costs more compute and a smaller one
more steps. A fixed B = 21 sits at a different point of this trade-off for each checkpoint: early
in training, when the loss is high and B is small, it is too large; late in training it is too small.
Models of different sizes reach a given loss at different times, so raw compute penalizes them by
different amounts. The fair setting puts every checkpoint at its own knee, B = B,i(¢), so that
all of them sit at the same point of their own trade-off. Section 3.4 makes this practical: Beit
depends on the loss but hardly on model size, so one formula gives it for every model.

Convert every checkpoint to the critical batch Recall Egs. (52) and (55). Since Bt =
A/Spin, the step law becomes S = Syin + Smin Berit/ B, which is the first ratio below; dividing
Eq. (57) by Ciin = 6 Nk A gives the second:

S Beyit Ck B

Smin * B ’ -
B 4.8'

Bcrit (6) = 61/7:13

(52)
(55)

Take one checkpoint (¢, Nk, B, S, Ck) of an existing run. Equation (55) gives Beit(¢) when ¢
uses the loss convention on which that law was fitted. Plentiful data can make training and
test losses close, but evaluation-mode differences must still be matched or calibrated before
substituting one for the other. Each relation in Eq. (52) then has only one unknown:

S Ck

Smin = T 5 A/ D’ Cmin = T 5/
1 + Bcrit (E)/B 1 + B/Bcrit(ﬁ)

Ck = 6Nk BS. (58)

Setting B = Bgiy in Eq. (52) gives S = 2Spmin and Cx = 2Chin: trained at its knee, this
checkpoint would have needed 2S5y, steps and 2C\,i, compute. Kaplan et al. record Siin and
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Chyin instead. These differ by the same factor of two for every checkpoint, so they rank models
identically; a real budget Ck spent at the knee simply corresponds to Cyin = Ck /2.

Compare model sizes at the same compute Every checkpoint now carries its loss £, model
size Nk, Smin, and Cpin, so the ideal experiment can be carried out. Fix a budget Cj,. On
each model’s converted curve, find the checkpoint at which Ciy;, reaches this budget, and read
its loss £ and model size Nk. A small model has taken many steps but stalls at a high floor; a
large model has a lower floor but has taken few steps. Plotted against Nk, these losses therefore
form a U.

8 Performance vs Compute Budget Performance vs Steps
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Figure 7: Loss versus non-embedding model size at fixed compute budgets (left) and fixed
numbers of training steps (right). Solid curves are experiments and dotted curves are predictions
from the learning-curve model. Reproduced from Figure 11 of Kaplan et al. [5].

The left panel of Figure 7 shows these U-shaped curves, one color per budget. It is plotted
against Kaplan’s raw compute; converting to Cpi, moves the points by different factors but
keeps the U. The right panel fixes the number of steps instead and has no minimum, so the U
comes from the compute constraint.

The bottom of each U gives two numbers for its budget: a loss £* and a model size Ny;. This ¢*
is not the converged loss of N; it is the lowest loss any model can reach with this budget, and
Ny is the size that reaches it. Repeating this for many budgets and plotting the bottoms against
Chmin gives two straight lines on log-log axes (Figure 8), that is, two power laws. To insert their
numerical coefficients without mixing units, define the dimensionless PF-day coordinate

Cmin

e . 59
min = 61 % 1019 FLOPs (59)
The historical fits are
0.050
3.1 x 108
N~ 13x10°5, (;) . (60)
min

The second is the batch-corrected frontier of Eq. (34).

Choose the batch and the steps With Ny and ¢* known, B and S follow by substitution.
Choose the constant batch to equal the critical batch for the predicted endpoint loss: insert £*
from Eq. (60) into Eq. (55). This is a time—compute compromise; Ck alone does not uniquely
determine Nk, B, and S. Under the endpoint-knee convention, Cx = 2Cu,, S0 a given real
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Figure 8: The bottoms of the fixed-budget U-curves versus compute budget. Left: the optimal
model size Nj5; blue uses Cpyin, orange raw compute at B = 219, Right: the lowest loss £*; the
lower curve uses Cpin, the upper curve raw compute. Its legend scale 2.3 x 10® differs from the
summary value in Eq. (34). Reproduced from Figures 14 (left) and 13 of Kaplan et al. [5].

budget gives cmin = Ck /(2 x 8.64 x 10' FLOPs). The batch in tokens and the updates then
follow:

* Cmin 0.050/a5 6 0.24
B = BCI‘it(Z ) = B* m [ 2 X 10 Cmin’ ( )
61
5 Ck _ 2(8.64 x 10') emin 11 % 104 003
6N} B 6N}, B ‘ min”

The batch exponent is 4.8 x 0.050 = 0.24; the step exponent is what is left, 1 —0.73 — 0.24 = 0.03.
Multiplying compute by ten multiplies the model size by 10%7 ~ 5.4, the batch by 10924 ~ 1.7,
and the steps by only 10%%3 ~ 1.07. Almost all new compute goes into a larger model and a
larger batch, not into a longer run.

Two further observations stand out. First, the best model is stopped well before it converges: at
Cin = 1 PF-day, Nt ~ 1.3 x 10° stops at ¢* ~ 2.66, whereas Eq. (31) puts the converged loss
of that size at about 2.33. Second, compute buys loss slowly: ten times the budget lowers ¢* by
only about 11%. The measured laws record both facts but do not explain them.

After rounding the model to realizable widths and depths and the batch to a hardware-feasible
value, recompute S = Ck/(6NkB) and the processed-token budget £ = Ck/(6Nk). If the
chosen batch is no longer near the endpoint knee, Cin = Cx/2 is no longer the appropriate
conversion. Instead, evaluate feasible model and batch candidates with the fitted learning curve
and the actual budget. Check the available dataset separately: repeated passes increase E, not
Kaplan’s D.

Fitting a learning curve for a specific run: ¢(Ng,S) The basic question about a single
run is: what loss does a model of size Nk reach after S steps? One formula ¢(Nk, S) cannot
answer it for all runs, because S depends on the batch: S = Spin + A/B (Eq. (49)), so the same
model at the same loss has taken different numbers of steps in runs with different batches. To
compare runs fairly, Kaplan et al. fit £(Nk, Smin) instead. Spin is the number of steps the model
needs to reach a loss with a very large batch, or equivalently half the steps it needs at Bgit; it
depends only on the model and the loss. Eq. (58) converts every checkpoint of every run to Syin,
whatever its batch. To predict a specific run with batch B, go back: the formula gives the loss ¢
after Smin steps, and that run reaches ¢ after S = Spin (1 + Beit(¢)/B) real steps (Eq. (52)).

Two facts fix its form. First, the end point is already known. Trained for ever, a model converges,
and the converged loss of each model size is what Eq. (31) measured. So as Spin — oo the
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formula must reduce to (N./Ng)*V, the model’s capacity floor. Second, the gap between a
model’s loss and this floor shrinks as a power of Spin: plotted on log-log axes, the gap against
Smin 1s a straight line. Floor plus gap gives

N, \ N S, \@s
((NK, Sonin) = (NK) + <5 ) . (62)

capacity floor  optimization error

Fitting its four constants to all converted checkpoints gives
ay = 0.077, ag = 0.76, N, =6.5 x 103, S, = 2.1 x 103, (63)

The capacity term nearly coincides with Eq. (31), as the first fact requires.

Predict a constant-batch trajectory The frontier £*(Chy) is a lower envelope over different
model sizes, not the trajectory of one fixed model. For a selected Nk and constant global batch
B, define fy = (N./Nk)*N. A convenient way to draw the reference curve is to choose losses
¢ > fn and compute their predicted crossing steps:

Se
(0 — fn)l/es’

AJag (64)
s(l) = u(f) <1 + B*EBl/> .

u(f) =

Plot (s(¢),£), or invert this monotone relation numerically to obtain £(s). Do not replace Smin by
S/2 throughout a constant-batch run: that equality holds only at a target whose critical batch
equals B. A changing batch schedule requires a separately calibrated trajectory model. Exclude
warmup and the initial transient, and compare the prediction with the same loss definition,
evaluation mode, and data distribution used for the fit. Raw training loss and held-out loss need
not coincide, even before overfitting, because dropout and other evaluation settings can differ.

The frontier and trajectory are independently fitted approximations, not exact identities. For
example, a real budget of 2 PF-days gives cpmin = 1, Nk = 1.3B, £* =~ 2.658, B ~ 1.902M
tokens, and S &~ 11,646 updates using the historical frontier and 1/ap = 1/0.21. Combining
the learning-curve coefficients in Eq. (63) with Eq. (64) predicts an endpoint near 2.738, rather
than exactly 2.658. A new study should check this consistency, refit on its own pilots, and
quantify prediction error using repeated runs and a held-out larger scale. Randomly withholding
checkpoints from the same run is not an independent test of extrapolation across model sizes.

The formula also explains the two observations above, because every point on a U is a point on
some model’s learning curve. At a fixed budget, Fnin = BeritSmin (Eq. (51)) factors the budget
as

C1rnin — 6NKBcritSmin7 (65)
so a model of size Nk gets Smin = Cmin/(6 Nk Berit). Substituting leaves a function of model size
alone,

N\ N 6BcritSe N\ “5
((Ng | Cin) = - ) (> . 66
( K | ) (NK + Cmin ( )
falls as Nk grows rises as Nk grows

Here B, is evaluated at the loss reached; near the best model this loss barely changes with
Ng, so we treat it as a constant. One term falls and the other rises, which is exactly the U of
Figure 7. The dotted curves there are this prediction, converted to raw compute with Eq. (58).
They match the experiments except at the smallest budgets.
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Where is the bottom of the U? Enlarge the model by 1%. At fixed Cumin, Smin falls by 1%.

Since (1.01)? ~ 1 + 0.01p, the capacity term falls by the fraction 0.0lay of itself, while the

optimization term rises by the fraction 0.01ag of itself. At the bottom the two changes cancel:
( N, )aN ( Se )O‘S optimization error ay  0.077

= —~——~0.10. 6
Ny i capacity floor ag 0.76 0-10 (67)

Setting the derivative of Eq. (66) to zero with Eq. (23) gives the same condition. The compute-
optimal model is therefore stopped while its loss is still about 10% above its own converged loss.
Training it further would lower the optimization error, but the same compute lowers the loss
more when spent on a larger model.

Why is the frontier exponent so small? Equation (67) says that at the optimum both terms
of Eq. (62) are fixed fractions of the loss ¢. Setting each term proportional to ¢, and recalling
Eq. (55), every resource grows as a power of 1/¢:

N x 6_1/0”\’, * X E_l/as, Bepip o< 7108, (68)

min
Since Cpin is their product (Eq. (65)), the inverse exponents add:

Crntn o £~ (ant1/ast1/am) o pr o 008",

1 1 69
~ 0.052. (69)

YT Van + 1jas + Lap 130+ 1.3 + 4.8
Lowering the loss requires enlarging all three resources at once, so compute buys loss slowly.
The prediction 0.052 is close to the measured 0.050. The formula thus reproduces what was
read off the checkpoints and explains Kaplan’s headline: train large models and stop them well
before convergence.

Where the rule stops The rule assumed plentiful data, but Eq. (47) says that keeping the
finite-data penalty small requires D 2 (5 X 103)N§'74. Along the frontier Ny o< C%73 5o

min
0.74
0.73 ~ (10.54
Dieeded < (Cmin) ~ Cmin : (70)
whereas the tokens a compute-optimal run processes grow only as EX, = B, Sk, oc CO27,

the sum of the batch and step exponents; training at By doubles E but does not change this
exponent. Taken literally at large enough scale, the model would need more distinct data than
it ever reads. The measured laws therefore cannot all extrapolate forever; a regime, schedule, or
data assumption must eventually change.

3.6 What Kaplan has established

Kaplan’s results reduce to seven points in three groups: what the loss depends on, how the
batch enters training, and how to spend a fixed budget.

What the loss depends on

1. Count non-embedding parameters; shape matters little. At fixed Nk, changing depth,
width, FFN ratio, or head size over a wide range changes the loss by only a few percent
(Figure 1). Indexed by Niota1, models of different depths fall on different curves; indexed by
Nk, they collapse onto one (Figure 2). The first claim has largely held. The second has been
questioned: Chinchilla counts all parameters, and later work traces the gap between Kaplan’s
and Chinchilla’s allocations to excluding embeddings at small scale [7], or to the last layer’s
compute, warmup length, and optimizer tuning [8].
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2. Each resource gives a power law, but for a different loss. When the other resources
are not bottlenecks, the loss is a power law in model size, data, and compute. The three
losses differ. £(Nk) (Eq. (31)) is the near-converged loss on plentiful data. £(D) (Eq. (30))
is the best early-stopped loss of a large model on D unique tokens. L£(Cuin) (Eq. (34)) is
not a converged loss but the lowest loss any model reaches with that compute. The joint
law (Eq. (37)) combines the first two and gives the data a model needs to avoid overfitting,
D 25 x 10° N2™ (Eq. (47)).

How the batch enters training

3. The batch trades steps against tokens. To reach a loss ¢, a run with batch B needs
S = Smin + A/ B steps and E = BS = BSpin + A tokens (Eq. (49)). Smin is the fewest steps,
reached with a very large batch; A = FE;, is the fewest tokens, reached with a very small
batch; both depend on ¢. A batch above Bt = A/Spin needs fewer than 2S5,;, steps but
more than 2F,;, tokens; a batch below it, the reverse.

4. Buit is the knee, and it makes runs comparable. At B, the extra steps caused by
gradient noise, A/B, equal the irreducible steps Smin (Eq. (51)). It depends mainly on the
loss, hardly on model size, and grows as the loss falls: Beis ~ Byl~%® (Eq. (55)). Since
S/Smin = 1+ Beit/B and C/Cipin = 1 + B/Berit (Eq. (52)), any checkpoint can be converted
to the batch-independent Sy, and Chin (Eq. (58)), so runs with different batches can be
compared fairly.

How to spend a fixed budget

5. The recipe. Converted checkpoints at equal C\,i, form U-curves, and their bottoms give
Ny and ¢* (Eq. (60)). Chin is a bookkeeping value, not compute one can actually spend,;
a real budget Cx spent at the knee corresponds to Cpin = Ck/2. Then the model size is
N 2~ 1.3 x 109 %73 the batch B = Byt () ~ 2x 10° %24 and the steps S = Cx /(6N B) =~
1.1x 10% %93 (Eq. (61)). The expected learning curve follows from £(Ni, Suin) (Eq. (62)) and
S = Smin(1 + Buit(£)/B), evaluated separately at each loss threshold. Here ¢y, is defined in
Eq. (59); the independently fitted frontier and trajectory need not predict exactly the same

endpoint.

6. Why the recipe looks this way. Eq. (62) reproduces the U-curves. At the bottom, the
optimization error is an/ag ~ 10% of the capacity floor (Eq. (67)): the best model stops
about 10% above its converged loss, hence “train large models and stop early”. Lowering
the loss requires growing model size, steps, and batch together, so compute buys loss slowly:
the predicted exponent 1/(1/any + 1/ag + 1/ap) ~ 0.052 (Eq. (69)) is close to the measured
0.050.

7. Where it stops. Avoiding overfitting needs D o« C%34 unique tokens (Eq. (70)), but a
compute-optimal run processes only oc C%27 tokens. At large enough scale the two contradict,

so these laws cannot be extrapolated indefinitely.

These are the results of a method, not universal constants. The constants depend on WebText2,
the tokenizer, the 2020 Transformer family, the optimizer and its schedule, and the choice to
count non-embedding parameters. The allocation exponent 0.73 in particular did not survive:
the more direct experiment of the next section finds N* oc C%4?. What transfers is the sequence:
define the counts, sweep, convert to a common batch, fit the frontier, and test one larger point.
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4 Chinchilla: Why a Better Experiment Changed the Allocation

Kaplan’s recipe grows the model much faster than the data, Ny o CY973 and many large models
of 2020-2022 followed it: ever larger, trained on roughly 300B tokens. Hoffmann et al. [3] ask
Kaplan’s question again—at fixed compute, how large a model and how many tokens?—but
measure the answer more directly. They find that parameters and tokens should grow at nearly

the same rate.

4.1 The same question with simpler accounting

For planning, Chinchilla’s compute is commonly approximated as
C~6ND, D = BS. (71)

Here N includes embeddings, and D is the number of tokens processed: the batch in tokens
times the number of steps. It is Kaplan’s E, not his dataset size . The runs of the scaling
study see less than one epoch of data, so the study treats the available data as non-limiting.
This does not assert that the corpus contains no duplicated content. The paper’s actual FLOP
accounting also includes attention-pair, softmax, embedding, and output-projection terms; its
Appendix F compares this fuller estimate with 6 ND. A new model family should check the
approximation, especially at small size or long context.

The batch is not a variable of the study. Hoffmann et al. set it, like the learning rate, by existing
heuristics; the final 70B model uses 1.5M tokens, doubled to 3M midway. Under Kaplan’s
empirical batch model, a batch well below B¢ incurs only the compute factor 1 + B/Beyit =~ 1,
provided the optimizer is tuned comparably. Chinchilla does not establish that its batches
satisfy this condition over the whole trajectory, nor does it derive an optimal batch from C. The
mid-run doubling is compatible with a growing critical batch, but is not a measurement of that
relationship. Later work shows that batch changes also require attention to learning rate and
Adam’s second-moment smoothing parameter o [8].

4.2 The direct experiment: IsoFLOP curves

Fix C. Choosing a model size then fixes its tokens:

C

D=—.
6N

(72)
This is the ideal experiment of Section 3.5, now actually run. For each budget, train models of
several sizes, each for exactly its D tokens, and compare their final losses. A small model sees
many tokens but lacks capacity; a large model has capacity but sees few tokens. The losses form
a U, called an IsoFLOP curve (Figure 9, left). Unlike Kaplan’s U-curves, every point is the end
of its own run: each candidate’s cosine learning-rate schedule decays over exactly its D tokens.

Chinchilla runs nine budgets, from 6 x 10'® to 3 x 102! FLOPs, with models up to 16B parameters.
A parabola fitted to each IsoFLOP curve locates its bottom (N*, D*). Plotted against C' on
log-log axes, the bottoms lie on straight lines (Figure 9, center and right):

N* €% D* o 0051, (73)

Kaplan’s split is Ny oc C%™ and E o C%27. Chinchilla says to grow parameters and tokens at
almost the same rate.
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Figure 9: IsoFLOP curves. Left: final loss versus model size at nine fixed budgets; dashed
parabolas locate each minimum. Center and right: the minima against compute, with power-law
fits extrapolated to Gopher’s budget. Reproduced from Figure 3 of Hoffmann et al. [3].

4.3 Two checks on the result

One estimate could be an artifact of its fitting procedure, so Chinchilla estimates the allocation
in two more ways.

Lower envelope of learning curves Train each model size, from 70M to 10B, with four
schedule lengths, and at every FLOP count keep the lowest loss over all runs. This is Kaplan’s
lower envelope, but built from runs whose schedules end near the points used. It gives exponents
(0.50,0.50).

A fitted loss surface Fit the final losses of all runs with

E(N,D)zﬁoo—i—g —i—%' (74)
an irreducible loss, a term that falls with model size, and a term that falls with tokens. At
fixed compute, D = C/(6N) turns the last term into Ap(6N/C)?, which rises with N, so every
budget again has a U. At its bottom, a 1% larger model lowers the model term by the fraction
0.01la of itself and raises the data term by the fraction 0.015 of itself, as in Eq. (67). Setting
aAN/N® = BAp(6N/C)? and solving for N gives

N*(C) x CP/etB) — D*(C) x ¢/ (@+h), (75)

The fitted a = 0.34 and 8 = 0.28 give exponents of about 0.46 and 0.54 using the unrounded
fit. All three methods agree: split additional compute roughly equally between parameters and
tokens. The claim is “near one half in this regime,” not “exactly one half everywhere.”
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Figure 10: The fitted Chinchilla loss surface (left) and its IsoFLOP slices (right). The blue
efficient frontier follows the minimum of each loss contour, while the U-shaped slices expose an
interior optimum at fixed compute. Reproduced from Figure 4 of Hoffmann et al. [3].

The proportionality constant is also needed for planning. Under C' = 6 N D, the same stationarity
condition gives

N*(C) = (76)

)

aAn\ /@B o B/lath) C
G () -

Choose a hardware-feasible, empirically validated global batch separately, then set S = D*/B
and make the schedule appropriate to that horizon. This loss surface predicts endpoints under

the fitted training protocol. Replacing D by the current token count does not automatically
predict an intermediate checkpoint of a longer run with a different schedule.

4.4 Why Kaplan’s answer differed

Hoffmann et al. proposed that Kaplan’s use of intermediate checkpoints under a long schedule
was a major source of the discrepancy. Kaplan’s default training horizon was 2.5 x 10° steps,
about 130B processed tokens, with cosine decay. An early checkpoint has not received the decay
that a shorter run ending there could receive, so it can overestimate the achievable endpoint loss
at that token budget. The resulting bias can distort an allocation fit. This is the explanation
advanced by Chinchilla, rather than a complete causal decomposition established by that study.

Later controlled experiments make the attribution more specific. Pearce and Song [7] emphasize
the role of embedding accounting at small scale. Porian et al. [8] reproduce an allocation near
Chinchilla’s after correcting output-head FLOPs, shortening warmup, and tuning batch size,
learning rate, and Adam’s B5. In their experiments, adding horizon-matched learning-rate decay
has a relatively small effect; near-balanced scaling is recovered even with constant learning rate.
Thus schedule mismatch should not be presented as the sole or conclusively dominant cause.
The studies also probe different size ranges: many Kaplan runs are below 100M parameters,
whereas most Chinchilla runs exceed 500M, and Chinchilla observes some curvature at larger
scales.
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4.5 What changes in practice?

The revised law makes a testable prediction. Gopher is a 280B model trained on about 300B
tokens; at its compute, the optimal model should be about four times smaller and trained on
four times more tokens. Hoffmann et al. train Chinchilla, 70B parameters on 1.4T tokens, with
roughly the same compute. It achieves lower loss and better downstream results [3]. Many
models of that period were undertrained: too many parameters, too few tokens.

1T
—— Approach 1
1008 —— Approach 2
—— Approach 3

o --- Kaplan et al (2020)
Chinchilla (70B)

Gopher (280B)

GPT-3 (175B)
Megatron-Turing NLG (53
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Figure 11: Chinchilla’s three fitting approaches predict a substantially smaller compute-optimal
model than the Kaplan extrapolation at large budgets. The marked Chinchilla point lies near
the revised frontier. Reproduced from Figure 1 of Hoffmann et al. [3].

The familiar “about 20 tokens per parameter” is 1.4T/70B. It describes this setup—architecture,
data, tokenizer, optimizer, and target metric—mnot a universal constant. It also optimizes training
compute only; if inference dominates the lifetime cost, a smaller model trained on more tokens
can be the better choice.

The lesson is not a new universal constant. Kaplan supplies the framework; Chinchilla shows
that measuring the frontier more directly changes the answer. A trustworthy sweep trains each
candidate to its own end and brackets the minimum from both sides.

5 Abra: What Transfers Beyond Language?

Kaplan and Chinchilla study language models. Abra [1] asks whether the fixed-compute method
carries over to text-to-image diffusion, and what changes. It trains a controlled family of
flow-matching Transformers across roughly 10°-10%?2 FLOPs.

5.1 What must be redefined?

Every symbol needs a new meaning.
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e Model size N: parameters of the diffusion Transformer, excluding the frozen text encoder.
Embeddings are negligible at these sizes, so all of its parameters are counted.

e Data D: cumulative image-token exposures, including repeated images. An f = 8 VAE
turns a 5122 image into a 64 x 64 latent, and a parameter-free 2 x 2 fold turns that into a
32 x 32 grid: 1024 tokens per image.

e Loss: velocity-prediction flow matching, evaluated with EMA weights, not next-token cross
entropy.

The allocation is summarized by image tokens per parameter,
pi=— (TPP). (77)

This does not convert image tokens into text tokens: the count depends on the VAE, the folding,
the resolution, and the text tokenizer.

The ladder has six models from 60M to 2B parameters. pP transfers the learning rate tuned on
small models to all sizes; without it, a worse large model could reflect a mistuned learning rate
rather than a scaling effect. Part II develops this. The batch is again not studied: it doubles
whenever the parameter count doubles, and every model trains for about 1.9 x 10° steps, so all
models reach the same TPP at the same step, 400 at the end. This is a prescribed batch-scaling
policy, not an independent demonstration of optimal batch size. The results are conditional
on that training protocol. The available training mix is about 100M images; the 2B model
processes about 7.7 epochs at 400 TPP. Thus D must not be read as the number of unique
image tokens. The frozen text encoder is excluded from model and FLOP counts; the paper’s
per-model Transformer FLOPs can exceed 6N D by a size-dependent factor, so the image-token
count alone is not a full compute model.

5.2 Repeat the fixed-compute experiment

Training every model separately for every candidate length, as Chinchilla does, would take
hundreds of runs. Abra trains each model once, to 400 TPP, with a constant learning rate after
warmup. A shorter run using the same constant-rate protocol, initialization, data ordering, and
EMA updates has the same training prefix. This avoids the unfinished-cosine-schedule issue; it
does not establish optimality relative to other schedules. The fit excludes the first 5,000 warmup
steps and interpolates EMA-weight evaluation checkpoints with a shape-preserving PCHIP curve
over TPP. An EMA of the raw training-loss values is a different quantity.

The IsoFLOP curves then take two steps. First, fix a ratio p. Each model passes it at one
checkpoint, at one compute C, so the model sizes give one point (C,loss) each, fitted by

L(C;p) = A0~ + Log . (78)

Second, fix C. Every p now predicts one loss; plotted against p, these form the IsoFLOP curve,
and its minimum is the best ratio at that budget. Repeating across budgets, with the 60M
model excluded as an outlier and the two exponents constrained to sum to one, gives

D*
0.495 0.505 0.010
N* o C7%, D* oc C™, p*:ﬁocC , p* =~ 200. (79)
The ratio barely moves with compute, so about 200 TPP summarizes the measured range. These
exponents use the headline IsoFLOP fit with the allocation constraint a + b = 1; unconstrained
fits differ because the fuller FLOP count is not exactly 6 ND. Sensitivity to fitting method
must also be distinguished from statistical uncertainty: Appendix F reports a headline optimum
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of 199 TPP with a 68% evaluation-noise interval of [180,270]. The raw-training-loss target
instead gives 227 TPP with the 60M model excluded. A narrow range across several EMA-based
procedures is not a confidence interval. The near-equal Chinchilla exponents survive, but the
ratio is about ten times Chinchilla’s 20. This is not an information conversion: the two studies
count different objects and optimize different losses.
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Figure 12: Compute scaling for the Abra model family. At each scale, the compute-optimal
checkpoint lies on the common loss frontier; the plotted endpoints support a near-constant
visual-data allocation in the measured regime. Reproduced from the upper panel of Figure 1 in
Chickering et al. [1].

What if the estimated minimum is wrong? The two sides are not equally costly. At
fixed compute, training a smaller model on more data costs little: twice the optimal TPP raises
the loss by less than 0.5%. Training a larger model on too little data is far worse. When the
minimum is uncertain, the safer side is more data and a smaller model, which also samples
faster. Language models are less forgiving: in an overtrained LLM suite, the same plot rises
much faster (Figure 13, right).
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Figure 13: Relative IsSoFLOP loss penalty versus TPP. The Abra curves (left) are comparatively
flat toward smaller models and more data, but rise sharply when TPP is too small; the LLM
comparison (right) illustrates that this asymmetry is empirical rather than a property of the
counting convention. Reproduced from Figure 6 of Chickering et al. [1].
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5.3 What must be measured again?

The procedure transfers; the numbers do not.

First, the optimum depends on the metric. For FID and KID the optimal TPP grows with
compute; for CLIPScore and CMMD it shrinks; linear-probe representation quality is optimal at
a substantially lower TPP than the loss. Generative metrics also depend on the classifier-free
guidance scale, which must be tuned per model; otherwise the comparison mixes training scale
with sampling settings. “Compute-optimal” is incomplete until the metric is named.

Second, the ratio depends on the representation. In a smaller ablation (120M-500M models,
exponents fixed at one half), the optimal TPP rises from about 165 at 2562 resolution to about
247 at 7682, while the number of images per parameter falls. Image tokens, images, and useful
data diversity are three different quantities.

A reference trajectory from scaling collapse Abra also tests the shape of the training
curves, not only their endpoints. Write Cenq,, for the compute at a 200-TPP endpoint of model
p, and let L., denote the fitted family-level loss offset. The normalized trajectory is

C £ .'Ecend, - 200
C ) gp(w) = p( p) = .
end,p ﬁp(cendp) — Eoo

xr =

(80)

The paper runs four seeds for each of the 60M, 120M, and 250M models, changing initialization
and data order. After roughly the first 15% of training, the smoothed cross-size deviation is at
or below the measured seed-noise floor. The statistical comparison is limited to these three sizes.
All normalized endpoints equal one by construction; agreement in the interior is the substantive
test, and collapse alone is not a proof of global compute optimality.

If a new pilot ladder validates a shared shape g(z), a possible prediction for a larger run is

£p(C) = Lo + (Londp — Loo) §<Cc ) | s
end,p
Here the endpoint comes from an independently validated scaling fit and the shape comes from
pilot trajectories. This is an extrapolation recipe, not a guarantee provided by normalization.
Match raw-versus-EMA weights, loss definition, noise and timestep sampling, and the batch and
learning-rate protocol; then test on a held-out scale before using the curve diagnostically.

The transferable result is the experimental logic: define what is counted, hold compute fixed,
bracket the minimum, check more than one metric, and train runs of different sizes comparably.
Otherwise an apparent scaling failure may only be a hyperparameter failure. Part II takes up
that problem.

6 Conclusion: Transfer the Method, Not the Constant

The three studies now form one chain. Kaplan shows how to separate model, data, optimization,
batch, and compute effects. Chinchilla shows that a more direct fixed-compute experiment can
substantially change the recommended allocation. Abra shows that the same experiment can
transfer to another modality, while its token definition, loss, and numerical optimum must all be
rebuilt.

For a new model family, the reusable recipe is short: define the counts and target metric, train a
controlled ladder that crosses both sides of the minimum, fit a low-dimensional law, and test
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one held-out scale. Published exponents and tokens-per-parameter ratios are hypotheses, not
defaults. Part II addresses the next requirement: making small and large runs comparable
enough for such a ladder to be trustworthy.
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