L ecture 22: Scaling Laws

Speaker: Phillip Isola
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AlexNet to AlphaGo Zero: A 300,000x Increase in Compute (Log Scale)
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' you had a given budget of compute, what
model would you train on how much data?



OpenAl codebase next word prediction
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Capability prediction on 23 coding problems
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Scaling laws

minimize fest-loss(model size, data, batch size, steps,...) such that compute within budget

for a given architecture, how much data / what model size would be needed for a target
performance?

can we extrapolate from smaller to larger models / experiments??

Nopt (C), Dopt (C) = argmin L(N, D)
N,D s.t. FLOPs(N,D)=C



How does the test loss scale as a function of data, #parameters etc?

® autoregressive Transformer

e data: WebText2, 96GB of text. 2.29 - 100 tokens
1024 token context

® vary:
* model size: 768 - 1.5 billion non-embedding parameters
* data: 22M - 23B tokens

* shape (depth, with, attention heads, ...)

Scaling Laws for Neural Language Models
* batch size

. Jared Kaplan * Sam McCandlish*
* compute = 6 x #parameters x batchsize x #steps Johns Hopkins Universiy, OpenAl Opena

jaredk@jhu.edu sam@openai.com

* com p utation: In P F_d ays (petaﬂ O p/S-d ays) Tom Henighan Tom B. Brown Benjamin Chess Rewon Child

1 PF-day = 8.64 - 10" FLOPs OpenAl OpenAl OpenAl OpenAl
henighanQopenai.com tom@openai.com bchess@openai.com rewonQopenai.com
Scott Gray Alec Radford Jeffrey Wu Dario Amodei
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Finding #1: power law relationships

LX) = (1/X)* =X

/

test loss resource
(data/parameters/
compute

e scale X -> 2X => Loss -> 27% Loss



How does the test loss scale as a function of data?

* #parameters, compute: “infinite”
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How does the test loss scale as a function of #parameters?

o #tokens, compute: "“infinite”
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Test Loss

How does the test loss scale with available compute?

e power law for all of them
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Finding #2: simultaneous dependence on multiple factors

* “Performance improves predictably as long as we scale up N and D in tandem,

but enters a regime of diminishing returns it either N or

other increases.”

e | 0ss as function of

parameters N & data D:
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Finding #2: simultaneous dependence on multiple factors

* “Performance improves predictably as long as we scale up N and D in tandem,

but enters a regime of diminishing returns if either N or D is held fixed while the
other increases.”

i an o
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Finding #2: simultaneous dependence on multiple factors

* “Performance improves predictably as long as we scale up N and D in tandem,
but enters a regime of diminishing returns if either N or D is held fixed while the
other increases.”

- N 1 &D

* Loss as function of #parameters N & data D: L(N, D) = (%) *p D,

* Loss as function of #parameters N & #steps S:

NC QN SC Qg
L(Na Smin) — (W) . ¥ (S . )

e from this, they conclude to scale, with compute C:

params CO'73, data = batch-size - steps X CO'27 Take these exact

equations/numbers
with a grain of salt!




Similar findings in other works

r)

logl0(e

(a) Wiki1103 error (cross entropy) landscape. (b) CIFARI10 error (top1) landscape.
e Rosenfeld et al:

for vision, language, fit function
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Rosenfeld et al, 2020. A constructive prediction of the generalization error across scales



Extrapolation is possible!

e from Rosenfeld et al
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Finding #3: dependence on model shape

e “Performance depends strongly on scale, weakly on model shape”
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Optimal predicted depth-width relation

* used e.g. in BLOOM:

The Depth-to-Width Interplay in Self-Attention, Levine et al.
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Similarly, for vision models: scaling depth and width in proper relation improves performance

(EfficientNet, Tan & Le 2079)



Finding #4: larger models require fewer samples to reach
the same performance

Larger models require fewer samples
to reach the same performance
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Similar tindings...

o Lietal, 2020: larger models train faster, not much loss via compression
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Take-aways from Kaplan et al.

* test loss scales as power law as a function of data, parameter count,
compute

* test loss is more sensitive to parameter count than data: with more
compute, increase model by a larger factor than dataset size

e don't train to completion, rather make your model larger

* in general, scaling laws can help to “"optimally” allocate computation



"Caveats” for Kaplan et al

e " .. the scaling with D at very large model size still remains mysterious.
Without a theory or systematic understanding of the corrections to our

scaling laws, it's difficult to determine in what circumstances they can be
trusted”

e didn’t thoroughly investigate small data regime, poor fits of L(N,D) in that
regime. Didn't investigate regularization or data augmentation.

e didn’t tune all hyperparameters; possibly better learning rates for short
training runs



Implications

* subsequently: larger models, scale data only moderately

Model Size (# Parameters) Training Tokens
LaMDA (Thoppilan et al., 2022) 137 Billion 168 Billion
GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) 175 Billion 300 Billion
Jurassic (Lieber et al., 2021) 178 Billion 300 Billion
Gopher (Rae et al., 2021) 280 Billion 300 Billion

MT-NLG 530B (Smith et al., 2022) 530 Billion 270 Billion



... Or on data?

@ DeepMind

Training Compute-Optimal Large Language Models

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*

*Equal contributions



Two years later...

under a given compute budget. We find that current large language models are significantly under-
trained, a consequence of the recent focus on scaling language models whilst keeping the amount of
training data constant. By training over 400 language models ranging from 70 million to over 16 billion
parameters on 5 to 500 billion tokens, we find that for compute-optimal training, the model size and
the number of training tokens should be scaled equally: for every doubling of model size the number
of training tokens should also be doubled. We test this hypothesis by training a predicted compute-
optimal model, Chinchilla, that uses the same compute budget as Gopher but with 70B parameters and
4x more more data. Chinchilla uniformly and significantly outperforms Gopher (280B), GPT-3 (175B),
Jurassic-1 (178B), and Megatron-Turing NLG (530B) on a large range of downstream evaluation tasks.
This also means that Chinchilla uses substantially less compute for fine-tuning and inference, greatly

e still assume a power law, but find somewhat different equations / scaling

e still do not train to minimum loss, but train for many more tokens (& steps),
increase #parameters and data equally: "smaller” models, train longer




Differences

o different learning rate schedules (not explored in Kaplan et al), adapted to
dataset size

e |arger models
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Figure AS | Training curve envelopes. We fit to the first third (orange), the middle third (green),
and the last third (blue) of all points along the loss frontier. We plot only a subset of the points.



Approaches to estimate loss as a function of data ano
Darameter count

e minimize L(N,D) with constraint FLOPs(N,D) = budget

* Approach 1: for each fixed model size, record entire training curve (=different

training tokens, as they use 1 epoch only)

* Approach 2: fixed #FLOPs, use tinal training loss for different N,D

* Approach 3: fit parametric loss function f(N D) £ E+ i + 2

N« DB

e for all 3: optimal scaling of #parameters N / data D with compute C is
roughly
N X CO'49,D X CO‘SI vs Kaplan et al: #params CO'73, data o C"°

=> existing large models would need much more training data.
Better allocation: smaller model, more data/steps



Predictions: extrapolation

For a given #FLOPs, how many
parameters should we allocate?

I // (compute = 6 x data x params)
-
FA
1008 4’ — Approach 1
/
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" —  Approach 3
E) 10B ---- Kaplan et al (2020)
,
g ¥ Chinchilla (70B)
S 0B Y¢ Gopher (280B)
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Model comparison

Model Size (# Parameters) Training Tokens

LaMDA (Thoppilan et al., 2022) 137 Billion 168 Billion

GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) 175 Billion 300 Billion

Jurassic (Lieber et al., 2021) 178 Billion 300 Billion

Gopher (Rae et al., 2021) 280 Billion 300 Billion

MT-NLG 530B (Smith et al., 2022) 530 Billion 270 Billion

Chinchilla 70 Billion 1.4 Trillion

Model Layers Number Heads Key/Value Size d, .4 MaxLR Batch Size
Gopher 280B 80 128 128 16,384 4x10> 3M — 6M

Chinchilla 70B 80 64 128 8,192 1x10% 1.5M — 3M



1I0ONS

{

answering exam ques

Example results for Chinchilla

o o o o
mM N —

Jaydon) JaAno
JuswaAosdw| SA1IEI9Y

o
—
_

works better
than existing models
on multiple tasks

sJ1sAyd |enydasuod
sonewaylew |ooyds ybiy
so1sAyd aba)|0d

Ajjenxas uewny

me| |euolssajoud

Awojeue

elqabje joeaysqge
soiewaylew Aiejuawald
A1siwayd jooyds ybiy
A103siya.d

QUIDIpaW |euoissajoud
buinunodoe |euoissajould
$J13s11e3S |00Yyds ybiy
SOIWOU0230421W |00oYy2s ybiy
ME| |euoljeulajul

salpnls A11un2as

A3undas 1aindwod

buibe uewny

sandsip |eJow
Aydoso|iyd

ABo|oJIA

Ao1j10d ubiauoy sn
A103SIy plaom |ooyds ybiy
A1siwayd abaj|od

Abojoig 2b63||0d

AbBojoig jooyas ybiy
Aydeiboab jooyds ybiy
obpaimouy |ediul|d
23uapnadsunl
snoaue||2dsiw

AbojoysAsd |euoissajoud
saloe||e) |e2160|
Awououlse

aunIpaw 2b3||0d

uonlNu

A103s1y ueadouna |ooyds ybiy
sonijod pue juawuianobh jooyds ybiy
AB0o|0oID0S
SOIWwou0d30J4dew [ooyds ybiy
sJ1sAyd jooyds ybiy
bunaiew

22U312s Ja3ndwod |jooyds ybiy
Juswabeuew

AbojoyosAsd |ooyds ybiy
A103sIy sn |jooyds ybiy
suolibia) plaom

22UaIds Jayndwod aha||0d
buieauibua |ed11d9|9
SJIYla ssauisnq

syoe) |eqolb

suonelaJ dlgnd

buluiea| aulyodew
SJ1auab |edipaw

2160| |ew.oy

SOLIeUdIS |eJowl
SJ1112WOU0DId
sonewaylew 263j0d

Figure 6 | MMLU results compared to Gopher We find that Chinchilla outperforms Gopher by 7.6%
on average (see Table 6) in addition to performing better on 51/57 individual tasks, the same on

2/57, and worse on only 4/57 tasks.



Discussion / limitations

use (smoothed) training loss as a proxy for test loss

expensive experiments: only two large-scale training runs (Gopher,
Chinchilla), no additional tests at intermediate scales
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Figure A5 | Training curve envelopes. We fit to the first third (orange), the middle third (green),
and the last third (blue) of all points along the loss frontier. We plot only a subset of the points.



More scaling laws: transter learning

 amount of transferred data scales as power law in low-data regime:

DTzk'Dg'N'B

Visual Explanation of Effective Data Transferred

—e— pre-trained on text

Transfer Coefficients 4 x10° o »— trained from scratch
Transfer from k o o)
3x10°-
Text = Python 1.9¢4 | 0.18 | 0.38
Total Effective Dat
50% Text and 50% non-python code —s Python | 2.1e5 | 0.096 | 0.38 Dp,Total Effective Data
g 2 x 107 D= Fine-tuning ., Effective Data
= ' dataset ’ Transfered
® |arger k: mixed data models transter better -
in low data regime
® smaller a: benetit diminishes in high-data 100 -

regime
® scaling in model size independent of data

104 10° 10° 107 108 10° 1010
Hernandez et al 2021, Scaling Laws for Transfer python characters in dataset




Many more on scaling laws...

* many earlier works, too (Tan & Le 2019, Cho et al 2015, Miceli Barone et al 2017/,
Johnson et al 2018, Hestness et al 2017)

* vision models tend to have better scaling in model size than transformers
L(N) « 1/N“ tor vision models (CNNs), with larger a = 0.5 (Rosenfeld et al 2019,

Sharma et al)

e power law for L(D) across vision, language, speech tasks (Hestness et al 2017)

* power laws in theoretical bounds: model (Yarotsky, 2018), data size (Liang et al, 2019)



Can we explain scaling laws? One hypothesis



A hypothesis: data manifold

Scaling Laws from the Data Manifold Dimension

Utkarsh Sharma USHARMA7QJHU.EDU
Department of Physics and Astronomy

Johns Hopkins University

Baltimore, MD 21218, USA

Jared Kaplan JAREDK@QJHU.EDU
Department of Physics and Astronomy

Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, MD 21218, USA

* |dea: neural networks are doing regression on an embedded data
manifold



A toy model

e Toy model: approximate Lipschitz function f(x)
on [0,1]¢ by a piecewise constant function c(x).

e Use hypercubes with side length s:

N = s~ regions (values).
Lipschitz constant

1
o« MSE scales as L(s) = J | f(x) — c(x) \2ddx < A%(s°d)
0

1
N2/d

e S0, up to constant factors, L(N) S

* For piecewise linear approximations (ReLU), MSE and cross entropy scale as s”, so
L(N) 5 N—4/d



Relation to neural networks: hypothesis

e For piecewise linear approximations (ReLU), MSE and cross entropy scale as s,

so L(N) < N~

e Common beliet: NN map data into a low-dimensional “manitold” that depends
on data, loss/task

e |t we take d to be intrinsic dimension of data manitfold, then we get a scaling law

L(N) « — with a ~ 4/d

* Suggests that scaling exponent is strongly related to data and task: ditterent
models will scale similarly on the same data



Empirical evidence

* Hypothesis: L(N) « —— with a ~ 4/d

Intrinsic Dimension vs 4/a

* Experiment: measure

intrinsic dimension of 1D = dfafor reference
| 102 { @ Teacher Student
embedding and relate : CIFAR1O
| ‘ MNIST
to scaling exponent « S Fashion MNIST
- SVHN
. . £ - GPT ,
 Good fit for vision models, >
n 1 _ '
only upper bound for £ 10 .
y Uupp = : >
transtformer: a 2 4/d - o
T '
from upper bound on L(N) | e
l O
| 10!



Breaking power law scaling



Breaking power law scaling

n —— L=(D/5.4-1013)70:0%
* Power laws with small exponents: a small : zz
improvement in loss may need an order E 3°3<
of magnitude more data/parameters |
3.0 1
e Diminishing returns: suggests that many 2.7 e
training examples are highly redundant Dataset Size\

tokens log scale

 Pruning intelligently can lead to better scaling
(e.qg. Sorscher et al, 2022)

Sorscher et al, Beyond neural scaling laws: beating power law scaling via data pruning



Theoretical motivation for pruning

* Analysis in simple student-teacher model: perceptron;
"teacher” perceptron labels iid Gaussian training examples

* Pruning algorithm: retain small margin examples = "hard” examples
1. train a student probe perceptron for few iterations, get weights w
2. compute margin m = w'(xWy®) for each datapoint i
3. prune data down to retain fraction of f hardest examples

4. train a new perceptron on smaller dataset

Sorscher et al, Beyond neural scaling laws: beating power law scaling via data pruning



Findings

e Best pruning strategy depends on initial amount of data D, model

parameters N:

small D/N: use easy examples; large D/N: use hard examples

e Initially, error drops exponentially in f - %, then
D

approaches power law in “data size” f- —.

e Adjusting pruning fraction 1-f with data size can
yield exponential scaling law (Pareto front)

Sorscher et al, Beyond neural scaling laws:
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Findings

* The gain from scaling depends on how good our estimate of the margin
is: worse estimates eventually go back to power law
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Test error (%)

From perceptron to neural networks

Perceptron in teacher-student setting B _ ResNet18 on SVHN C ResNet18 on CIFAR-10 D ResNet50 on ImageNet
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e Side note: Many pruning strategies possible, not all work equally well
(while being efticient)

Sorscher et al, Beyond neural scaling laws: beating power law scaling via data pruning



Critical batch size



What should the batch size be?

e Bigger batches are more costly but provide better estimates of the tfull-batch
gradient

e FLOPS(16 SGD steps with batch size 16) = FLOPS(1 SGD step with batch size
256). Which is yields better performance?

e FLOPs aren’t everything: one compute node can only handle some max
batch size at once (in parallel). If you use bigger batches then you have to
split up across nodes or do sequential computation. Splitting incurs
communication costs. Sequential computation incurs time cost.
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Abstract
’Tt'tps ://O pe Na | .CO m/resea rCh/O pe Na i-ﬁve—d efeatS-d ota —2—WO rl d —Ch am p | ons In an increasing number of domains it has been demonstrated that deep learning models can

be trained using relatively large batch sizes without sacrificing data efficiency. However the
. limits of this massive data parallelism seem to differ from domain to domain, ranging from
’TttpS//Cd n. Opeﬂ al. Com/d Ota—z . pdf batches of tens of thousands in ImageNet to batches of millions in RL agents that play
the game Dota 2. To our knowledge there is limited conceptual understanding of why
these limits to batch size differ or how we might choose the correct batch size in a new
domain. In this paper, we demonstrate that a simple and easy-to-measure statistic called
the gradient noise scale predicts the largest useful batch size across many domains and
. A applications, including a number of supervised learning datasets (MNIST, SVHN, CIFAR-
B a tC h S I Ze * A~ 2 m I ‘ ‘ I O n 10, ImageNet, Billion Word), reinforcement learning domains (Atari and Dota), and even
* generative model training (autoencoders on SVHN). We find that the noise scale increases
as the loss decreases over a training run and depends on the model size primarily through
improved model performance. Our empirically-motivated theory also describes the tradeoff
between compute-efficiency and time-efficiency, and provides a rough model of the benefits

of adaptive batch-size training.

https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.06162



Variability of solution as a function
given your mini-batch size

[slide credit: adapted from Minyoung Huh]
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How much progress can one step ot SGD make?

covariance of G_sgd, with B=1

Optimal learning rate tor SGD? &
2
) n trace (H .
L[L(8+ nGiga)] = L(6) —1|GI* + (GTHG : ( ))
Take the derivative and solve for the learning rate
1 ~ trace(HX)

where B e =

Tlopt — 1 + Bnoise/B T)max GTHQG

Plug the equation learning rate back into the equation
1 1 |G|
AL where AL ., =
1 + Bhoise/ B 2GTHG

[slide credit: adapted from Minyoung Huh]
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* One step of SGD can make
progress proportional to:

1 Predicted Training Speed
1+ Bnoise/B 0
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Compute Cost
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Summary

* Neural scaling laws: predict test loss as a function of resources and model
hyperparameters

o Allows to “optimally” allocate compute resources

e Power law scaling in model size, data size across variety of models and
tasks

e Actual parameters hard to measure, large extrapolation nontrivial



