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Abstract

Web text makes up the majority of pretraining data and is increasingly Al-generated. After applying
FineWeb quality filtering, we find that 27.5% of tokens from June 2026 web data are labeled as
Al-generated by Pangram, rising to 31.1% by August. Unlike synthetic data or model-collapse setups,
this wild Al text comes from many models, is written for human readers, and arrives unlabeled in
pretraining corpora. How does Al text in the wild affect language model pretraining? To answer this
question, we pretrain 800 language models (19.9M to 973M parameters), varying the ratio of added
AT tokens to human tokens, and fit scaling laws to held-out losses on both human and Al-generated
text. For data-starved models, adding Al tokens to pretraining data initially lowers loss on human
text, but the benefit saturates as more are added and quickly reverses into harm. For models trained
on high budgets of human text, Al tokens raise loss almost immediately, while the same number of
fresh human tokens keeps lowering it. Existing scaling laws such as Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022),
which treat AI tokens as no different from human tokens, fail to predict this behavior. We propose a
new scaling law with separate benefit and harm terms that allows the value of an Al token (measured
in human token equivalents) to change sign while also reducing to Chinchilla in the absence of AT text.
When fit on smaller models, our scaling law predicts the effect of Al text on held-out human-text
loss for models up to 3.6x larger with 41% lower error than the best existing law over all Al ratios.
It implies that training on unfiltered web text at August 2026’s AI share (31.1%) requires 1.6x as
much compute as training on its human subset at 20 tokens per parameter, a gap that grows with the
human budget. We recommend filtering Al text when the target is human text, repeating human text
before expanding the training dataset with Al-generated web text, and reporting validation loss on
human and Al text separately, since at a 22.3% AT share (our 2026 evaluation crawl), mixed validation
sets hide the harm in 95.5% of harmful runs. Al text remains valuable when the target is Al text. We
release WILDAI, an 83B-token corpus with Al, topic, and format labels, all 800 models and code at
https://github.com/pangramlabs/WildAT.

1 Introduction

Al-generated text is flooding the web. In the June 2026 Common Crawl, Pangram labels 27.5%
of the tokens that pass FineWeb’s quality filters as Al-generated, up from 10.1% two years earlier
and rising to 31.1% in August 2026 (Figure 1). At the same time, models are trained far past
the compute-optimal budget of ~20 tokens per parameter (Hoffmann et al., 2022); for example,
Qwen3-32B is trained on ~1,100 tokens per parameter (Yang et al., 2025). Models are also projected

*Work done during an internship at Pangram Labs.
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Figure 1. Al-generated web text helps only data-starved models and costs compute otherwise. Left:
share of web tokens in documents Pangram 3.3.2 labels Al or Mixed, by month. The Al share alone is 10% in
June 2024, 16% in June 2025, 28% in June 2026, and 31% in August 2026. Middle: our law’s value of one added
Al token at 268M, in human tokens, from 5 to 100 T PP}, positive at 5 T PP}, below zero from 20 T PP, once r
exceeds about 0.08. Right: compute an unfiltered crawl needs to match training on its human subset at 20 T PP},
(268M) for its Al share: 1.6x at August 2026's 31%, and 2.1x and 3.0x at the 42% and 51% forecasts for the
ends of 2027 and 2028.

to exhaust nearly all public human-written text by 2032 (Villalobos et al., 2024). Every new crawl
thus forces a choice about what to do with the Al-generated documents: keep them, filter them, or
find some optimal data mixture of AI and human text.

In this paper, we measure how Al-generated web text affects pretraining and fit scaling laws
that predict its impact. No previous work directly addresses this question: model-collapse studies
train a model recursively on its own output (Shumailov et al., 2024; Gerstgrasser et al., 2024), and
synthetic-data studies add curated rephrasings designed to help performance in specific domains
(Maini et al., 2024; Kang et al., 2025). We study a third kind, which we call wild Al text: text that
language models wrote for human readers and that occurs naturally on the web, rather than being
generated for training. It comes from many models, arrives in pretraining corpora unlabeled and
mixed with human text, varies in quality, and makes up a rising share of the web.

We pretrain 800 models (19.9M to 973M parameters), adding up to 64 wild AI tokens per
human token to fixed human corpora, and evaluate them on held-out human text (C4, FineWeb,
and Paloma) as well as on AT text. Al text helps only data-starved models: it lowers loss on human
text below about 10 human tokens per parameter, but from the Chinchilla-optimal 20 its benefit
disappears, and larger amounts of Al tokens raise loss, while the same number of fresh human
tokens still lowers it. Existing laws either treat Al tokens as human ones (Chinchilla), never let
their value fall below zero (most repetition laws), or fit harm without separating it from benefit
(most mixture laws). To address this, we propose a scaling law for wild Al-generated text that pairs
a saturating benefit with a harm penalty that grows logarithmically and that reduces to Chinchilla
without AT text. Fit on models up to 268M, it predicts models 3.6x larger with a paired error (the
RMSE of the predicted change in log loss against each run’s human-only control) of 0.83 x 1073 on
(4, against 1.41 x 1073 for the best existing law (Shukor et al., 2025) and 4.32 x 10~3 for Chinchilla
(Hoffmann et al., 2022).



Using our new law, we propose concrete recommendations for dealing with the rising share of
wild AI text. Training on unfiltered web text at August 2026’s Al share (31.1%) takes 1.6x the
compute of training on its human subset, rising to 3.0x by 2028 at the forecast Al share, and
repeating human text beats adding AI text. Current quality filters make this worse by favoring Al
text. FineWeb’s pipeline (Penedo et al., 2024a) keeps Al documents 2.3x as often as human ones,
and the DCLM pipeline (Li et al., 2024) keeps Al documents 9.8x as often. Al text is easier to
predict, so a validation set with a 22.3% AI share (our 2026 evaluation crawl) hides the harm in
95.5% of harmful runs. For predicting Al text itself (Cosmopedia) the optimal training mix is over
90% AI. We release WILDAI, our 96M-document dataset with AI, topic, and format labels, and all
800 models.

2 Measuring Al-Generated Web Data

In this section, we describe how we create a large-scale dataset of web data, broken down into
human-written and Al-generated corpora. We find that 27.5% of June 2026 tokens that pass the
FineWeb filters are Al-generated, a share that is rising each month, that the AI share is uneven
across topics and formats, and that existing pretraining quality filters (FineWeb and DCLM) favor
it.

Collecting web data. We use the FineWeb corpus (Penedo et al., 2024a), a subset of Common
Crawl (Common Crawl Foundation, 2007). We extend past the June 2025 cutoff point by replicating
the FineWeb filtering process on Common Crawl data from July 2025 to June 2026.> We collect a
dataset of 96.04M documents (83.31B tokens), which we call WILDAT.

Detecting Al-generated content. To understand the provenance of our data, we label each text
as Al-generated or human-written. We first run EditLens Llama-3.2-3B (Thai et al., 2026) to label
vast quantities of text (more than 280B tokens, from which we draw the 83B tokens of WILDAT).
We then run the more accurate Pangram 3.3.2 on documents confidently labeled Al-generated
and human-written as a second check, using those labels to create our final human-written corpus
of 58.91M documents (42.19B tokens) and Al-generated corpus of 32.54M documents (35.32B
tokens).®> Pangram 3.3.2 has a reported false-positive rate of 0.05% and false-negative rate of 1.99%
(Glickenhaus et al., 2026), accurate enough at this scale to separate the Al and human distributions.
On pre-ChatGPT web text, Pangram 3.3.2 labels 0.062% of 60,000 documents from 2021 crawls
AL* We use WebOrganizer (Wettig et al., 2025) to extract topic and format labels per document.

Al-generated text is changing the makeup of the internet. To assess the increase in Al content
on the web, we run Pangram on a sample of 310,000 documents, dated from January 2021 through
August 2026.° In June of 2021, less than 0.1% of FineWeb tokens were Al-generated. By June 2024,
it was 10.1%, 16.1% in June 2025, and 27.5% in June 2026 (see Figure 1, left, and Figure 8). The
rise continues: in August 2026 the share was 31.1%, 3.6 points above June (§A.2). Moreover, there
is a large distribution mismatch between human-written and Al-generated content that continues

'Data and code at https://github.com/pangramlabs/WildAT

2We use FineWeb v1.4.0; more details are in §A.

3Because EditLens preselects likely Al documents, Al text is 42% of WILDAI’s tokens, far more than on the web.
WILDALT is a pool for building training mixtures, not a natural sample of the web (§A).

4An upper bound on the FPR, since pre-2022 web text may itself contain some Al-generated text.

55,000 documents for each month that has an associated Common Crawl.
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Figure 2. Al-labeled web text leans toward a few formats and survives quality filters more often than
human text. Left: each format's share of Al-labeled tokens over its share of human-labeled tokens, January
to June 2026, for the five most over- and under-represented formats. Right: share of Al- and human-labeled
documents in a 2026 Common Crawl sample left after each FineWeb stage.

to grow (He et al., 2026). In Figure 2, tutorials are 6.2% of human-labeled tokens and 18.5% of
Al-labeled tokens, and personal blogs 8.6 and 1.0% (see Figure 7). Increasingly, the formats and
topics of web data will reflect LLM outputs rather than human writing. We hypothesize that this
may lead models to stray further from the human distribution on topics Al rarely writes about.

Al-generated data is more likely to survive quality filters. To understand the effects of different
quality filtering processes, we audit a subset of 10,000 raw Common Crawl documents and track
which portion of human- and Al-written texts make it through each step of the filtration process
(Figure 2, see §A.1). We examine both FineWeb (Penedo et al., 2024a) and DCLM (Li et al., 2024)
filtering processes, finding that Al-generated texts pass FineWeb’s pipeline 2.3x (29.3% vs. 12.8%)
and DCLM’s full pipeline 9.8x (14.5% vs. 1.5%) as often as human-written documents. These filters
are insufficient at filtering out Al-generated text, and in fact heavily prefer it.

3 Background and Related Work

Scaling law fundamentals. The key information needed to predict the performance of LLM
training is training compute, C', model parameter count, N, and total training tokens processed,
D, which one can use to estimate the loss on a held-out dataset. Training compute is commonly
approximated as C' = 6/ ND. Kaplan et al. (2020) characterized these trends, and the Chinchilla
scaling law proposed by Hoffmann et al. (2022) formalized them as follows:

A B
L(N,D) = E+—+ 75 (1)

Scaling laws for repetition. In Chinchilla, the data term (B/D?) depends only on the total token
count D, without accounting for differences between unique tokens and repeated ones. To address
this, Muennighoff et al. (2023) extended Chinchilla to account for repeated data by allowing for the
effective value of a repeated token to be lower than a new unique token, but never below zero. Qin



et al. (2026) propose that the effective value of a token relies not only on unique tokens but also
on model size. Lovelace et al. (2026) alternatively propose that repetition is best modeled not by
effective data but by adding an overfitting penalty.

Scaling laws for data mixtures. Other scaling laws model pretraining data from many domains or
languages. Most of this body of work focuses on optimizing pretraining data mixtures (Jain et al.,
2024; Ye et al., 2025; Shukor et al., 2025; Hamidieh et al., 2025; Sedova et al., 2026). Others model
multilingual mixtures (He et al., 2025; Longpre et al., 2026).

Model collapse. Shumailov et al. (2024) study degradation under recursive training on model-
generated data. Subsequent work examines how retaining original data or generating synthetic
data from each successive model generation changes this behavior (Gerstgrasser et al., 2024; Seddik
et al., 2024), and how collapse rates depend on the recursive estimation setting (Suresh et al., 2024).
Schaeffer et al. (2025) show that loss increases, divergent error, and loss of distributional tails are
distinct outcomes, while Dohmatob et al. (2024, 2025) show that synthetic data can affect scaling
behavior even in the non-recursive setting. Kang et al. (2025) find that the benefits of synthetic
rephrasings and textbooks mixed with web text depend on budget. Similarly, Zhu et al. (2025) show
worsened performance on Paloma as synthetic text replaces natural text at a fixed token budget.
Kazdan et al. (2025) show that the benefit of synthetic data depends on total data budget.

Wild Al text is neither synthetic nor surrogate data. Synthetic data is generated on purpose
and curated to help, speeding pretraining 3—10x (Maini et al., 2024; Kang et al., 2025), although
replacing natural text with it can still hurt (Zhu et al., 2025). Model collapse trains models on
their own outputs, a setting that is not as harmful once human data is kept (Shumailov et al., 2024;
Gerstgrasser et al., 2024; Kazdan et al., 2025). Wild AT text comes from many models, is written
for readers and search engines rather than for training, and arrives mixed into human text, the
setting that current pretraining pipelines actually face. Even the surrogate-data law of Jain et al.
(2024) predicts our held-out C4 runs worse than Chinchilla (8.00 vs. 4.32, ours 0.83, all x1073).

4 Scaling Laws for Human-Written and Al-Generated Text

Models trained on only human text follow Chinchilla scaling laws, but when trained on a portion of
Al-generated text, Al tokens initially help models with low budgets of human text but harm models
with high budgets. We create five criteria for a scaling law to model this phenomenon, and propose
our scaling law that fits these criteria. Our law has the lowest error predicting the effects of adding
Al-generated text versus existing scaling laws (0.83 vs. the second best of 1.41 x1073 on C4).

4.1 Empirical Observations

We train 800 models of varying sizes, human tokens per parameter (T'PF}), and ratios of Al to
human data r. We find that Chinchilla scaling laws are inadequate at predicting the behavior
of Al-generated text and propose a new scaling law that models both the benefits and harms of
pretraining on Al-generated web text.

Experimental setup. We train 800 models varying in size from 19.9M to 973M, with 2.9 to
87.5 TPPy, and r of 0 to 64. We use the nanochat architecture due to its fast training and
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high performance relative to model size (Karpathy, 2025).° We evaluate on human-, mixed-, and
Al-generated text sets. We use C4 (Raffel et al., 2020) as our north star dataset to model human
text, similar to the frontier Marin model evaluation (Marin Community, 2025). We also evaluate
on Paloma (Magnusson et al., 2024), reporting the loss macro-averaged over its 16 sources, and a
held-out set of pre-2022 FineWeb data (FW22). For mixed text, we evaluate on a held-out set of
2026 FineWeb data (FW26), which contains 22.3% Al-generated text. We also evaluate both the
AlI- and human-written splits of FineWeb 2026 (FW26-AI and FW26-H, respectively). To observe
effects on purely Al text, we evaluate on Cosmopedia (Ben Allal et al., 2024, Cosmo). Human text
is our main target. It is the language a pretrained model is meant to model, and loss on held-out
text is a standard proxy for downstream performance (Huang et al., 2024; Gadre et al., 2025).

Models trained on Al text do not follow Chinchilla scaling laws. We find that for models where
we add more human tokens, Chinchilla scaling laws perform as expected, but adapt poorly to
predicting how models with Al-generated tokens will behave. On the reserved sizes, Chinchilla
predicts the fresh-human additions to a paired error of 1.32 x 1072 on C4 but the AI additions
only to 4.32 x 1073, On models with low human token budgets, Al-generated text seems to almost
always help. For Chinchilla-optimal models (20 or more T'PPy), Al text raises loss immediately,
and more drastically at larger sizes, in line with the findings of Dohmatob et al. (2025). Figure 3
shows models at different human token budgets. With 5 T PPy, Al decreases loss even at large Al
budgets, but at 20 T'P Py, the Al additions increase loss with increasing Al budgets.

4.2 Criteria

Motivated by our observations, we formulate the following five criteria for a scaling law that better
models the effects of adding Al-generated text:”

C1 Flexible token value: the value of adding an Al token must be able to change according to IV,
TPPy,, and r.

C2 Model both beneficial and harmful behavior: adding an Al token must be able to help loss in
some scenarios and hurt in others.

5See §B for the architecture, training setup, and how N is counted, following Pearce and Song (2024).
"Figure 17 marks which benchmarked laws meet each of the five criteria.
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Figure 4. Our law fits the trained models and predicts larger ones. Left: observed change in C4 loss with our
law. Middle: the held-out 477M and 973M runs at 20 T'P P}, against our law and Chinchilla. Chinchilla predicts
that Al text keeps lowering loss; the runs and our law turn upward. Right: predicted against observed change for
every Al run.

C3 Interpretable: separate benefit and harm terms.

C4 A finite first-token value: the first Al token’s value in human tokens is finite and not assumed to
be 1.

C5 Recovery of Chinchilla with no Al data: when no Al data is added, the model must recover the
Chinchilla scaling laws that govern unique human tokens.

4.3 Scaling Laws for Al-Generated Text

Our proposed law keeps the Chinchilla backbone of Hoffmann et al. (Equation 1), takes the
saturating credit window of the compute-data (CD) law of Qin et al. (Equation 9) to represent the
potential benefit of Al text (Deg), and a penalty similar to Lovelace et al. (Equation 5) to represent
the harm (H) of too much AT text. The credit, harm, and net value of an AI token are depicted in
Figure 11. Our law has a paired error of 0.83 x 1073 on C4’s held-out sizes, lower than all other
laws (Table 1). Representing human text as Dy and Al text as Dy, the loss is:

A B
L(N,DH,DA):E+W+D—%(1—I—H) (2)
€

The benefits of Al tokens. We model the saturating benefit of Al tokens as more are added.
Looking to prior work on repeating tokens (Muennighoff et al., 2023; Qin et al., 2026), effective
tokens increase at a decelerating rate over a window of added usefulness. Like both Muennighoff
et al. and Qin et al., we use an exponential form of credit g(r), but with a free first-token parameter
7.8 The benefit is as follows, where r = Dy /Dy, R* is the saturation scale of the benefit, and
t= DH/QON

Desi = Du (L+1ng(r)),  g(r)=R(1-e"/%), R =Kt (3)

8Table 8 in §D lists every benefit and harm form we tried.




Table 1. Paired RMSE x103 on the held-out sizes, lower is better.

Law k C4 FW22 FW26-H Paloma
Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) 5 4.32 4.65 5.40 9.15
Muennighoff et al. (2023) 7 396 421 4.94 9.15
CD (Qin et al., 2026) 8 3.68 3.63 4.17 9.15
Lovelace et al. (2026) 9 355 374 4.14 8.38
ATLAS (Longpre et al., 2026) 6 436  4.72 5.51 9.15
He et al. (2025) 6 6.54  6.55 6.62 8.96
Hamidieh et al. (2025) 7 3.95 4.19 4.84 9.15
Shukor additive (Shukor et al., 2025) 9 6.77  6.70 6.26 10.05
Shukor joint (Shukor et al., 2025) 13 | 1.41 1.50 2.25 7.80
Sedova et al. (2026) 8 9.60 9.59 9.57 13.32
Jain et al. (2024) 7 8.00 8.03 8.04 9.34
Ours 11 0.83 0.85 1.28 6.77

The harm of Al tokens. Qin et al. and Muennighoff et al. assume that repeated tokens can never
hurt performance, only help less and less. Lovelace et al. (2026) model the harm of repetition with
an additive penalty, finding that the harm accelerates over epochs. We observe that the harm of
adding more AT tokens decelerates logarithmically (Figure 13), motivating our penalty:

H =~t"n"|log(1 — 4
vt n*[log(1+r) — 3] (4)
Here 7 sets the size of the harm, n = N/10® is the model size, and the exponent v lets the harm
change with model size as u lets it change with the human budget. Subtracting the AI share r/(1+7)
removes the initial harm of the first AI tokens. The harm grows as 72/2 at small additions of Al
and as logr — 1 at large ones, and the marginal harm of an Al token, proportional to r/(1 + 7)?,

peaks where Al and human tokens are equal (r = 1).

Relative scaling laws. Held et al. (2025) propose relative scaling laws, which measure the effect of
some treatment (here, added Al text, » > 0) against a baseline (human text only, » = 0). Since our
scaling law reduces to Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) at » = 0, we can predict the human-only
control easily, and isolate the effect of r. For every run we predict its change in log loss against its
own human-only control, A = log E(N, Dy, Dy) —log E(N, Dy, 0), and score the RMSE of predicted
against observed A over the Al runs.”

Benchmarking existing scaling laws. We fit our scaling law on 726 models of 19.9M to 268M
parameters, and evaluate our fit on 74 models of 477M and 973M parameters, 1.8x and 3.6x the
largest fitted size (Table 5). We benchmark existing scaling laws developed for repetition, data
mixing, and surrogate data in Table 1.1 Our law has the lowest paired error across all four human
sources (0.83 x1073 on C4).'! Shukor et al.’s joint law (Equation 11), which treats Al and human
text as two separate data mixtures, is the best of the existing laws on human text (1.41 x1073 on
C4) and is the best of all laws when the target text is Al-generated.'?

9 Absolute RMSE is in Table 10.

1083 defines the laws; §E has full results.

1 On human text our law’s lead over the best existing law is statistically significant over all AT ratios (§E.1).
12Results on mixed and Al-generated target texts are in Table 9.
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by our law (color; black line: no change) and measured (circles; values for 973M). Right: change in loss when the
human corpus is repeated or the same number of new Al tokens is added, for models at 20 T'PP,.

5 The Effects of Training on Al Text and What to Do About It

We forecast that over half (50.7%) of FineWeb tokens will be Al-generated by the end of 2028. An
unfiltered crawl at August 2026’s Al share (31.1%) needs 1.6x the compute, and 3.0x in 2028, to
match a filtered model at 20 T'PP,. We recommend filtering Al text from web data and, if data is
short, repeating human tokens rather than adding Al tokens. Al text is worth training on when the
target is Al text, and evaluations should report the two separately.

5.1 The Cost of Not Filtering

Filtering out Al-generated data. Mohri et al. (2026) find that with sufficient compute, it is best
to not filter data at all for pretraining. To test this for Al-generated text, we train models at the
2026 natural rate of Al (22.3%), and paired models of the same size with only the human subset of
pretraining data. Despite having less data, models above about 10 to 15 T' PPy, (less at larger sizes)
had lower loss on C4, as shown in Figure 5. Our law gets the direction of filtering right in 18 of the
19 pairs (paired error 3.28 x 1073), while Chinchilla predicts that removing the Al text raises loss
in all 13 pairs where it lowers it. We also find that the more human-written tokens a model has,
the larger the benefit in loss reduction is. As most models today are trained far past 20 tokens per
parameter, we recommend removing all Al-generated web text for human next-token prediction.

Forecasting the future Al share of web text. Using our historical sample of 5,000 documents
per month, we use a random walk with drift (Hyndman and Athanasopoulos, 2021) to forecast the
future proportion of Al tokens.'®> Extrapolating the average monthly rise, it forecasts 42.3% Al
tokens by the end of 2027 and 50.7% by the end of 2028. Compute-equivalent gain (CEG) (Davidson
et al., 2023) compares the compute efficiency of any two models. Using a model trained with 22.3%
AT (the Al share of our 2026 crawl) as our reference model, our law predicts that the reference (an
unfiltered model) needs 1.3x the compute to match human-only training at 268M parameters and

13More details about our forecasting methodology and predictions are in §A.2.



20 TPP;, (Equation 17). At August 2026’s Al share (31.1%) it needs 1.6x. At the forecast Al share,
by the end of 2027 a model will need 2.1x the compute to match a filtered model’s performance on
C4, and 3.0x by the end of 2028 (Figure 1).

Is it better to repeat human data or add Al data? Muennighoff et al. (2023) and Qin et al. (2026)
model repeated tokens as effective tokens, and Lovelace et al. (2026) with an overfitting penalty. To
compare the effects of repeating human tokens and adding Al tokens, we train 19.9M and 35.8M
models at 20 T PPy, that add 1, 4, or 8 times the human corpus in tokens, either by repeating it
or by adding Al text. For C4, loss after one added epoch was 2.3% lower when repeating human
tokens than when adding fresh AT tokens, a gap that expands to 6.3-6.4% after eight added epochs
(nine in total).'

5.2 When Is Al Text Worth Training On?

It helps in data-starved settings and for Al target text. When predicting on human text, Al
text helps only when human training data is scarce: the loss-minimizing AI share on C4 is 37%
at 5 TPPy, but 1.0% by 20 TPPFy, and FW22 and Paloma behave similarly (Figure 6, §F.2). On
Al-generated text, the optimal share stays above 90% at every budget, and our law values the first
AT token at more than 20 human tokens (7 in Table 7).

Training on Al text changes how models write. In agentic workflows, models increasingly prompt
other models and read their outputs, so a model must understand Al-written input as well as human
input. Understanding such text need not mean writing it, yet training on Al text changes how a
model writes: at 268M, Al-typical phrases per 1,000 words rise from 0.16 without Al text to 0.36 at
r =1 and 0.54 at r =4, and at r = 2 Pangram labels twice as many stories Al (37.2% vs. 18.6%,
Table 13).15

Treat Al and human text as separate domains, in training and in evaluation. Mixture laws
that model the two as separate domains, such as the joint law of Shukor et al. (2025), are the most
accurate existing laws in our benchmark, and the split could go further, since AI and human web
text differ in format (tutorials are 18.5% of Al-labeled tokens but 6.2% of human-labeled ones).
Because Al text is easier to predict, all 553 models with added Al text lower loss on Al-labeled
FW26 text, while raising loss on human-labeled text in 44% of models. At our 2026 crawl’s 22.3%
AT share, a mixed validation set reports 95.5% of these harmful runs as improvements (Figure 6).
Tuned against C4, our law recommends 1.0% AI at 20 T PP, and tuned against FW26, 56% but
only 2.0% on the human subset. We recommend reporting loss on human and Al text separately.

6 Conclusion

Wild Al text now makes up over a quarter of filtered web crawls, and its share is rising. Across 800
pretrained models, it helps only data-starved models, increasing loss on Chinchilla-optimal models.
Our law pairs a saturating benefit with a harm that grows logarithmically, reduces to Chinchilla
without Al text, and predicts models 3.6x larger than those it is fit on with lower error on human
text than all eleven existing laws we test. It implies that training on unfiltered web text at August
2026’s Al share (31.1%) takes 1.6x the compute of training on its human subset, rising to 3.0x by

14See §F.3 for experimental setup details and additional results.
15See §G for details on Al-typical phrases and Pangram labeling.
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Figure 6. Whether Al text helps depends on the evaluation set. Left: the Al share of training tokens that
minimizes our law's predicted loss with the human corpus fixed, per evaluation set: near zero for human text (C4,
FW22), above 90% for Al text (Cosmo), and falling from 98% to 34% for mixed FW26; the drop near 10 T PP, is
where the optimum moves between two local minima of the predicted loss. Right: for the 243 Al additions that
raise loss on human-labeled FW26 text, the median change in loss that a validation set reports as the Al-labeled
share of its text grows. The sign flips at 5.1% Al; at our 2026 crawl’'s 22.3% the median run looks 1.9% better.

2028, that human text should be repeated before Al text is added, and that validation loss should
be reported on human and Al text separately. We release WILDAI, with its Al topic, and format
labels, code, and all 800 models.

Limitations and future work. We fit our law on models up to 268 M parameters and test it up to
973M. Larger models memorize more of their training data (Carlini et al., 2023) and can be hurt
more by model-generated data (Dohmatob et al., 2025), so they may pick up the patterns of weaker
LLMs more readily. They might instead learn Al and human text as related tasks that help each
other, a turn the joint law of Shukor et al. (2025) can express. We measure next-token loss, and
at our sizes Al text raises CORE scores (Li et al., 2024) about as much as fresh human text does
(§G), although all models are too small to have meaningful performance, and these are the tasks
Al-generated text was meant to optimize. We study only pretraining, on English web text labeled
by Pangram. Future work could (1) filter wild AI text, as MAI does (The Microsoft Al Team, 2026),
and add targeted synthetic data, (2) find the domains in which AT text helps, (3) measure how the
Al text already in pretraining corpora has affected the quality of current models, and, as agents
read other models’ outputs, (4) train models that understand Al-written input without writing like
it, for example by tagging Al text (Caswell et al., 2019) or masking its loss (Lin et al., 2024).
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Al Use Statement
We used Al tools for the following tasks:

o Formulate mathematical claims: To iterate on the exact formulation of the benefit and harm
terms in our scaling law, we ask coding agents to propose and test many forms of the scaling
laws.

o Propose or refine hypotheses: To strengthen the paper, we ask agents to suggest additional
experiments to understand our scaling laws. The repetition experiment was proposed by a coding
agent.

« Design or provide feedback on research methodology or experiments: Coding agents were asked
to provide feedback many times throughout the project, as well as design and run the training of
all additive models.

o Implement methods: Coding agents implemented all experimental code.

o Clean and reformat dataset: To extend our FineWeb dataset through June 2026, we used a
coding agent to execute the FineWeb filtration process on recent Common Crawl data.

« Support qualitative and thematic data analysis: We often asked coding agents to create tables
and figures of results so we could interpret the results. Many of these figures and tables ended
up in the final draft.

Additional disclosures include the use of Al for the following purposes: create or modify scientific
figures or images, create or edit software code, creation of artifacts, brainstorming, sourcing/searching
for information, edit a research paper to improve readability, and identify relevant literature.

We have reviewed and validated all Al-assisted work and take responsibility for the final content
of the work, including text, claims, and artifacts produced with the aid of Al

Reproducibility Statement

Data. WILDAI is FineWeb v1.4.0 extended to June 2026 by rerunning the FineWeb pipeline
on Common Crawl (§2, §A); every document carries its EditLens and Pangram 3.3.2 provenance
labels and WebOrganizer topic and format labels. We release all 83B tokens of WILDAT with these
document-level labels.

Models. All 800 models use one training recipe (§B) at the sizes, budgets and run grid of
Table 3, Table 6 and Table 5. We release every checkpoint together with its loss on the seven
evaluation sets, so that all fits, tables and figures can be regenerated on a CPU in minutes without
retraining.

Scaling laws. The law is Equation 2 to Equation 4 with the fitted coefficients of Table 7;
the objective, starting points, bounds and the fixed development /reserved split are in §D; every
comparator is written in our coordinates in §C.3 and scored by the same protocol (§E); the alternative
forms we tried are in Table 8.

Code. The data pipeline, labeling, training, evaluation, law fitting and every figure and table
script are released with the data and models.
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A Data

Collecting web data. WILDAI combines two samples of English web text. The first is drawn from
the 16 released FineWeb dumps, CC-MAIN-2024-10 to CC-MAIN-2025-26 (Penedo et al., 2024a).
The second extends FineWeb to the twelve Common Crawl dumps from July 2025 to June 2026
(CC-MAIN-2025-30 to CC-MAIN-2026-25): we rerun FineWeb’s DataTrove pipeline (Penedo et al.,
2024b) on the first 2.6% of each dump’s WARC files, keeping 5.9M documents (4.6B tokens). In
total, WILDAI has 96.04M documents and 83.31B tokens.

Labeling with EditLens and Pangram. EditLens (Llama-3.2-3B) first sorts documents into four
buckets from human-written to Al-generated, averaging over up to three evenly spaced 512-token
windows. We take its most human bucket as human candidates and its two most Al buckets as Al
candidates, dropping the bucket between them. Pangram then labels every candidate: we run the
Pangram 3.3.2 model on up to three disjoint 512-token windows per document (the first, middle
and last) and call a document Human or Al only when every window agrees, and Mixed otherwise.
On 2,000 documents from June 2026, these labels match those of the Pangram 3.3.2 API on 96.7%;
only 4 documents flip between Human and AI (the others involve mixed). The filter audit of §A.1
is labeled the same way. We use the Pangram label to make the training pool, comprising 58.91M
human documents (42.19B tokens) and 32.54M AI documents (35.32B tokens), with the 4.59M
Mixed documents left out. FW26 holds the Human- and Al-labeled documents of a random sample
of our January to June 2026 extension: its Mixed documents (7% of its tokens) are left out, and
22.3% is the AI share of the remaining tokens (20.1% of the tokens scored, since the evaluation
drops the part of a document beyond one 2,048-token sequence and AI documents are longer). The
filtering experiments of §5 train on our human and Al pools mixed at that share. The monthly Al
shares of §2 come from a separate sample of 5,000 documents drawn at random from each of the 62
crawl months between January 2021 and August 2026 and labeled through the Pangram 3.3.2 API,
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Figure 7. Knowledge articles, tutorials and listicles are the most Al-labeled formats in nearly every topic. Share of
documents Pangram 3.3.2 labels Al in each WebOrganizer topic and format of our training pool documents.

taken from FineWeb through June 2025 and from randomly drawn WARC files of each crawl after
(§A.2).

False positives on pre-ChatGPT text. Web text crawled before ChatGPT’s release in November
2022 (OpenAl, 2022) should contain almost no Al text, so the share Pangram labels Al there bounds
its false-positive rate on web documents. Of the 60,000 documents the monthly sample draws from
2021 (5,000 for each of the twelve calendar months spanned by the nine 2021 crawls), Pangram 3.3.2
labels 37 AT (0.062%, 95% interval 0.045 to 0.085%; 0.04% of tokens) and 25 Mixed, in line with its
reported false-positive rate of 0.05%. Some of these documents may be genuinely machine-generated,
since earlier language models already wrote web text, so the false-positive rate on web text is at
most this.

Al formats and topics. We find that the makeup of the web is changing over time. Product pages
grow from 14 to 22% of tokens while personal blogs fall from 15 to 6%. In 2026, about half of
tutorial and knowledge-article tokens are Al-labeled (51 and 49%), against 9% of news and 5% of
personal-blog tokens, as shown in Figure 8. In our training pool, which was assembled to supply Al
text (about 34% AI documents, against 8 to 13% on the web in 2024 and 2025), knowledge articles
(60% of documents), tutorials (59%) and listicles (53%) lead the formats, against about 6% for
comment sections, audio transcripts and spam. Fashion and beauty, home and hobbies, games and
finance (40 to 46%) lead the topics, and politics (12%) trails, as shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 8. The web shifts toward the formats and topics Al writes most. We plot January 2021 to August 2026,
Pangram 3.3.2 and WebOrganizer labels by calendar quarter. Each format’s and topic’s share of web tokens and
the share of each format’s and topic's tokens labeled Al.

A.1 Effects of Quality Filtering

To understand the effects of quality filtration systems on Al-generated text in relation to human
text, we sample 10,000 documents from 2026 Common Crawl. We replicate the FineWeb and DCLM
filtration processes, and trace the proportion of Al-generated text that passes through each step
in relation to the proportion of human text that survives. The filtration process is depicted in
Figure 9. Each pipeline runs on its own extraction of a 10,000-document sample from the same 32
WARC files of CC-MAIN-2026-30: FineWeb’s on text extracted with Trafilatura, as FineWeb does,
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Figure 9. DCLM’s quality classifier keeps Al-labeled documents far more often than human ones. Survival
of a 10,000-document 2026 Common Crawl sample through each stage of the FineWeb (top) and DCLM (bottom)
pipelines, split by Pangram 3.3.2 label.

and DCLM’s on text extracted with Resiliparse, as DCLM does, so the two samples hold different
numbers of documents per label.

Al text survives both pipelines more often. FineWeb keeps 29.3% of Al-labeled documents (282
of 963) and 12.8% of human-labeled ones (1,104 of 8,649), 2.3 as often (95% interval 2.1 to 2.6x).
AT documents pass its English filter more often (45% against 33%), and among English documents
its quality heuristics keep 64% of Al documents and 39% of human ones. DCLM keeps 14.5% of Al
documents (84 of 578) and 1.5% of human ones (129 of 8,697), 9.8 as often (7.5 to 12.7x). The
gap opens at its learned classifier, which keeps 40% of the AT documents that reach it and 9.5%
of the human ones. AI documents survive more often within the same format, so the gap is not
only a matter of format mix: among English documents, DCLM keeps 53% of Al-labeled knowledge
articles against 17% of human ones, and 49% of Al tutorials against 20%.
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Figure 10. The Al share of web tokens, measured each crawl month and forecast to December 2030 by a random
walk with drift fitted to December 2022 through August 2026, with 80 and 95% prediction intervals.

Which human documents do filters remove? Most removed human-labeled documents fail the
English filters or are extraction debris (93% of truncated pages, 88% of content listings and 85%
of structured data are removed after FineWeb’s English filter), but DCLM’s learned classifier also
removes most human prose that reaches it, including 111 of 117 news articles and 106 of 117 personal
blogs.

A.2 Forecasting the Al Share of the Web

Every month of the series covers its whole crawl. Up to June 2025 the 5,000 documents come from
FineWeb, whose dumps span every WARC file of a crawl and which we read in a seeded random
shard order. From July 2025 on, they come from 32 WARC files drawn at random from each crawl
and run through the FineWeb filters. To forecast our future rates of Al, we take a sample of 10,000
documents from July and August 2026, past our data cutoff dates, as an evaluation sample. We find
the rate of Al tokens in the samples was 27.9% for July and 31.1% for August. We compare several
forecasting methods on held-out months, including ones that respect the bounds of a share (the
lowest proportion of the web Al tokens can hold is 0, and the highest 100). We try ARIMA (Box and
Jenkins, 1970), random walks with drift (Hyndman and Athanasopoulos, 2021), ordinary damped
Holt (Gardner and McKenzie, 1985), and logit-damped methods (a damped trend on the logit of
the share; Hyndman and Athanasopoulos, 2021) and choose a random walk with drift because it
gave the most accurate predictions on months since ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022) was introduced in
late November 2022. The July and August samples come from crawls after our June 2026 data
cutoff (CC-MAIN-2026-30 and CC-MAIN-2026-34). They first served as a check on forecasts fit
through June; the final forecasts refit the chosen random walk with drift through August 2026. We
estimate 50.7% of text will be AI by the end of 2028, shown in Figure 10 and Table 2.
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Table 2. Forecast Al share of web tokens each December. The intervals are Student-t prediction intervals that
include the uncertainty of the drift.

December Forecast 80% interval  95% interval

2026 33.9% 30.0 to 37.8% 27.8 to 40.0%
2027 42.3% 33.5to 51.1% 28.7 to 55.9%
2028 50.7% 38.0 to 63.4% 31.0 to 70.4%
2029 59.1% 42.7 to 75.5% 33.7 to 84.5%
2030 67.5% 47.5 to 87.4% 36.5 to 98.4%

Table 3. The seven model sizes. All use the nanochat architecture. N in the scaling laws counts the input
embedding; the last column subtracts it. Reserved sizes () enter no fit.

Model Layers Width Heads N (with input embedding) Without

19.9M 4 256 2 19.9M 11.5M
35.8M 6 384 3 35.8M 23.2M
86.2M 9 640 5 86.2M 65.2M
135M 12 768 6 135.3M  110.1M
268M 16 1024 8 268.4M  234.9M
477Mt 20 1280 10 4771M  435.2M
973MT 26 1664 13 972.9M  918.4M

B Training Configurations

Architecture details. We report architecture details in Table 3. All 800 models share one nanochat
training recipe (Karpathy, 2025). The input embedding and output head are untied. N counts
the input embedding but not nanochat’s value-embedding tables, which are also lookups (16.8M
parameters at 19.9M, 709M at 973M). The tokenizer is nanochat’s BPE with 32,768 tokens, and
sequences hold 2,048 tokens. Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) updates the transformer matrices (learning
rate 0.02) and AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) the embeddings, output head and scalars.
The learning rate warms up over 40 steps, stays constant, and decays linearly over the last 65% of
steps to 5% of its peak. A step holds 262,144 tokens at 19.9M and 35.8M, 524,288 from 86.2M to
268M, and 1,048,576 at 477M and 973M. The schedule spans all of a run’s tokens, so a run with
added tokens trains for more steps than its control and decays later. Human and Al documents are
interleaved in a fixed hashed order, and every Al or fresh-human addition trains on its control’s
human documents, in the same order and with the same seed. 703 of the 800 runs use one seed; the
other 97, all at 19.9M to 268M, are replicates with other seeds (46 cells trained with two, three
or five seeds). Training uses bf16 with FP8 matrix multiplies on eight H100 GPUs. We score the
final checkpoint in bits per byte on 15.7M tokens each of C4 and FW22, 12.1M of FW26, 9.6M of
FW26-H, 2.2M of FW26-ATl and 18.5M of Cosmopedia, each document scored at most once, and
the validation split of Paloma’s 16 sources. Table 4 lists all 800 runs, and Table 5 shows the 365 in
the matched-budget grid. The 38 filtering models of Figure 5 (left) and the six repetition models of
§F.3 are not among the 800 and enter no fit.

Parameter count and human budget. Following Pearce and Song (2024) (see also Weng, 2026),
N counts the input embedding, as nanochat reports model sizes.' This choice also fits our laws
better at the smallest sizes, where the two counts differ most. Figures label each human budget by

https://github.com/karpathy/nanochat/discussions/420
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Table 4. Every model in the paper. The 800 models of the scaling-law cohort by size and arm: human-only
controls, Al additions and fresh-human additions, each addition trained on exactly its control's human documents.
Sizes marked t are held out from every fit. T PP}, range over the controls. In Table 5: runs in the matched-budget
grid, controls included; the others belong to control groups at per-size budgets from earlier run generations and
enter every fit and score in the same way. Other seeds: runs with a seed other than 1337. Below the rule, the 44
filtering and repetition models, which enter no fit.

Additions
Model TPP, Controls Al Human Total In Table 5 Other seeds
19.9M 2.9-87.5 20 113 20 153 61 25
35.8M 3.2-87.5 16 96 16 128 60 3
86.2M 3.8-87.5 17 88 8 113 54 7
135M 4.1-87.5 18 110 45 173 73 30
268M 4.4-87.5 17 95 47 159 69 32
Fitted 88 502 136 726 317 97
477MP 4.6-73.0 8 42 12 62 36 0
973MT  4.7-37.8 3 9 0 12 12 0
Held out 11 51 12 74 48 0
All 99 553 148 800 365 97

Outside the cohort, never fitted
Filtering (Figure 5, left): 22.3% AI mix, and Al removed 38
Repetition (§F.3): human corpus repeated 6

its T PPy, rounded to the nearest 5, and Table 6 gives the exact values.

C Additional Scaling Law Background

C.1 Scaling Laws for Repetition

Lovelace et al. (2026) propose an alternative to effective data, arguing that there is an interaction
between model size and repetition that the saturation term did not capture in their experiments.
They instead keep the total token count D = Up(1 + Rp) in the data term and add an overfitting
penalty. The penalty is fit by coefficient P, which grows with repetition and model capacity relative
to the number of unique tokens, allowing for validation loss to increase if the cost of repetition
outweighs the benefits. Their simplest form is:

A B N
LINUp,Rp)=F+ — 4+ ————— PRp— 5
(N,Up, Rp) +N“+[UD(1+RD)]5+ DUD (5)
————

overfitting penalty

Muennighoff et al. (2023) extended Chinchilla to account for repeated data using an effective
token count, Deg, and an effective parameter count, Nqg, written as follows:

A B
L(N,UD,RD):E—Fia"Fi (6)
Neir fof

Let Up denote the number of unique training tokens and Rp the number of additional epochs
beyond the first. Then D = Up(1+ Rp). R}, is a fitted constant controlling the saturation of
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Table 5. The training grid. Each cell is one human-only control plus the number of Al-addition runs and, after
the plus sign, fresh-human-addition runs on the same human corpus. Sizes marked T, below the rule, are reserved:
every law is scored on them and none is fitted on them.

Model \ TPP, 5 20 40 55 75 90 Other

19.9M 12+3 1144 5 941 5 5 | 14: 66 +12
35.8M 1243 1144 5 8+1 5 5 10: 50+8
86.2M 11+3 943 5 7 5 5 11: 46 +2
135M 1447 1247 643 5+1 5+1 541 12: 63+25
268M 1147 1146 6+4 5+1 5+41 541 | 11: 52+27
A7TTMT 7+3 7+3 5 3 3 — 3: 1746
973M" 0 5 4 — - - -

Table 6. T PPy, of the aligned budgets. 477M has no 90 budget; 973M has no 55, 75 or 90 budget.

Label in figures (T'PPy) 5 20 40 %) 75 90
Actual Dy /N 4.7 189 378 547 73.0 875

repetition. Then effective data is defined as:

. D
Deg=Up+ UpRp(1—e /M) Rp= A (7)
D

discounted credit for repeated tokens

In the benchmark (Table 1) the human tokens are the unique data, Up = Dy, and the added
AT tokens play the part of repeated data, Rp = Da/Dy.

Qin et al. (2026) model the dependence of data saturation on the amount of unique tokens
and model size. They extend Muennighoff et al. (2023), proposing that the effective value of a
token depends on N, fresh tokens per parameter TPP = Up /N, and Rp. For paraphrased data,
Rp = (D — Up)/Up measures added derived tokens relative to fresh tokens. Their Compute-Data
(CD) law is:

A B
L(N,Up,Rp)=E+ — + —
( ) Na T pp

Unlike the constant R}, in Muennighoff et al. (2023), CD’s saturation scale varies with N and

TPP. The effective token count and saturation scale are detailed below:

(8)

Do = Up |14 Rp (1 — e #0/fb)] % = K TPP?N° (9)

C.2 Scaling Laws for Data Mixtures

Closest to our setting, Shukor et al. (2025) fit mixture laws for a second data source. To model
the effects of Al-generated text, we adapt their law with human share h = 1/(1 + r) and AT share
f=r/(1+r) of the total token count D = Dy + Da. Their additive form keeps the Chinchilla
constants and adds a term in the shares:

A B 1
LIN,D,f)=FE+ — +

. S— 10
N D/3+CHhQH+cAfQA’ ( )

They also propose a joint form that lets the shares rescale the model and data amplitudes, as
follows:
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Table 7. Coefficients of Equation 2 fitted separately on each evaluation target, on the same 726 models (19.9M
to 268M) as Table 1.

Human text Mixed AT text
Coefficient C4 FW22 FW26-H Paloma TFW26 FW26-AI Cosmo

E 0.7115 0.6683 0.6001 0.5003 0.5565 0.1827 0.2886
A 0.2548 0.2759 0.2728 0.9020 0.2655 0.1725 0.2152
o 0.3027 0.2900 0.2919 0.1198 0.2993 0.4269 0.3714
B 0.08480 0.09414  0.09822 0.02689 0.1063 0.4261 0.2761
Ié] 0.4722 0.4485 0.4350 0.9614 0.4149 0.1209 0.1815
n 1.729 1.629 1.678 2.886  3.292 2552 2251
K 0.001997 0.003274 0.004705 0.0003355  26.72 48.85  36.86
p -3.293 -3.098 -2.912 -3.629 -0.3194 -0.5681 -0.5227
v 0.4053 0.3398 0.3083 5.000 1.624  0.05901 0.1042
U 1.204 1.197 1.167 1.395 0.3881 0.6943 0.6465
v 0.4422 0.4209 0.4155 1.042 -0.1266 -0.5363 -0.5801
(anh +aaf)P*  (bih +baf)P? 1
LN.D ) = Bt =g s G e "

We benchmark the joint form as the strongest published comparator (Table 1).

C.3 Other Benchmarked Scaling Laws

We compare published functional forms, specialized to two data sources where needed, with
coefficients fitted on our experiments. We use n = N/10%, d = Dy /10°, r = Do /Dy, f =r/(1 + 1),
and t = Dy /(20N). The remaining published forms are written below in our coordinates with
M=E+A/n* T=d(1+4+r),h=1-f,and ¢ > 0.

Latras = M + Bld(1 + gr)] ™" (12)

Lye = (M 4+ BT P)n=¢ (13)

Ltamidien = M + BT~ exp[—aghlog Dy — aa f log D] (14)
L+qr r 2

L ain — M B|l—— 15

in = M+ B | o2 | (15)

Lsedova = M + BnC[d(1 + qr)] ™ +~f (16)

D Scaling-Law Fitting and Model Selection

Fitting our scaling laws. Every law, ours and each comparator, is fitted on the same 726 models
at the five development sizes (19.9M to 268M). The 74 models at 477M and 973M are held out.
The human-only controls contribute their own residual, and every addition run (Al or fresh human)
contributes the residual of its change in log loss against its own control, so that the fit is anchored
on the paired contrasts of §4. Coefficients minimize a Huber loss on these residuals with bounded
least squares, from a Chinchilla fit on the human-only runs as the starting point. Table 7 lists the
coefficients of our law fitted separately on each evaluation target, and Figure 11 draws its credit
and harm terms on C4.
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Figure 11. The credit and harm terms of our law. The two terms of Equation 2 and their net effect on C4 at
268M, for human budgets from 5 to 100 T'PP,.
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Figure 12. The window in which Al text helps closes as the human budget grows. Left: the fitted
credit window R* = K t”, the rate at which the benefit of Al text saturates, against the human budget for each
evaluation set; it is orders of magnitude wider for the mixed and Al-text sets (FW26, Cosmo) than for human text.
Right: the largest reduction in C4 loss that added Al text achieves in each fitted group and under our law: up to
3.0% at 5 TPP;,, under 0.4% at 20 T PP}, and none beyond.

D.1 Choosing the Scaling Law

Choosing the data benefit. Table 8 changes the credit term of our law one form at a time, fitting
each on C4 at the development sizes and scoring it on the held-out sizes. We choose an exponential
term to make the fewest changes from Muennighoff et al. (2023) and Qin et al. (2026), just adding a
free parameter 7 that can control the size of the benefit. On the held-out sizes it scores 0.83 x1073,
the same as a tanh window. Figure 12 shows how the fitted window saturates over different human
token budgets and the largest amount of performance Al can help a model at different human token
budgets.
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Table 8. Our law on C4 with the harm or benefit changed one at a time: paired RMSE x 103, lower is better,
scored on the held-out sizes.

Form k 477M and 973M

The credit AI tokens earn (harm as in our law)
No credit: Al tokens add no data 8 3.29
Linear, nr (no saturation) 9 1.87
Exponential window, 7 =1 (CD’s credit) 10 0.97
Rational window, free n 11 0.98
Tanh window, free n 11 0.83
Exponential window, no budget dependence (p = 0) 10 1.71
Exponential window, also size-dependent (R* = Kt*n?) 12 1.41
Exponential window, free 7, R* = Kt” (ours) 11 0.83

The harm Al tokens do (credit as in our law)
No harm (credit only) 8 3.27
v [log(1 4+ r) — /(1 + )] on the data term, no budget or size dependence 9 2.83
~vt"*[log(1 4+ r) —r/(1 + )] on the data term, no size dependence 10 2.36
yn[log(1 4+ r) —r/(1 + )] on the data term, no budget dependence 10 2.16
vt'n?[log(1 +r) —r/(1 + r)] added to the loss, not tied to the data term 11 0.80
~vt*n?log(1 + r) on the data term (harm starts at the first AI token) 11 1.15
Box—Cox of log(1 + r) with free curvature A, on the data term 12 1.13
Power law yrPt*n” added to the loss (Lovelace et al., 2026) 12 1.55
vt"n’[log(1 +r) —r/(1+ )] on the data term (ours) 11 0.83

Choosing the penalty. The power-law harm of Lovelace et al. (2026) would show the Al-generated
harm accelerating, whereas we empirically show the increase in loss slowing down, as shown in
Figure 13; fitted to our runs, a power-law penalty takes an exponent below one (0.61 on C4), so it too
decelerates. We try many penalties and choose the logarithm minus the Al share, log(14r)—r/(1+47);
every form tried is in Table 8. Adding the same harm to the loss instead of the data term scores
0.80 on C4 against our 0.83 x1073, inside bootstrap noise (95% interval of the gap —0.07 to +0.01);
the two forms are near-reparametrizations of each other and give the same cost of not filtering at
8B (1.58 and 1.59x). We keep the harm on the data term because it keeps the whole effect of Al
text inside the data term, so that the law remains Chinchilla in an effective token count.

D.2 Law Fits Across Model Sizes and Budgets

Figure 14 compares the Chinchilla fit to ours. Figure 15 shows all T PP, and size fits on C4. At low
T PP, added Al text first lowers loss and then raises it; from about 20 T'P P, it raises loss from the
first tokens, and the harm grows roughly with logr. Figure 16 compares the value of an Al token
under our law with the value measured from paired Al and fresh-human runs.

E Benchmarking Other Scaling Laws

We benchmark 11 other scaling laws, applying laws meant for repetition, data mixing, and surrogate
data to see how Al-generated text most closely acts. The requirements each law meets and their
performance on held-out runs are depicted in Figure 17. Additional analyses benchmark laws on
absolute loss instead of relative (Table 10), on Al-generated target text (Table 9), and on low ratios
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Figure 13. The harm of Al text decelerates. Change in C4 loss against r from 1 to 64: each doubling of
Al text adds the same increase in loss. Dashed: an accelerating power-law penalty in the style of Lovelace et al.
(2026) (exponent 1.8, for illustration)
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Figure 14. Effective human tokens place the Al runs on the Chinchilla data term. Counting human tokens only,
Al runs scatter off the Chinchilla data term traced by the human-only runs; counted as effective tokens, they
collapse onto it.

of Al-generated tokens (Table 11). On Paloma, five comparators (Chinchilla, Muennighoff et al.,
CD, ATLAS and Hamidieh et al.) fit a data term that is negligible at the held-out token counts
(B at its upper bound of 2.5, or for CD a credit window at its lower bound, R* < 0.003). They
predict no change from added AI text (JA| < 2.1 x 107°), so all five score the error of predicting
zero change, 9.15 (7.75 at r < 1). Refitting Chinchilla with 5 allowed up to 10 gives the same error.
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Figure 15. Our law across every fitted size and budget. Change in C4 loss against r for every fitted control group
with our law's curves for added Al text and added fresh human text.

On absolute error the ranking changes: CD and ATLAS predict the loss of the human-text sets best
(12.51 and 13.65 on C4, against 14.09 for ours, all x10~3), while ours is best on Paloma and on the
Al-text sets (Table 10). Because the paired errors are much smaller, absolute error mostly measures
how well a law predicts the loss of the human-only models at the held-out sizes. The paired error
removes that level and isolates the effect of Al text, which is what the laws are meant to capture,
so it is our main metric.

E.1 Statistical Significance

We resample the 51 held-out Al runs by their 10 control groups (10,000 draws), hold every fit fixed,
and recompute each law’s paired error (Table 12). Over all Al ratios our law has lower error than
the joint law of Shukor et al. (2025) in 99.99% of draws on C4 (gap 0.58 x1073, 95% interval 0.32
to 0.84) and in every draw on FW22 and FW26-H, and lower error than each other comparator in
every draw. On Paloma our law beats the joint law in 98.7% of draws but is the best of all twelve
laws in only 89.4%.
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Figure 16. Our law’s value of an Al token against measured values. Value of an added Al token in human
tokens under our law and measured from paired Al and fresh-human additions to the same control, at 5 and 20
TPP,.

E.2 Comparison with the Joint Law of Shukor et al. (2025)

The joint law of Shukor et al. (2025) is the strongest published scaling law for modeling the effects
of AI text. It is second to ours on human text and best on mixed and AI text (Table 1, Table 9).
It has no separate benefit and harm terms, and its fits imply that a model trained on Al text
reaches a lower loss floor on human text than one trained on human text (Figure 18, right). Its
projections beyond the trained sizes are also unstable: fitted through 135M or through 268M, it
projects opposite effects of Al text at 8B (Figure 18, middle). We trained no 8B model, so these are
projections for either law.

F Details for the Recommendations

F.1 Compute-Equivalent Gain (CEG)

CEG (Davidson et al., 2023) provides a direct method to compare the compute efficiency of two
models. At a fixed model size, compute is proportional to training tokens (C' ~ 6 N D), so a gain in
tokens is a gain in compute. If a model trained on D tokens reaches loss L, then

Dref (L)
D
where Dye(L) is the number of tokens the reference recipe needs to reach the same loss. A gain
above one means the recipe is worth more than its compute in reference tokens; below one, less. The
law-based version (Figure 19) replaces both sides with the fitted law and varies the human budget.

CEGg(D) = (17)

F.2 Optimal Al Share

The optimal AI shares in Figure 6 hold the model size N and the human corpus Dy fixed and ask
how many Al tokens to add. For each evaluation target we fit the law of Equation 2 separately and
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Figure 17. Only our law meets all five criteria at low error. Left: whether each benchmarked law meets
the criteria of §4.2: always (check), partly or only for some coefficient values (half circle), or for no coefficient
values (cross). For criterion C4 (a finite first-token value), a half circle marks a value that is finite but fixed, as in
Chinchilla, where every Al token is worth exactly one human token, or finite only when a fitted exponent reaches
one. Right: each law’s paired RMSE on the held-out runs for every evaluation set, the numbers of Table 1 and
Table 9. The law of Sedova et al. (2026) also meets every criterion, at 11.6 times our error on C4.

minimize its predicted loss over the ratio of Al to human tokens,

Topt

Topt (N, D) = arg min E(N, Dy, r Dy), Tor
opt

0<r<rmax

far = (18)
where far is the Al share of all training tokens that the figure plots. Only the data term of Equation 2
depends on 7, and setting its derivative to zero balances the marginal credit of an Al token against
its marginal harm.

F.3 Repeating Human Tokens vs. Adding Al Tokens

Six models (19.9M and 35.8M, 20 T'PP},) repeat the human corpus to match » = 1, 4 or 8 and
are compared with the six Al additions at the same r; the repetition models are not among the
800 of the scaling-law fits. On the three human-text sets repetition beats adding Al text in all 18
comparisons, lowering loss by 1.7 to 3.8% while AI text raises it by 0.2 to 3.4%, and four extra
passes recover most of what the same amount of fresh human text gives (see Figure 20). On the
two Al-text sets the order reverses: Al text lowers loss by 12 to 19%, repetition by 1.6 to 4.9%. On
FW26, which mixes the two, Al text wins at » = 1 and repetition at r = 4 and 8.
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Table 9. Table 1 for the mixed and Al-text targets: paired RMSE x 103 on the held-out sizes, lower is better. On
FW26-Al and Cosmo, the exponent of the human-share multiplier of He et al. (2025) sits at its bound of zero,
where the law is exactly Chinchilla: the multiplier can only raise the loss as Al text is added, and added Al text
lowers the loss on these targets.

477M and 973M
Law k FW26 FW26-A1 Cosmo

General
Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) 5 19.74 103.86  78.76
Repetition and paraphrase

Muennighoff et al. (2023) 7 17.67 99.83  75.30
CD (Qin et al., 2026) 8 16.06 98.08 72.83
Lovelace et al. (2026) 9 17.18 99.75  73.07

Data mixtures

ATLAS (Longpre et al., 2026) 6 17.47 26.56  24.29
He et al. (2025) 6 21.55 103.86  78.76
Hamidieh et al. (2025) 7 1250 3233  27.61
Shukor additive (Shukor et al., 2025) 9  6.67 9.19 8.85
Shukor joint (Shukor et al., 2025) 13 2.11 6.45 7.98
Sedova et al. (2026) 8 13.07 16.25  18.81
Al data
Jain et al. (2024) 7 19.73 94.23  73.46
Ours 11  10.74 21.32  20.92
268M (Trained) 8B (Extrapolated) Loss Floor on C4
4 4 4 5 7
4 20 TPPy / 20 TPP;, 4
2 4 @ Ours: one floor for every mix
W/

3
o=oxomonoroe”®
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Figure 18. The joint law of Shukor et al. (2025) extrapolates inconsistently. Our law and the joint law
on C4 at 20 T PP, fitted through 268M or 135M. Left: 268M, a trained size (points: trained models). Middle:
extrapolated to 8B, where the joint law'’s predicted effect of Al text changes sign with the sizes it is fitted on, while
every fit of ours predicts harm. Right: the loss floor each fit of the joint law implies for a training mix, relative to
human-only training; our law has one floor for every mix.
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Figure 20. Repeating human text beats adding Al text on human-text evaluation sets. Change in loss on
each evaluation set when the human corpus is repeated or the same number of new Al tokens is added, against
tokens added per human token. On the human-text sets (C4, FW22, FW26-H) repetition lowers loss where Al
text raises it; on the Al-text sets (FW26-Al, Cosmo) Al text lowers loss more.
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Figure 21. On Al-generated text, added Al tokens lower loss at every budget. Counterpart of Figure 3 for
Cosmopedia: change in Cosmo loss when Al tokens or the same number of fresh human tokens are added, at 5, 20
and 40 T PP, for every fitted size. Al text lowers the loss at every budget and size, by up to 25%; fresh human
text lowers it far less.
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Figure 22. Mixed validation data hides harm to human text. Left: every model's loss on the Al-labeled
against the human-labeled partition of FW26. Human-only models have 12 to 27% lower loss on Al text, and
models trained with Al text fall further below the equal-loss line. Right: of the 243 Al additions that raise loss on
human-labeled text, the share a validation set reports as improvements as the Al-labeled share of its text grows,
for the fitted sizes and the held-out sizes: 49.4% at 5% Al and 95.5% at our 2026 crawl’'s 22.3%.

F.4 Loss on Al-Generated and Mixed Text

Figure 21 shows how our models learn on Al text. Figure 22 shows that models have lower loss on
Al-labeled text than on human-labeled text, more so when trained with Al text, and that a mixed
validation set can hide runs that look like improvements but raise loss on human text.

G Downstream Metrics

We find that CORE (Li et al., 2024) performance increases similarly when models are trained on
additional AT or human tokens, as depicted in Figure 23. We hypothesize that while Al text may be
good at these standard tasks, there will be greater differences in more unique tasks that may require
diversity or creativity, where Al-written text is known to diverge from human writing (Russell et al.,
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Figure 23. Added Al tokens raise CORE about as much as fresh human tokens. Change in CORE against
each model's human-only control, as Al tokens or the same number of fresh human tokens are added. MMLU
(Hendrycks et al., 2021) is not drawn because it stays at chance accuracy for every model, as expected at these
sizes.

2026).

Same benchmark scores, different fit to human text. Benchmark accuracy and fit to human
text come apart. At 20 T PPy, adding at least as many tokens as the human corpus holds raises
CORE by 1.6 points with AT text and by 1.9 points with fresh human text (23 and 6 runs), yet
C4 loss moves in opposite directions: up 2.3% with AI text and down 3.0% with fresh human text.
Models trained with Al text answer benchmark questions about as well, but they model human
text less closely and write more like AT (Table 13). CORE’s tasks reward knowledge that Al web
text also carries, while loss on human text also measures how well a model matches the formats and
style of human writing, where Al text differs most (Figure 2, left).

Al-typical phrases increase. We generate continuations with the twelve held-out 973M models
(three human-only controls and nine AI additions) for 500 WritingPrompts (Fan et al., 2018) story
prompts and for WebText (Radford et al., 2019) article openings, and count 26 phrases typical of
Al-generated text (such as “delve”, “tapestry” and “it is important to note”). In story continuations
the rate roughly doubles by r = 0.5, from 0.14-0.17 to 0.34-0.36 per 1,000 words at both budgets
(Figure 24). The 268M ladders extend r to 4 (Table 13). At 20 TP P, the phrase rate keeps rising,
from 0.16 per 1,000 words without Al text to 0.36 at » = 1 and 0.54 at r = 4, and at 5 T PP it
reaches 0.72 at r = 4. Pangram 3.3.2 labels 18.6% of the human-only model’s stories Al, since base
models often drift into generic web prose, and 28.4% at r = 1 and 37.2% at r = 2, twice the control;
at 7 = 4 the share falls back to 28.9%.
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Story Continuations (WritingPrompts) Web-Article Continuations (WebText)
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Figure 24. Models trained with Al text use more Al-typical phrases. Rate of 26 Al-typical phrases per 1,000
words in generations from models trained with Al text added at ratio 7.
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Table 10. Absolute BPB RMSE x102 on the held-out sizes, lower is better: the error in the predicted loss level
itself rather than in the paired change against the human-only control, so the ranking can differ.

Human-text targets
477M and 973M

Law k C4 FW22 FW26-H Paloma

General
Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) 5 26.93 2841 29.74  30.91
Repetition and paraphrase

Muennighoff et al. (2023) 7 21.70 22.24 2276  31.66
CD (Qin et al., 2026) 8 12.51 12.86 13.91 29.76
Lovelace et al. (2026) 9 18.35 18.57 19.57  30.19

Data miztures
ATLAS (Longpre et al., 2026) 6 13.65 14.08 15.17  30.88
He et al. (2025) 6 16.00 15.98 1712 29.77
Hamidieh et al. (2025) 7 1525 16.24 17.65  31.02
Shukor additive (Shukor et al., 2025) 9 | 15.79 15.62 16.40  30.82
Shukor joint (Shukor et al., 2025) 13 15.36 15.61 15.95  29.17

Sedova et al. (2026) 8 17.32 16.65 17.63  34.05
Al data

Jain et al. (2024) 7 1821 1797 18.64  30.87

Ours 11 14.09 14.31 15.33 28.74

Mixed and Al-text targets
477M and 973M

Law k FW26 FW26-A1 Cosmo

General
Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) 5 31.36 61.27  43.27
Repetition and paraphrase

Muennighoff et al. (2023) 7 2249 63.51 4741
CD (Qin et al., 2026) 8  18.27 67.76  46.40
Lovelace et al. (2026) 9 21.42 65.63  47.72

Data mixtures

ATLAS (Longpre et al., 2026) 6 32.39 9.80 10.86
He et al. (2025) 6 23.31 61.27  43.27
Hamidieh et al. (2025) 7 21.84 12.88 12.15
Shukor additive (Shukor et al., 2025) 9 = 16.63 18.60  15.79
Shukor joint (Shukor et al., 2025) 13 17.51 16.86  14.81
Sedova et al. (2026) 8 15.34 8.42 6.65
Al data
Jain et al. (2024) 7 23.07 39.82  31.39
Ours 11 17.40 6.85 6.54
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Table 11. The paired errors of Table 1 restricted to the held-out runs with r < 1, the range a web crawl can
reach (our 2026 crawl is r = 0.29; an even split of Al and human text is r = 1).

477M and 973M

Law k. C4 FW22 FW26-H Paloma
General
Chinchilla (Hoffmann et al., 2022) 5 293 318 3.82 7.75
Repetition and paraphrase
Muennighoff et al. (2023) 7 247 263 3.21 7.75
CD (Qin et al., 2026) 8 2.22 2.12 2.60 7.75
Lovelace et al. (2026) 9 350 3.69 4.07 7.88
Data miztures
ATLAS (Longpre et al., 2026) 6 296 3.24 3.92 7.75
He et al. (2025) 6 4.78 483 5.03 7.70
Hamidieh et al. (2025) 7 275 286 3.38 7.75
Shukor additive (Shukor et al., 2025) 9 4.34  4.29 3.90 8.16
Shukor joint (Shukor et al., 2025) 13 098 1.01 1.82 7.06
Sedova et al. (2026) 8 7.54 758 7.59  10.66
Al data
Jain et al. (2024) 7 351 343 3.27 727
Ours 11 0.64 0.71 1.14 6.54

Table 12. Our law's lead holds over all Al ratios on human text, but not at » < 1 on C4 and FW22. Paired
RMSE x10% on the held-out runs for our law and the joint law of Shukor et al. (2025), with 95% intervals for
ours and for the gap from 10,000 bootstrap draws that resample the 51 held-out Al runs (43 with r < 1) by their
10 control groups, every fit held fixed. The last two columns give the share of draws in which our law has lower
error than the joint law, and than all eleven comparators.

Draws where ours is (%)

Target Al runs Ours Joint law Joint — ours below joint best of 12
C4 all 0.83 [0.64, 0.99] 141 40.58 [4+0.32, 4+0.84] 99.99 99.99
r<1 0.64[0.53, 0.77] 0.98 +0.34 [-0.03, +0.65] 96.5 96.5
FW22  all 0.85 [0.74, 0.96] 1.50  40.65 [4+0.32, +0.94] 100 100
r<1 0.71[0.56, 0.87] 1.01 +0.30 [-0.10, 40.65] 92.6 92.6
FW26-H all 1.28 [0.97, 1.64] 225  +0.97 [+0.58, +1.35] 100 100
r<1l 1.14[0.75, 1.55] 1.82  40.69 [4+0.23, +1.06] 99.8 99.8
Paloma all 6.77 [3.31,9.57)  7.80  +1.03 [+0.14, +1.65]  98.7 89.4
r<1l 6.54[3.24, 9.27] 7.06 +0.52 [-0.07, +0.90] 96.1 71.7
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Table 13. The 268M models trained with more Al text write more like Al. Story continuations of 500
WritingPrompts prompts from the 268M models at 5 and 20 T'P P, one model per r. Al-typical phrases per 1,000
words over eight continuations per prompt, and the share of one continuation per prompt that Pangram 3.3.2
labels Al, with 95% intervals from a bootstrap over prompts.

AT phrases per 1,000 words  Stories labeled AT (%)

r Al share (%) 5TPP, 20 TPP, 20 TPP,
0 00  0.16 0.16 18.6 [15.4, 22.0]
0.025 24 024 0.18 22.4 [18.6, 26.1]
0.05 48 0.8 0.21 21.1 [17.7, 24.7]
0.25 200  0.26 0.24 26.8 [23.0, 30.6]
0.5 333 0.23 0.24 22.7 [19.1, 26.7]
1 50.0  0.28 0.36 28.4 [24.4, 32.4]
2 66.7 0.1 0.46 37.2 [33.0, 41.6]
4 80.0  0.72 0.54 28.9 [25.1, 33.1]
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