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Abstract

As Large Language Models (LLMs) gain widespread practical applica-
tion, providing the model family of different parameter sizes has become
standard practice to address diverse computational requirements. Con-
ventionally, each model in a family is trained independently, resulting in
computational costs that scale additively with the number of models. We
propose an efficient method for constructing the model family through
progressive training, where smaller models are incrementally expanded
to larger sizes to create a complete model family. Through extensive ex-
periments with a model family ranging from 1B to 8B parameters, we
demonstrate that our method reduces computational costs by approxi-
mately 25% while maintaining comparable performance to independently
trained models. Furthermore, by strategically adjusting maximum learn-
ing rates based on model size, our method outperforms the independent
training across various metrics. Beyond performance gains, our approach
offers an additional advantage: models in our family tend to yield more
consistent behavior across different model sizes.

1 Introduction

As Large Language Models (LLMs) gain widespread practical application, providing models
with (i) a consistent architecture and (ii) different parameter sizes (hereafter referred to as a
model family) has become standard practice in the NLP community. For example, Llama
3.1 consists of models with 8B, 70B, and 405B parameters (AI@Meta, 2024), and Gemma 3
includes 1B, 4B, 12B and 27B parameters (GemmaTeam, 2025) . Similarly, Qwen2.5 provides
a model family with 0.5B, 1.5B, 3B, 7B, 14B, 32B and 72B parameters (Yang et al., 2024b).

Offering a model family is a typical approach to addressing diverse computational require-
ments and use cases. Smaller models enable efficient processing and rapid response for daily
tasks while facilitating deployment in environments with strict computational requirements,
such as smartphones and edge devices (Abdin et al., 2024). Conversely, larger models
are deployed for scenarios requiring advanced reasoning capabilities and complex task
processing, typically on large-scale servers (Wei et al., 2022).

The conventional approach to constructing a model family involves training each model
independently from scratch. However, training large-scale models requires substantial
resources, e.g., thousands of GPU days (Touvron et al., 2023). The total computational cost
of constructing a model family poses a significant burden on its builders. (Figure 1 (Top)).
This fact motivates us to explore more efficient methods for constructing a model family.

We identify model expansion as a potential approach to more efficiently constructing model
families, including large-scale models. Model expansion is a method of leveraging the pa-
rameters of pre-trained smaller models as an effective initialization for larger models (Chen
et al., 2022; Du et al., 2024). However, existing work on model expansion typically focuses on
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Figure 1: Comparison of approaches for constructing a model family. (Top): The conventional
approach where each model in the family (2B, 4B, 8B) is trained independently from scratch.
The total computational cost equals the sum of individual costs for all models. (Bottom):
The proposed progressive training utilizes model expansion, where smaller models are
expanded to initialize larger ones. The total cost equals only that of the largest model (8B).

producing a single final model, paying less attention to the potential utility of intermediate
models. In this work, we empirically explore model expansion as a means to efficiently
construct a model family. Specifically, we propose a method that repeatedly applies model
expansion to construct models from smaller to larger sizes, namely progressive training,
thereby reducing the total training cost of constructing a model family (Figure 1 (Bottom)).

Through our experiments with a model family ranging from 1B to 8B sizes, we demonstrate
that our proposed method reduces the total computational cost of constructing a complete
model family by approximately 25% compared to training each model independently1.
Furthermore, by adjusting the maximum learning rate according to model size, our method
achieves performance that consistently outperforms independently trained models across
various benchmark tasks. Additionally, we show that our progressive training approach
produces models with greater behavioral consistency across the model family, as evidenced
by lower Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between models’ probability distributions.

2 Task Definition and Notation Rules

We consider a model family consisting of models with monotonically increasing sizes and
consistent architecture. Formally, we define this model family as a sequence of models of
sizes [X1, X2, . . . , Xn], corresponding sequence of model parameters [θ1, θ2, . . . , θn], where
θi ∈ RXi represents the parameters of the i-th model. For each model size Xi, let Ti denote
the number of tokens used to train the corresponding model. The computational cost
(FLOPs) required to train a given model is determined by the model size Xi and the number
of tokens Ti. Following Brown et al. (2020), we define FLOPs as: FLOPs(Xi, Ti) = 6XiTi.
Note that our analysis does not rely on this specific calculation and can be generalized to
other reasonable cost approximations (Hoffmann et al., 2022).

Let Tscratch
i denote the number of tokens for training a randomly initialized model with size

Xi from scratch. Then, the total computational cost of constructing an entire model family is
∑n

i=1 FLOPs(Xi, Tscratch
i ). The task of this research is to reduce this computational cost and

maintain the performance of each model. Formally, we construct each model by satisfying

1This 25% reduction translates to savings of about 3.2K GPU hours in our experimental setup.
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the following constraint:
n

∑
i=1

FLOPs(Xi, Tscratch
i ) >

n

∑
i=1

FLOPs(Xi, Tprog
i ), (1)

where Tprog
i is the number of tokens used for the training model of size Xi in our progressive

training approach (Section 3).

3 Method: Progressive Training

We propose a method for constructing language models of multiple sizes more efficiently
than the common practice, i.e., training each model independently from scratch. In the
common approach, the cost of training a model of size Xi from scratch using Tscratch

i
tokens2 is FLOPs(Xi, Tscratch

i ), resulting in the total cost of constructing a model family
∑n

i=1 FLOPs(Xi, Tscratch
i ). A straightforward approach for satisfying Equation (1) is to reduce

the number of training tokens for each model by choosing Tprog
i such that Tscratch

i > Tprog
i for

i > 1. However, a naive reduction of training tokens will lead to performance degradation
if other conditions do not change. Instead, when constructing a model family, we jumpstart
the training of i-th model of size Xi for i > 1 by using a better initialization than random,
which is obtained by applying model expansion to its preceding smaller model of size Xi−1.
We call this procedure progressive training.

Specifically, our progressive training starts with training an initial model of size X1 with
Tscratch

1 tokens. In each subsequent stage, we initialize the next model using a model
expansion method f ,

θinit
i+1 = f (θi; Xi+1) (i ≥ 1), (2)

where f (·; Xi+1) : RXi → RXi+1 is an off-the-shelf model expansion method. The expanded
parameter θinit

i+1 serves as an effective initialization for the subsequent model training.

There is a vast range of possible token allocation patterns [Tprog
1 , Tprog

2 , ..., Tprog
n ] that satisfy

Equation (1)’s condition regarding the total computational cost. In this work, we determine
each Tprog

i+1 , ensuring that the total computational cost equals that of training the largest
model Xn from scratch:

FLOPs(Xn, Tscratch
n ) =

n

∑
i=1

FLOPs(Xi, Tprog
i ). (3)

Specifically, we set Tprog
i+1 so that it satisfies the following FLOPs constraint:

FLOPs(Xi+1, Tprog
i+1 ) = FLOPs(Xi+1, Tscratch

i+1 )−
i

∑
j=1

FLOPs(Xj, Tprog
j ). (4)

Intuitively, we allocate the computational cost of training a model of size Xi+1 from scratch,
subtracting the computational cost already used in previous stages. Through this procedure,
we can obtain an entire model family from size X1 to Xn with the total computational cost,
which equals to FLOPs(Xn, Tscratch

n ).

How we choose f . In this work, we employ bert2BERT (Chen et al., 2022) as model
expansion method for the following reason. Unlike approaches that focus solely on depth
expansion (such as stacking (Du et al., 2024)), bert2BERT allows us to increase both the
width and depth dimensions of Transformer models (Vaswani et al., 2017) simultaneously,

2Note that the choice of Tscratch
i is arbitrary depending on available resources, but most researchers

adopt the Chinchilla law (Hoffmann et al., 2022) as a principled approach to determine the compute-
optimal number of training tokens. Our experimental setup is also based on the Chinchilla law
(Section 4.2).
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providing greater flexibility3. Specifically, for width expansion, bert2BERT duplicates linear
layer weights to increase hidden dimensions, while for depth expansion, it duplicates
pre-trained layers and stacks them4. This flexibility to expand in multiple dimensions is
particularly valuable as we repeatedly apply model expansion in progressive training.

4 Experiment

To demonstrate the effectiveness of progressive training, we pre-train and compare two
model families: one with independently training each model from scratch (Independent) and
the other with progressive training (Progressive). Specifically, we show that progressive
training improves computational efficiency over independent training and the performance
of the two model families is comparable.

4.1 Experimental Setup

We used FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al., 2024) as the training data for pre-training. We
adopted GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019) tokenizer for tokenization. While progressive training
can accommodate any parameter size increase, in this work, we adopted a setting where
the parameter count doubles at each stage. Specifically, we construct a model family
consisting of [X1 = 1B, X2 = 2B, X3 = 4B, X4 = 8B]5. Our models follow the Llama
architecture (Touvron et al., 2023). The maximum sequence length for inputs was set to
1024. Furthermore, each model was trained with a cosine learning rate scheduler, using a
maximum learning rate of 3.0 × 10−4.

For the evaluation of each pre-trained model in the family, we used perplexity on the vali-
dation data (Valid) from FineWeb-Edu and WikiText (Merity et al., 2017). Additionally, to
comprehensively assess the performance of pre-trained models, we measured zero-shot
performance across multiple downstream tasks. Specifically, we adopted tasks including
language modeling (LAMBADA (Paperno et al., 2016)), commonsense reasoning (Wino-
Grande (Sakaguchi et al., 2021), PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020), HellaSwag (Zellers et al., 2019)),
and question answering (ARC-e, ARC-c (Clark et al., 2018), OBQA (Mihaylov et al., 2018)).

4.2 Training Data Size and Computational Cost

We prepare the following two data sizes, (i) Chinchilla law (Hoffmann et al., 2022) and (ii)
2x Chinchilla law, to determine the number of training tokens Tscratch

i for each model in a
model family. Chinchilla law provides the optimal FLOPs required to achieve a specific loss.
The guideline is to use 20 tokens per model parameter for training (Hoffmann et al., 2022).
2x Chinchilla law is used to simulate the case such that the amount of training data greatly
exceeds the optimal values indicated by the Chinchilla law. In fact, exceeding the Chinchilla
law has become a standard practice in recent LLM literature (Sardana et al., 2024).

In the progressive training approach, we determine the number of training tokens Tprog
i

for each model to satisfy the constraint defined in Equation (4), ensuring that the total
computational cost equals that of training the largest model from scratch. For our 2x
Chinchilla law setting, this computational requirement resulted in progressive training with
the following tokens: Tprog

1 = 40B, Tprog
2 = 60B, Tprog

3 = 120B, Tprog
4 = 240B6.

One of the key advantages of progressive training is the ability to obtain models of multiple
sizes efficiently. As defined in Section 2, the computational cost is calculated as FLOPs =

3While recent methods like LEMON (Wang et al., 2024b) have emerged, LEMON builds upon
bert2BERT’s foundations with relatively minor modifications to the core mechanisms. We adopt
bert2BERT for its simplicity and ease of implementation.

4The original paper of bert2BERT (Chen et al., 2022) proposes two variants for model expansion:
AKI and FPI. We exclusively use AKI in this work.

5The specific width and depth of each model are described in Appendix A.
6For the Chinchilla law setting, Tprog

i is shown in Appendix B.

4



Efficient Construction of Model Family through Progressive Training Using Model Expansion.

Perplexity ↓ Accuracy ↑

Valid Wikitext LAMBADA ARC-e ARC-c Winogrande PIQA OBQA HellaSwag

1B Independent 13.14 22.81 39.3 59.3 31.7 54.0 70.5 35.6 46.9

2B Independent 11.30 18.57 45.5 65.2 37.7 55.3 72.1 38.8 54.3
Progressive 11.29 18.74 45.1 63.6 36.6 57.4 72.7 39.2 54.7

4B Independent 9.91 15.46 49.5 68.8 41.1 57.2 75.1 43.8 60.5
Progressive 9.87 15.12 51.0 69.4 40.0 58.6 75.1 40.6 61.2

8B Independent 8.65 12.24 53.9 71.8 43.1 62.4 76.2 42.6 65.8
Progressive 8.61 11.98 55.4 73.5 45.1 62.1 76.6 45.6 67.5

Table 1: Evaluation results of pre-trained models under the Chinchilla law setting. For each
model size, we compare the performance of models trained independently from scratch
(Independent) versus those built using progressive training (Progressive).

Perplexity ↓ Accuracy ↑

Valid Wikitext LAMBADA ARC-e ARC-c Winogrande PIQA OBQA HellaSwag

1B Independent 12.04 20.56 42.0 62.3 34.6 55.5 72.0 35.0 51.6

2B Independent 10.44 17.11 48.5 66.9 38.4 56.6 75.3 41.6 58.0
Progressive 10.43 16.94 50.3 70.0 38.1 58.5 73.8 41.4 59.0

4B Independent 9.18 13.99 51.7 71.7 43.2 59.2 76.7 40.8 63.3
Progressive 9.00 13.63 51.9 72.6 43.9 61.0 76.1 43.0 65.6

8B
Independent 7.85 10.23 55.2 74.5 47.4 62.4 77.0 46.4 67.9
Progressive 7.74 10.21 57.8 75.3 46.7 64.6 77.3 44.6 70.2
+Fixed Data 7.73 10.22 56.2 74.8 47.8 63.1 77.8 45.2 70.4

Table 2: Evaluation results of pre-trained models under the 2x Chinchilla law setting. Perfor-
mance is compared between models trained independently from scratch (Independent) and
those built using progressive training (Progressive). Progressive+Fixed Data indicates
training on a fixed dataset of 320B tokens.

6XT, where X is the parameter count of each model and T is the number of training tokens.
For example, independently training each model in the family [1B, 2B, 4B, 8B] under the
2x Chinchilla law would require FLOPs of [0.24Z, 0.96Z, 3.84Z, 15.4Z] respectively. Thus,
constructing the entire model family would require 20.4ZFLOPs in total.

In contrast, with progressive training, the computational cost required to construct the entire
model family is equivalent to the computational cost required to train the largest-size, i.e.,
8B, model. Therefore, the computational cost is 15.4ZFLOPs. Compared to training each
model independently, progressive training can reduce computational cost by approximately
25%. This demonstrates that progressive training improves the computational efficiency of
constructing a model family.

4.3 Results

Model Performance. Tables 1 and 2 present the evaluation results of pre-trained models
in the Chinchilla law and 2x Chinchilla law settings, respectively. Our progressive training
approach (Progressive) achieves performance comparable to or better than models that are
independently trained from scratch (Independent) across different parameter sizes in both
settings. It is particularly noteworthy that, for the largest model (8B), Progressive shows
improvements in perplexity and most downstream tasks.

Computational Cost. In Figure 2 (Left), for a given computational cost, i.e., ZFLOPs,
Progressive consistently outperforms Independent. In addition, Progressive reaches the
training loss of Independent while achieving a 26% reduction in FLOPs.
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Figure 2: Train loss curves comparing models trained by Independent versus Progressive
approach with the 2x Chinchilla law setting. (Left): Models trained with fixed maximum
learning rate, achieving 26% FLOPs reduction. (Right): Models trained with maximum
learning rate adjustment, from 1.5 × 10−3 (1B) to 3.0 × 10−4 (8B), achieving 31% FLOPs
reduction.

Number of Training Tokens for 8B Model 320BT

Progressive Training

Independent Training

Progressive Training
+ Fixed Data

140BT (Reused Tokens)

40BT 60BT 120BT 100BT

100BT 140BT (New Tokens)

100BT

Figure 3: Comparison of token allocation for the 8B model training. (Top): Independent uses
a standard approach with 320B tokens. (Middle): Progressive uses 240B tokens (100B + new
140B tokens). (Bottom): Progressive+Fixed Data maintains the same 240B total tokens as
Progressive by reusing 140B tokens from previous stages.

Does Progressive Training Exploit More Unique Data? No. For each model size Xi(i > 1)
in our model family, we use fewer tokens in progressive training than independent training
(Tprog

i < Tscratch
i ). However, when considering the entire model family construction process,

progressive training processes more tokens than when training only the largest model
from scratch. As we describe in Section 4.2, the total number of tokens processed during
progressive training is ∑4

i=1 Tprog
i = 460B tokens, which exceeds the Tscratch

4 = 320B tokens
used when training the 8B model independently, even though the total computational cost
is the same (Figure 3, (Top) and (Middle)). Thus, it is possible that progressive training
unfairly benefits from seeing a greater amount of unique training data. To isolate this factor,
we introduced an experimental setting called Progressive+Fixed Data. In this setting, we
limited the unique training data to exactly 320B tokens, which is the same amount used
when independently training the 8B model. Once all 320B tokens were consumed during
the training of the 8B model, the remaining 460 − 320 = 140B tokens are reused, i.e., the
second epoch begins, as illustrated in Figure 3 (Bottom).

The result is shown in Table 2, in which 8B Progressive+Fixed Data achieves comparable
performance. Thus, we confirm that the performance improvements from progressive
training do not depend on the addition of more unique data.

4.4 Effectiveness of Maximum Learning Rate Adjustment

In LLM pre-training, learning rate selection involves a careful balance between optimiza-
tion efficiency and training stability. High learning rates can accelerate convergence and
potentially improve final model performance (Takase et al., 2023), but this hyperparameter
must be carefully adjusted according to the model size. As models grow larger, they become
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Perplexity ↓ Accuracy ↑

Valid Wikitext LAMBADA ARC-e ARC-c Winogrande PIQA OBQA HellaSwag

1B Independent 12.04 20.56 42.0 62.3 34.6 55.5 72.0 35.0 51.6

2B Independent 10.44 17.11 48.5 66.9 38.4 56.6 75.3 41.6 58.0
Progressive 10.07 16.17 52.6 71.8 42.2 61.9 75.0 40.8 62.5

4B Independent 9.18 13.99 51.7 71.7 43.2 59.2 76.7 40.8 63.3
Progressive 8.72 13.13 55.7 74.5 47.8 65.2 77.4 45.8 68.1

8B
Independent 7.85 10.23 55.2 74.5 47.4 62.4 77.0 46.4 67.9
Progressive 7.64 10.10 59.0 76.7 48.3 65.8 78.3 46.6 71.0
+Fixed Data 7.64 9.77 58.0 76.1 50.6 64.7 78.2 47.2 71.2

Table 3: Evaluation results of pre-trained models with maximum learning rate adjustment
strategy described in Section 4.4. Progressive models consistently outperform Independent
models. +Fixed Data indicates training on a fixed dataset of 320B tokens.

increasingly sensitive to learning rate settings, typically requiring smaller learning rates to
maintain training stability (Touvron et al., 2023; Wortsman et al., 2024). For example, in our
preliminary experiments, we observed that a learning rate of 1.5 × 10−3 enabled effective
and stable training for a 1B model. However, when we applied this same learning rate to an
8B model, we encountered loss value spikes that ultimately led to training collapse7.

The progressive training method has the characteristic of starting training from smaller
models. Therefore, it is possible to employ high learning rates to enhance performance
during small-model training while lowering the learning rate for larger models to stabilize
training. In this experiment, we apply this maximum learning rate adjustment to our 2x
Chinchilla law setting, linearly decreasing the maximum learning rate from 1.5 × 10−3 for
the 1B model to 3.0 × 10−4 for the 8B model, in accordance with the increase in model size,
while maintaining a cosine decay schedule during training for all models8.

Table 3 presents the results of our maximum learning rate adjustment. Progressive consis-
tently outperforms the Independent counterparts, with more substantial improvements than
those observed with no learning rate adjustments (Table 2). As illustrated in Figure 2 (Right),
our maximum learning rate adjustment leads to more efficient convergence throughout
the training process, achieving 31% FLOPs reduction compared to 26% reduction with no
learning rate adjustments.

These results demonstrate the effectiveness of our progressive training approach and how
appropriate learning rate adjustments can lead to additional performance gains9.

5 The Consistency across Model Family

In this section, we explore the consistency of model behaviors across different sizes in our
progressively trained model family. We first discuss the advantages of maintaining consis-
tent behaviors across the model family (Section 5.1). We then present empirical analyses
of consistency through probability distribution, quantified using KL divergence between
adjacent model sizes (Section 5.2). Our findings demonstrate that models trained through
our progressive training approach exhibit greater consistency compared to independently
trained models.

7A visualization of this training instability with the 8B model is provided in the Appendix C.
8The learning rates for each model size are described in Appendix D.
9Furthermore, we demonstrate in Appendix E that the effectiveness of our approach persists under

post-training setups (SFT+DPO), confirming its robustness for practical applications.
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Model Pair Training Approach DKL(PXi ||PXi+1 )

1B→2B
Independent 0.2821
Progressive 0.2162

Progressive+LR adjustment 0.2538

2B→4B
Independent 0.3087
Progressive 0.2265

Progressive+LR adjustment 0.2542

4B→8B
Independent 0.4584
Progressive 0.3378

Progressive+LR adjustment 0.3518

Table 4: KL divergence between adjacent model sizes in the different model families. Lower
values indicate greater consistency. Results are shown for models trained from scratch
(Independent), models built through progressive training (Progressive), and models built
with maximum learning rate adjustment (Progressive+LR adjustment).

5.1 The Potential Effectiveness of Consistency across Model Family

Ensuring consistency of behaviors across a model family offers several practical benefits.
First, it simplifies deployment flexibility by ensuring that switching between different pa-
rameter sizes does not lead to large, sudden shifts in model outputs or user experience.
This is particularly valuable when developers need to adapt a model size to varying com-
putational budgets or runtime constraints, as they can easily scale up or down (e.g., from
a smaller to a larger model) without retraining users or extensively revalidating system
performance (Srivastava et al., 2020; Echterhoff et al., 2024).

Second, this consistency facilitates more efficient incremental improvements or patches
across the entire model family. For instance, if developers collect preference data or build a
reward model tailored to one member’s outputs (e.g., by annotating the specific texts that
this member tends to generate), they inevitably face a distribution mismatch when reusing
these artifacts for other models. However, in a consistent family, differences in generation
patterns are small enough that the annotated examples remain sufficiently effective for other
models (Guo et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024a; Tajwar et al., 2024). Likewise, implementations
such as safety or content filters calibrated for one model will likely transfer to others with
only minimal adjustments (Inan et al., 2023).

Third, consistency between models of different sizes benefits speculative decod-
ing (Leviathan et al., 2023), a technique designed to accelerate inference by letting a smaller
model propose “draft” outputs that the larger model then accepts or refines. When the
smaller and larger models share similar probability distributions, the larger model is more
likely to approve the smaller model’s drafts, reducing the number of rejections and regener-
ations and thereby improving overall inference speed (Zhou et al., 2024b). Consequently,
consistent behavior across a range of model sizes further contributes to more efficient and
user-friendly deployments in real-world applications.

5.2 Probability Distribution Consistency across Model Family

The consistency of the underlying probability distributions across the model family provides
deeper insights into how knowledge and behaviors propagate. Probability distribution
consistency indicates that models share similar processes when generating text.

Experimental Setup. To evaluate the probability distribution consistency across our model
family, we measured the KL divergence between adjacent model sizes. KL divergence
quantifies how one probability distribution differs from another reference distribution, with
lower values indicating greater similarity. For this analysis, we used 10,000 examples from
the FineWeb-Edu validation dataset. We calculated the KL divergence DKL(PXi ∥ PXi+1)
between adjacent models by examining their next-token prediction distributions, where PXi

8
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represents the probability distribution over the vocabulary given by model of size Xi
10. We

conducted this analysis for three different model families: (i) Models trained independently
from scratch, (ii) Models built through progressive training, (iii) Models built through
progressive training with maximum learning rate adjustment.

Results. Table 4 presents the KL divergence between adjacent model sizes for our three
different model families. We found that, across all model pairs, models built through
progressive training demonstrate substantially lower KL divergence compared to indepen-
dently trained models, indicating higher consistency in their probability distributions. This
trend is consistent across all adjacent model pairs (1B→2B, 2B→4B, 4B→8B).

This finding provides evidence that our progressive training approach constructs a more
coherent model family with consistent internal behavior. The lower KL divergence val-
ues suggest that progressively trained models share similar probability distributions and
decision-making processes, offering practical advantages for techniques like speculative
decoding where alignment between smaller and larger models is crucial.

6 Related Work

Model Family. Offering models in various sizes has become standard practice in language
model development to address diverse computational requirements. Major research labs
have released model family with multiple parameter sizes: Llama (Touvron et al., 2023;
AI@Meta, 2024), Qwen (Yang et al., 2024a), Gemma (GemmaTeam, 2024), and others. Scaling
laws (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2022) provide the theoretical foundation for these
families, establishing relationships between model size, data, compute, and performance.
Recent research highlights the complementary roles of models at different sizes (Wang
et al., 2024a); while large models excel in zero/few-shot generalization, smaller models
offer advantages in latency-sensitive applications, edge deployment, domain-specific tasks,
and privacy-sensitive contexts. This functional differentiation underscores the importance
of efficient methods for constructing a coherent model family that maintains consistent
capabilities across different parameter sizes. However, the conventional approach of training
each model size independently incurs substantial computational costs that scale additively
with the number of models in the family. Our work addresses this inefficiency by proposing
progressive training that significantly reduces the total computation required to construct a
complete, coherent model family.

Model Expansion. Model expansion has emerged as an approach to reduce computational
costs when training large-scale models. These methods leverage parameters of smaller,
pre-trained models to initialize larger ones, accelerating training. The bert2BERT (Chen
et al., 2022) adapted function-preserving methods to Transformers, reducing pre-training
costs by approximately 45% for BERT models. LEMON (Wang et al., 2024b) refined this
approach with an optimized learning rate scheduler for larger models. For scaling LLMs,
Du et al. (2024) identified depthwise stacking as particularly effective, achieving 54.6%
speedup for 7B-parameter models. However, these methods typically focus on the efficient
training of a single, final model rather than the training of an entire model family. For
example, many methods demonstrate the effectiveness of the expansion in a single-shot
manner, i.e., applying model expansion only once. In addition, these methods do not take
the performance of intermediate model(s) into account. In contrast, we propose progressive
training and demonstrate that the off-the-shelf model expansion methods can be used to
efficiently train a model family. The progressive training can incorporate emerging novel
model expansion techniques, further enhancing efficiency.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an efficient method for constructing a model family through
progressive training, where smaller models are incrementally expanded to larger sizes.

10The detailed calculation method for KL divergence is described in Appendix F．
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Through comprehensive experiments with the model family ranging from 1B to 8B parame-
ters, we demonstrated that our approach significantly reduces the total computational cost
required to construct a complete model family by approximately 25% compared to training
each model independently. Our method, particularly when combined with maximum
learning rate adjustments tailored to each model size, not only matches but exceeds the
performance of independently trained models. Furthermore, models built through our
progressive approach demonstrate greater consistency across different sizes, as evidenced
by lower KL divergence between probability distributions.

This work provides researchers and practitioners with a computationally efficient approach
to constructing a high-performing, coherent model family, offering particular value in
resource-constrained environments where training multiple models at different scales is
desirable.
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A Details of Experimental Configurations

In our experiments (Section 4), we constructed models with 1B, 2B, 4B, and 8B parameters
based on the Llama architecture. Table 5 shows the specific experimental configurations for
each model size. As the model expands, we gradually increase the hidden dimension, FFN
dimension, number of layers, and number of heads.

B Data Size for (2x) Chinchilla Law Setting

As described in Section 4.2, we determined the number of training tokens for each model
size according to Hoffmann et al. (2022). We report token allocations for each model in
Table 6 (Chinchilla law setting) and Table 7 (2x Chinchilla law setting).
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Configuration 1B 2B 4B 8B

Hidden dimension 2048 2560 3200 4096
FFN dimension 7168 8960 11200 14336

Layers 18 22 27 33
Heads 16 20 25 32

Batch size 960 1920 3840 7680
The number of updates 40700 40700 40700 40700

learning rate warmup fraction 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Learning rate decay style cosine cosine cosine cosine

Adam β1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Adam β2 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Gradient clipping 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Weight decay 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Precision bfloat16 bfloat16 bfloat16 bfloat16

Table 5: Experimental configuration for each model size

Model Size Tscratch
i (Independent) Tprog

i (Progressive)

1B 20B 20B
2B 40B 30B
4B 80B 60B
8B 160B 120B

Table 6: Training token allocation for Independent and Progressive the Chinchilla law
setting.

C 8B Model Loss Visualization

Figure 4 illustrates the training loss curves for 8B models trained from scratch with different
learning rates: 3.0 × 10−4 and 1.5 × 10−3. While the lower learning rate of 3.0 × 10−4 results
in stable training, the higher learning rate of 1.5 × 10−3 causes significant loss spikes during
training.

D Specific Configurations in the Learning Rate Adjustment Strategy

In our learning rate adjustment strategy (Section 4.4), we decrease the maximum learning
rate as the model size increases. We apply maximum learning rates of 1.5× 10−3, 1.1× 10−3,
7.0 × 10−4, and 3.0 × 10−4 for the 1B, 2B, 4B, and 8B models, respectively. This gradual
reduction accommodates the increasing sensitivity of larger models to high learning rates.

E Experiment: Model Family Post-Training

This experiment verifies whether the trends observed in pre-training experiments in Sec-
tion 4 are also seen in post-training. We examine whether models built using progressive
training with fixed learning rates can achieve comparable performance to models trained
from scratch. In addition, we confirm that performance improvements observed with
maximum learning rate adjustments in pre-training also extend to post-training.

E.1 Experimental Setup

We evaluate the effectiveness of progressive training by conducting post-training on the
model family constructed in Section 4. We adopted the settings from Meng et al. (2024) for
post-training. Specifically, we performed Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) using the UltraChat-
200k dataset (Ding et al., 2023), followed by DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023) using the Ultrachat
Feedback dataset (Cui et al., 2024).
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Model Size Tscratch
i (Independent) Tprog

i (Progressive)

1B 40B 40B
2B 80B 60B
4B 160B 120B
8B 320B 240B

Table 7: Training token allocation for Independent and Progressive the 2x Chinchilla law
setting.
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Figure 4: Training loss curves comparing 8B models trained from scratch with different
learning rates. The model trained with a learning rate of 3.0 × 10−4 (blue line) shows stable
training, while the model trained with a higher learning rate of 1.5 × 10−3 (orange line)
exhibits severe loss spikes indicating training instability.

The maximum learning rate was set to 3.0 × 10−5 for SFT and 5.0 × 10−7 for DPO, stan-
dardized across all models. We evaluated the response quality of each model using MT-
Bench (Zheng et al., 2023) using gpt-4-0613 as an evaluator. For comparison, we prepared
models (2B, 4B, 8B) independently trained from scratch and conducted the same post-
training.

E.2 Results

Table 8 presents the MT-Bench evaluation results after post-training across different training
approaches. With fixed learning rates, models trained with progressive training perform
comparably to models trained from scratch, with some variation across model sizes.

When applying our maximum learning rate adjustment, progressive training consistently
outperforms from-scratch training across all model sizes, with substantial improvements
observed. The models with maximum learning rate adjustment significantly outperform
those with fixed maximum learning rates for progressive training.

These results indicate that our progressive training approach, particularly when combined
with maximum learning rate adjustment, can deliver both computational efficiency and
enhanced model performance after post-training.
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Size Training Approach
Adjusted LR

Chinchilla 2x Chinchilla 2x Chinchilla
MT-Bench ↑ MT-Bench ↑ MT-Bench ↑

2B Independent 1.61 2.04 2.04
Progressive 2.03 2.46 3.22

4B Independent 2.78 3.02 3.02
Progressive 2.87 3.01 3.63

8B
Independent 3.42 3.45 3.45
Progressive 3.28 3.21 3.96

Progressive+Fixed Data 3.32 3.41 3.98

Table 8: MT-Bench evaluation results after post-training (SFT+DPO) for models trained with
different approaches. We compare models trained from scratch (Independent) versus those
built using our progressive training approach (Progressive) under both fixed maximum
learning rate and learning rate adjustment (Adjusted LR) strategies. For the fixed learning
rate, results are shown for both the Chinchilla law and 2x Chinchilla law settings. For the
models with learning rate adjustments, the maximum learning rates are decreased from
1.5 × 10−3 for 1B to 3.0 × 10−4 for 8B as the model size increases.

F KL Divergence Computation

To simplify the computation, at each token position, we computed DKL(PXi ∥ PXi+1) =

∑v∈V PXi (v) · (log PXi (v)− log PXi+1(v)), where V is the vocabulary and PXi (v) is the prob-
ability assigned to vocabulary token v by model Xi. We first averaged these KL divergence
values across all token positions within each example, then computed the final KL diver-
gence by averaging across all 10,000 examples from the FineWeb-Edu validation dataset, as
described in Section 5.2.
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