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Abstract—Current large language models (LLMs) are trained
on massive amounts of text data, primarily from a few domi-
nant languages. Studies suggest that this over-reliance on high-
resource languages, such as English, hampers LLM performance
in mid- and low-resource languages. To mitigate this problem,
we propose to (i) optimize the language distribution by training a
small proxy model within a domain-reweighing DoGE algorithm
that we extend to XDoGE for a multilingual setup, and (ii) rescale
the data and train a full-size model with the established language
weights either from scratch or within a continual pre-training
phase (CPT). We target six languages possessing a variety
of geographic and intra- and inter-language-family relations,
namely, English and Spanish (high-resource), Portuguese and
Catalan (mid-resource), Galician and Basque (low-resource). We
experiment with Salamandra-2b, which is a promising model for
these languages. We investigate the effects of substantial data
repetition on minor languages and under-sampling on dominant
languages using the IberoBench framework for quantitative
evaluation. Finally, we release a new promising IberianLLM-
7B-Instruct model centering on Iberian languages and English
that we pretrained from scratch and further improved using CPT
with the XDoGE weights.

Index Terms—linguistic diversity, multilingual data distribu-
tion optimization, large language model pretraining, low-resource
languages

I. INTRODUCTION

The development of large language models (LLMs) has pre-
dominantly focused its advances on high-resource languages
like English, Spanish or Chinese [1]-[4]. Given that most other
languages may not have enough data to train LLMs from
scratch, the only option left for them is to be included among
the target languages of a multilingual model. Multilingual
LLMs have the potential to handle multiple languages com-
prehensively; however, approaches to dealing with unbalanced
pre-training data have traditionally been conservative and
have not specifically addressed how to improve performance
in underrepresented languages, leaving their contribution to

1 Equal contribution.

José Javier Saiz'
Language Technologies Lab
Barcelona Supercomputing Center
Barcelona, Spain
jose.saiz@bsc.es

Alexander Shvets!
Language Technologies Lab
Barcelona Supercomputing Center
Barcelona, Spain
aleksandr.shvets @bsc.es

Marta Villegas
Language Technologies Lab

Barcelona Supercomputing Center

Barcelona, Spain
0000-0003-0711-0029

Step 1
Train a proxy model to
find language weights

English
Spanish
Catalan

Galician

Basque
Portuguese
Language weights

Ogy ‘
Lang Language data

data repetition

Y
Step 2
Rescale the training
corpus according to
language weights

Step 3
Train a full-size LLM,
sampling uniformly from
the rescaled corpus

down-sampling

Fig. 1. Summary of our proposed XDoGE method.

the mixture of training data residual compared to dominant
languages [5]-[7].

We propose to enhance the linguistic diversity of LLMs by
building upon a state-of-the-art method in domain reweight-
ing, DoGE , which optimizes the distribution of sources,
distinguishing those that help the most to model a language
within a given set of domains. In a pilot study, [8] showed the
potential of their approach (primarily designed for domains
in a single language) to generalize from a mixture of high-
resource languages to a certain out-of-mixture target language,
when there is a grammatical relatedness. However, the possi-
bility of generalization to several languages at once as well as
addressing constraints on data availability for resampling the
pre-train corpus remained unexplored.
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We adapt the DoGE method to a multilingual scenario,
resulting in XDoGE. In particular, we modify DoGE to handle
multilingual sources that we split beforehand by language and
weight individually, thereby avoiding reliance on a prior per-
source language distribution, which is often skewed towards
high-resource languages. We also introduce a weight-clipping
mechanism so that no language becomes excessively over- or
under-represented to promote fair modeling of all the target
languages. We also rescale the training corpus to satisfy the
optimized language distribution. This allows us to down-
sample data for dominant languages and compensate for the
lack of data in mid- and low-resource languages without
compromising the model’s performance for most languages.
The summary of our approach is provided in Fig.

We show that XDoGE succeeds in generalizing to languages
with distinct grammars, and overcomes the uniform-weighting
baseline in many languages when small base models are
trained from scratch as well as within a continual pre-training
phase (CPT) for larger models.

Our main contributions are:

e« We introduce the XDoGE framework, based on DoGE,
which re-weights sources in multilingual pre-training
data for improved generalization on the target languages.
We add mechanisms to handle multiple sources in dif-
ferent languages in an imbalanced data scenario (see
Section [I1I).

o We demonstrate that XDoGE is scalable to various proxy
and base model sizes and yields improvements for many
languages in both from-scratch pre-training and continual
pre-training scenarios, as measured by perplexity and
a range of downstream metrics in few-shot tasks (see
Section [V). Note that in studies with relatively small
models within a limited token budget, we could aim only
at minimal signals of linguistic proficiency improvement.

« We also release IberianLLM-7B-Instruc{l| centered in
Iberian languages and English, well-performing in var-
ious high-, medium-, and low-resource languages that
meet our aim to promote linguistic inclusion in the field.

II. RELATED WORK

While there have been significant efforts to develop multi-
lingual LLMs, most attempts have sampled pre-training data
with heuristic approaches, which lack generalization and still
may be biased towards high-resource languages. In most
cases, heuristic approaches only consider data size and ignore
language similarity, which has been found important for cross-
lingual transfer learning [9]-[11].

On the other hand, it is a natural assumption in machine
learning that principled techniques yield more generalizable
weightings than manually tuned hyperparameters [12]. Among

Uhttps://huggingface.co/langtech-languagemodeling/
IberianLLM-7B-Instruct

“We release the instruction-tuned version of the model developed in this
work to facilitate its integration into general-purpose applications. See the
model card for details on instruction-tuning.

the latest principled techniques, “offline” data weighting algo-
rithms optimize the domain weights before actually training
the language model, providing an optimized distribution of
data from the start. DoReMi [[13] optimizes domain weights
by aiming to achieve low loss on all domains, formalizing this
problem as a group distributionally robust optimization [14],
[15]). Specifically, DoReMi optimizes the domain weights with
a proxy model by reducing the excess loss on each domain
compared to the loss on a previous reference model, and then
uses the optimized domain weights to train a larger model.
More recently, the DoGE algorithm [8] has been proposed
and shown to be scalable to different model sizes. Similar to
DoReMi, the algorithm involves a two-step process by first
training a small proxy model that uses the gradient alignment
between each domain and all other target domains in order
to give more weight to domains with better transfer to other
domains. Second, a larger base model is trained using data
sampled according to the final weight distribution. However, to
the best of our knowledge, there has not yet been an attempt to
reproduce these principled approaches in a setting that covers
many target languages. There are studies on multilingual data
mixing, but the weights are often chosen manually and concern
data types rather than languages [/16].

III. METHODOLOGY

Building on the offline domain reweighting algorithm DoGE
[8]], we adapt it to enhance cross-lingual transfer in model pre-
training for a set of target languages, resulting in XDoGE. Our
adaptation concerns (i) the ability to target a combination of
languages and domains within a multilingual corpus aiming to
weight language-domain sources based on their contribution
to the overall cross-lingual learning; (ii) an introduction of
a threshold mechanism that ensures an adequate number of
instances for each language used at every distribution update
step, maintaining its representation up to the weight conver-
gence; (iii) a corpus rescale assessment to balance an undesired
cut in data for high-resource languages and excessive data
repetition for low-resource languages. In the following, we
outline XDoGE, adapting the original notationE]

A. Proxy Model Training.

Let S denote the set of sources (domains) and £ — the set
of languages with k, sources in a language ¢ € L: S, =
{Se1,502,...,50k,} (eg., Segs1 — Spanish Wikipediaﬂ
SEs,2 — Spanish part of Community OSCARE]). We optimize
sampling weights for all sources k = >, ., k¢ over the
probability simplex o € A C R¥ using an original bi-level
optimization framework adjusted to our split of domains into
language-based subsets with an addition of a minimum weight
constraint:

3We disclose only core elements of DoGE. Cf. [8], for the individual
decisions in the optimization design.

4https://es.wikipedia.org/

SSubsets with the es
oscar-corpus/community-oscar

code from |https://huggingface.co/datasets/
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where [y ;(6) is the next-token prediction (cross-entropy) loss
of the model of parameters 6 on S ;, and y is a constant.

A train batch at time-step ¢ is sampled from the dynamically
updated instance-wise distribution:

= Z af!) - UNIF(S,). (1)
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where oy ; is the weight for source Sy ;, and UNIF(Sy ;) is
a uniform batch-sampling over Sy ;.

B. Bi-level Optimization.

The framework alternates between two key steps: the in-
ner loop (2), which updates the model parameters 6 us-
ing weighted losses, and the outer loop (3}{6) which up-
dates weights « based on gradient alignments across sources
(domain-language pairs that are better aligned with the other
pairs receive a larger weight).

The 0 parameters are updated as (the inner loop):
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where a(*) is used to re-weight the loss from sources at time-
step ¢, n(t) is the step size, and Vi ;(0(t)) is a stochastic
gradient for Sy ; samples.

The weights « are updated as (the outer loop):
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where WZ(? is the stochastic generalization estimation function
(a higher value means learning Sy ; will also contribute to
learning other languages and domains), p - a hyperparameter
for the strength of regularization, Proja, , — our new pro-
jection operator that ensures ay; > v V(1 whlle preserving
Zm ay,; = 1. The projection is applied as:

1) Clip weights: a; ; = max(dy;,7)

2) Compute excess weight: =3, o, — 1
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where U = {(¢,) | o} ; > ~}. This prevents language under-
representation while promoting domain diversity within a
language. This threshold mechanism adds negligible overhead
compared to standard training, preserving DoGE’s computa-
tional efficiency.

C. Final Language Weight Assignment.

As the algorithm avoids relying on the prior domain size
and therefore the obtained weights within a language could
be excessively disproportional to the number of tokens per
domain available in the corpus for language modeling, we
assign a single domain-independent language weight for the
final sampling. The final language weight &, is computed as
the sum of its domain weights:

ke
Ay = ZOL@’Z‘. (8)
i=1

Finally, training instances are sampled for each batch based
on the language weights:

P: 23 a - UNIF(S)). 9)
teL
This mitigates the lack of domain-language data to support
the allocated weight and makes large-scale training practically
feasible.

D. Corpus Rescaling at Large Model Training.

The data for full-size model training is usually highly unbal-
anced across languages. Therefore, if a language is assigned
a higher probability than its token count in a corpus would
suggest, the corresponding part of the corpus will be sampled
several times. Conversely, if the assigned weight is lower, the
corresponding language instances will be sampled fewer times
than the corpus allows (see Fig. [I).

In our approach, we aim to find a trade-off between over-
and under-sampling by continuously evaluating intermediate
checkpoints, resulting in a data rescaling factor respectful
of all languages. This ensures that low-resource languages,
gaining more repetitions, are sufficiently represented without
causing model degradation, while for high-resource languages,
a considerable portion of the available data is utilized. We train
the base models from scratch, and pre-trained models within
a continual pre-training phase (CPT). In both cases, we use
the standard next-token prediction loss.

IV. EXPERIMENT SETUP
A. Data

We collect a training dataset to test the effect of languages
on cross-lingual transfer during pre-training and continual pre-
training. We choose a set of 6 languages, including English,
Spanish, Catalan, Galician, Basque and Portuguese, which
represent a group of four typologically related Romance
languages (along with English, which is typologically more



distant), with varying degrees of availability of NLP resources
[17]. Basque, on the other hand, is a language isolate that
provides a contrast to the Romance languages, which can help
to assess how structural and lexical similarities, as well as
resource availability, influence cross-lingual transfer perfor-
mance. We note that our approach can be readily extended
to other languages beyond those selected in this study.

For the XDoGE base and proxy trainings, we source the
data from Wikipedia dumps from May 2024, as it consists
of roughly similar encyclopedic register across languages;
and from Community OSCARE] [[18]], which is a processed
multilingual corpus from web-crawled data, and represents a
more heterogeneous source of data for each language. Both
sources are widely used for the training of LLMs [5]]. For
the CPT phase, we replace web data with FineWeb—Ed for
English and FineWebQE] for other languages [[19] to ensure
that pre-trained models that used OSCAR as a major source
are exposed to new information, allowing them to show
improvement with a smaller token budget.

Within each dataset, we perform exact document dedupli-
cation for all languages (to control the information repetition
across training epochs better) and random shuffling followed
by tokenizing with the six-language tokenizer described in
Section[[V-Bl The dataset sizes in tokens are shown in Table [l

TABLE I
SIZE IN BILLIONS (B) OF TOKENS OF THE TRAINING CORPUS FOR EACH
LANGUAGE, WHERE PROXY AND BASE TRAININGS USED OSCAR AND
WIKIPEDIA, AND CPT TRAININGS USED FINEWEB-EDU, FINEWEB2, AND
WIKIPEDIA. VALIDATION AND TEST SETS REPRESENT EACH 1% OF THE
TRAINING DATA.

Language OSCAR  Wikipedia  FineWeb2/-Edu
English 32798 B 4,76 B 198,54 B
Spanish 140,61 B 1,19 B 159,36 B

Portuguese 62,12 B 0,59 B 117,00 B
Catalan 348 B 045 B 9,37 B
Basque 0,33 B 0,12 B 329 B
Galician 0,11 B 0,10 B 1,50 B

Total 534,62 B 7,21 B 489,07 B

B. Technical Setup

a) Proxy models: While [8] run the experiments at
three different scales up to 125M parameters and demonstrate
effective weight estimation at 10k training steps within a
monolingual setup, we allocate more resources to account for
potentially more demanding domain-language interactions and
consider proxy models with 70M, 125M, 250M, and 500M
parameters (see Table E] We perform longer runs of 10k-
50k steps to validate the robustness of our approach across
different-sized models.

To train the proxy models, we use the DoGE PyTorch-
based framework@] and choose LLaMA architecture [20] to

6We used 35 monthly dumps of the Community OSCAR corpus.
7datasets/HuggingFaceFW/fineweb-edu
8datasets/HuggingFaceFW/fineweb-2

9Rounded sizes correspond to actual of 680, 122M, 273M, and 509M.
10https://github.com/Olivia-fsm/doge

be compatible with Salamandra [21] used for the base and
pretrained models in this work.

We use a maximum context length of 128 with a global
batch size of 16,384 tokens, a learning rate of 5¢~%, a linear
warmup cosine weight decay of 1e~2, a warmup ratio of 0.05,
and 500 warmup steps. We set v = 0.02 empirically: with a
batch size of 128 document instances, this threshold ensures
that at least several instances from each source would be seen
in each iteration.

b) Base models: We train 250M, 500M and 900M base
models with several reweighted data configurations (the re-
sulting optimized weights are provided in Section [V-A) and
compare them in their respective sizes against baselines that
we train with uniform source weights, which is the preferred
heuristic for cross-lingual generalization without prior knowl-
edge on language relatedness. Each model has a context length
of 8,192 tokens and was trained with a global batch size of
~ 4M tokens, equivalent to 512 instances per batch.

We train the models for about 150k steps to observe up
to 30% of the English corpus, although making an extreme
number of repetitions for downstream languages (e.g., up to
450 repetitions of Galician; cf. Fig. [I] for better illustration).

The base models were trained using the NeMo frameworkE]
for its efficient parallelization and scalability in large-scale
training. We use the architecture of Salamandra to ease the
comparison with the pre-trained models from the same model
family described in the next subsection.

c) Pretrained models: To mitigate excessive data repe-
tition as happens with the base models, we tune already pre-
trained models in a continual pertraining stage (CPT) that
potentially requires fewer data to adapt to target languages
(we limit to 80k steps).

We selected the 2b-parameter variant from the Salamandra
family of models [21]. This model was originally pre-trained
on a corpus spanning 35 European languages and program-
ming code, including all the languages targeted in our work.

We also pretrain IberianLLM-7b of the Salamandra archi-
tecture from scratch, focusing on six target languages (using
the Salamandra pretraining data for corresponding languages).

For both models, we use Salamandra’s tokenizer designed
for multilingual support, based on byte-pair encoding [22]]
with a vocabulary of 256,000 tokens and an equal number of
documents per language to ensure fair representation across
languages [21]], [23]. We train the tokenizer on 6 languages
and use it for proxy, base, and IberianLLM models. For
Salamandra-2b we use its pre-trained tokenizer.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we discuss the findings from training the
XDoGE proxies and its version without the thresholding
mechanism (unthresholded proxy), as well as the choice of
final language weights averaged from several runs and the
results from applying XDoGE weights to from-scratch and
continuous pre-training scenarios. We use a comprehensive set

https://docs.nvidia.com/nemo-framework/
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TABLE II
DIMENSIONS OF THE PROXY MODELS. THE LLAMA-2 ARCHITECTURE HAS BEEN USED TO BUILD THESE MODELS.

Model ID Proxy-70M  Proxy-125M  Proxy-250M  Proxy-500M
Parameters 67,936,768 122,358,528 273,122,304 509,199,360
Layers 8 12 16 24

Hidden Size 512 768 1,024 1,024

FFN Size 512 512 2024 4096
Attention Heads 8 12 16 16

K/V Heads 8 12 16 16

Context Length 128 128 128 128
Vocabulary Size 52,000 52,000 52,000 52,000

of few-shot tasks from a recently published benchmark for the
Iberian languages, IberoBench [24]], to evaluate the models.
IberoBench comprises 60+ tasks that evaluate various lan-
guage capabilities of LLMs. The tasks are of two main types:
multiple choice (accuracy metric) and open-ended generation
(BLEU [25] and ROUGE [26]). It extends LM-Evaluation
HarnessE] reusing the Harness execution pipeline but supplies
additional task YAMLs, dataset splits and prompt templates
for Iberian languages. We run experiments with the same
IberoBench and Harness configurations; therefore, the prompt
text, the five examples (chosen with a fixed default seed for
reproducibility), their order and formatting, and generation
parameters are identical across models for all languages.

A. Proxy Model Training

Training unthreshold proxy models often results in some
domain language weights dropping and stabilizing at near-zero
values soon after the initial training steps (see Fig.[2). Since the
proxy model is trained with the updated weights at each step,
once a given language reaches near-zero weight values, the
proxy model no longer receives a meaningful amount of data
from that language and cannot recover its weight. On the other
hand, languages that are more distinct, and therefore more
“difficult” to learn, may receive increasingly larger weights if
the threshold is not used (e.g., as seen with Basque). This may
negatively affect the entire distribution.

Table [[II| shows the benefits of using a minimum threshold
for domain-language weights: a) XDoGE converges stably to
more similar distributions]”| avoiding drastic skews towards
certain languages; b) the unthresholded variants often reverse
the decision about which domain within a language to take
for most of the tokens (both or only one, with strong
but not exclusive preferences for Wikipedia of higher data
quality), while the thresholded setup ensures that both domains
contribute rather equally to the modeling of the language (no
domain gets the minimum possible weight). This leads to the
favorable conclusion that learned weights can be assigned to
languages independent of the domain, providing flexibility
in domain selection and token assignment without having to
retrain proxy models when new domains are added.

2https://github.com/Eleuther Al/Im-evaluation- harness
13Compare Dy, values for language weights.
14Compare Dy, values for domain-language weights.

a) Weight dynamics visualization: To visually validate
the weight stability achieved through our thresholded ap-
proach, Fig. 2] compares the training dynamics of language-
domain weights between our implementation and the original
DoGE configuration. The side-by-side comparison demon-
strates how thresholding prevents extreme divergences while
maintaining the competition between sources and stable
weight evolution. Notably, even if the optimization results in
the largest weight for a high-resource language, the remaining
are represented more fairly than with a natural ad hoc distribu-
tion. For example, the final weights of 13% for Galician and
20% for English in Fig. [2} in fact, correspond to an increase
from a natural 0.19%, and a decrease from a natural 44.65%.
250M UNTHRESHOLDED PROXY TRAINING

125M UNTHRESHOLDED PROXY TRAINING 125M THRESHOLDED PROXY TRAINING
0.6

—CA —ES —EN —CA —ES —EN —CA —ES —EN

—GL =P -6L — -6L =

train/global_step

train/global_step
ok

Fig. 2. Language weight updates during the proxy model training without
(125M and 250M on the left) and with the threshold mechanism (125M on
the right).

b) Training stability: A critical requirement for any
weighting adaptation is maintaining stable training dynamics.
Fig. [3| provides this validation by showing the loss trajectories
across all language sources in our thresholded setup. The
coordinated downward trend confirms that our modifications
preserve the fundamental training behavior: no language is
destabilized. Fig. quantifies how thresholding improves
overall optimization.

¢) Model scaling and weight selection: We also observe
in Table [l1I| that the larger the proxy model the more similar
the distributions are and especially stable for the thresholded
setup. Although intuitively they could be considered the best
found, we opt for averaging across various proxy model sizes
and different seed runs following [[8]. Since XDoGE features
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TABLE III
DOMAIN-LANGUAGE (D-L) AND LANGUAGE (L) WEIGHTS WITH DIFFERENT SIZES OF PROXY MODELS SMOOTHED OVER 10K TRAINING STEPS. Dy, —
KL DIVERGENCE -100%; AGAINST THE DISTRIBUTION OBTAINED BY THE 500M MODELS.

Unthresholded Thresholded
TOM 125M 250M 500M 70M 25M 250M 500M
Domain-Lang Lang | D-L L DL L DL L DL L DL L DL L DL L DL L
OSCAR-EN 637 5.66 T4l 82 754 6.84 629 64l
ey BN O3 w308 | %0 1396 | pdy m3oa | 082 waza || 00 wamn | O%E wase | 922 1304 | 0% 1405
OSCAR-ES 771 1.82 042 0.39 831 7.96 7.37 7.95
WIKLES ~ ES 580 1391 | g3 995 gsg 900 ) g3, 1353 1 s 14T4 o5 1507 g9 1728 | g 1783
OSCAR-CA 13.01 530 2.59 1.84 11.46 10.62 8.13 9.57
ea CA v 1985 | 230 mwas | TR0 aso | att eeo || 1190 w008 | 1902 ugaz | B 1627 | 00 1865
OSCAR-GL 0.99 0.72 0.78 0.62 637 6.65 7.30 7.56
wor GL | 35 1424 | ol% w0m | 90% msr | 002 760 || 91 1450 | 990 1so1 | 30 1686 | oo 1744
OSCAR-EU 9.50 7385 730 0.28 11.25 9.75 7.2 6.81
WIKLEU ~ BU | 1504 2434 | 3503 4308 | 450 5000 | 4un,  4SZ | 0 2185 | gpqg 2154 ) pqg 1940 1 g5 1636
OSCAR-PT 9.61 285 0.68 114 921 772 730 7.8
WIKLPT =~ ©T 427 1388 | gug 11331 135g 1386 | 35y 1484 1| gey 1504 | 5y, 1486 | gog 1625 | g5y 15.67
Total | 1000 1000 | 1000 1000 | 100.0 1000 | 100.0 1000 || 100.0 1000 | 100.0 1000 | 1000 100.0 | 1000 100.0
Dz (D-L, base 500M) | 92.85 9.4 ~ 1948 000 330 160 036 000 -
Dict, (L, base S00M) - 1611 - 283 - 180 - 0.00 - 14 - 105 - 045 - 000
) THRESHOLDED 125M LOSS (i.e., sampling the same number of documents per language).
= CA-O = EN-O = ES-O = GL-O = PT-O

== CA-W

== EN-W == ES-W == GL-W == PT-W

train/glohal.step

10k 20k 30k 40k

Fig. 3. Thresholded proxy train loss per source. The dotted lines — Wikipedia,
continuous — OSCAR.

.|
\

[Z] UNTHRESHOLDED PROXY TRAIN LOSS (125M)
[l THRESHOLDED PROXY TRAIN LOSS (125M)

train/global_step

Fig. 4. 125M proxy train loss for DoGE and XDoGE.

less stable convergence than DoGE across model sizes, we
select two averaging schemes to test how sensitive the training
is to the deviations in the language balancing: averaging
over our four largest models (two 125M models of different
seeds, 250M, and 500M models) and three middle-size models
(500M model is excluded) using the last checkpointsm We do
not include 70M models that give the largest weight dispersion
with a distribution significantly diverging from those of larger
models. We also consider a uniform distribution for baselines

5Due to computing limitations we trained the S00M model only to up to
11k steps and smaller models to up to 50K steps. The number of models is
also subject to available computing.

The final sets of weights are provided in Fig. [3]

Weight Distribution

0.191 wmm Set 1 (largest proxy models)
NN Set 2 (mid-size proxy models)
Bl Set 3 (uniform)

o

\\\\\>/\//A

SO
o

| M\»

o

PT CA E'U GL
Language

Fig. 5. Selected weight distributions.

TABLE IV
PERPLEXITY SCORES (THE LOWER THE BETTER) AND IBEROBENCH
AVERAGE ACCURACY SCORES (THE HIGHER THE BETTER) FOR THE
MEDIUM 500M BASE MODELS.

Perplexity IberoBench (acc)
Language | Bsl. Setl Set2 | Bsl. Setl  Set2
CA 1443 1442 14.42 | 41.01 41.21 40.29
PT 31.33 31.52 3230 | 51.73 53.19 43.66
EN 31.56 3140 32.13 | 38.15 38.03 38.87
GL 29.38 32.07 29.71 | 32.52 33.00 32.60
ES 35.15 3530 35.13 | 4343 44.17 44.73
EU 23.11 23.61 23.55|37.06 36.12 37.24
Total Avg | 27.49 28.05 27.87 [ 40.65 40.95 39.57

B. Base Models

We trained base models of varying sizes using three weight
setups from Fig. 5} Tables [[V] and [V] compare Setl and Set2
against the uniform-set baseline

500M XDoGE exhibits the highest accuracy across all
languages, but shows lower perplexity for some (whereas
250M surpasses the baseline across all tasks). We do not find

16The evaluations are performed on all accuracy tasks on IberoBench.



TABLE V
IBEROBENCH AVERAGE ACCURACY SCORES (THE HIGHER THE BETTER)
FOR SMALL 250M AND LARGE 900M BASE MODELS.

250M 900M
Language Bsl.  Setl  Set2 Bsl.  Setl  Set2
CA 39.88 39.32 3940 | 41.85 40.88 42.07
PT 46.00 52.32 48.85 | 48.64 48.83 47.24
EN 37.03 37.18 36.25 | 38.17 38.65 38.22
GL 32.64 33.65 33.68 | 31.05 32.10 31.22
ES 45.02 43.63 43.89 | 43.15 40.64 41.87
EU 36.75 36.87 36.24 | 37.07 36.47 36.76
Total Avg | 39.55 40.50 39.72 [ 39.99 39.60 39.56

stable language-set associations across model sizes, but, in
general, more languages benefit from Setl.

C. IberianLLM-7b Pre-training

This subsection outlines the architecture, technical setup,
and training methodology employed to develop IberianLLM.
It also discusses the rationale behind our design choices,
particularly in handling the unique challenges posed by low-
resource Iberian languages.

a) Challenges in Training LLMs with Low-Resource Lan-
guages: Training large language models for low-resource lan-
guages is inherently challenging due to the limited availability
of high-quality data.

Maximizing data utilization is crucial, yet even with care-
ful curation, the overall volume for low-resource languages
remains much smaller compared to high-resource ones like
Spanish or English. A common strategy to mitigate this issue
is to pre-train models on diverse linguistic distributions while
filtering out low-quality sources [27].

Table[[|shows that the token counts for each language clearly
indicate the impracticality of training a very large model from
scratch with our available data. In particular, when aiming for
a balanced representation across languages, one must consider
that effective large-scale training typically requires around 30
tokens per parameter [28]. Given that Galician, the lowest-
resourced language in our set, comprises approximately 213
million tokens, a balanced approach would cap each language
to a similar token count. This results in a combined dataset
of roughly 1.28 billion tokens across six languages, for a total
token consumption of about 3.84 billion tokens over three
epochs. According to the heuristic, this corresponds to a model
with approximately 128 million parameters, ensuring that no
language is oversampled at the expense of another.

b) Optimizing Training Data for Target Languages:
The Salamandra family of models was pre-trained on data
spanning 35 European languages and code, which includes all
of our target languages. However, instead of adopting a highly
multilingual model, we opted to focus on a more specialized
set: Iberian languages, English (selected for its abundant data),
and code. In addition to our primary targets — English, Spanish,
Catalan, Basque, Galician, and Portuguese — we also included
Occitan, Aragonese, and Balearic. These additional languages,

due to their close linguistic ties to our main Iberian languages,
help enhance the model’s ability to capture related language
structures.

Notably, while the Salamandra models upscaled Iberian
languages by doubling their data share, our approach inher-
ently centers on these languages, eliminating the need for
further upscaling. Moreover, to avoid an English-centric bias,
we adjusted the composition of the English data. Instead
of merely subsampling the original English dataset used in
Salamandra, we replaced the Oscar portion with the higher-
quality FineWeb-Edu dataset [19]]. This change reduced the
overall quantity of English data — bringing it closer in line
with Spanish, the next most-resourced target language — while
significantly improving data quality.

Overall, the IberianL.LM model was pre-trained on approx-
imately 0.537" unique tokens, in contrast to the 2.67" unique
tokens used for the Salamandra models. Fig. [6] compares the
language distribution in our pre-training data with that of the
Salamandra family, underscoring our targeted focus.

¢) Architecture & Training Strategy: Table [VI shows the
architectural configuration of our model, which mirrors the 7b
version of the Salamandra model.

We trained IberianLLM using the NeMo framework, follow-
ing a multi-epoch strategy similar to that of the Salamandra
models. Pre-training was conducted over three epochs to en-
sure comprehensive exposure to our curated dataset. Table
outlines the key training parameters.

Further details on the tokenizer implementation and training
can be found in Section and additional insights are
provided in the Salamandra technical report [21].

D. Continual Pretraining Phase

Within CPT, we used only Setl weights of XDoGE (since
they showed superiority in most cases across various base
model sizes). We focus on comparing with uniform weights
and ad hoc weights (i.e., defined by the original data distribu-
tion).

Table summarizes the evaluation, which shows that
Salamandra-2b with XDoGE achieves a lower or equal per-
plexity in all languages, suggesting improved overall gen-
eralization on the target languages. On IberoBench tasks,
our CPTs achieve higher average scores over the original
Salamandra-2b and IberianLLM-7b and the baselines (see also
the relative improvements in dynamic over the uniform base-
line in Fig.[7)), with Catalan, Spanish and Basque benefiting the
most. English encounters under-sampling, while Portuguese
and Galician received lower weights, preventing them from
sufficiently reinforcing each other.

As we used the updated web data for all CPT setups,
including baselines, we conclude that the new information is
not solely responsible for the gains over the original models
(No-CPT). This justifies the key role of our weights. Over-
repetition of the data also contributes to the gains. Although
uniform weights also imply this, we observe that our weights
benefit the model in a longer training run, delaying model
degradation: a slight decrease after 60k-80k steps for XDoGE
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Fig. 6. Data distribution weights for each language during Salamandra pre-training (left) and 7b model pre-training (right). The total number of tokens for
each model are 2.687" and 542B, respectively.

TABLE VI

DIMENSIONS OF THE BASE MODELS AND THE LARGE ARCHITECTURES WE CREATED AND USED FOR CPT EXPERIMENTS. THESE MODELS HAVE BEEN
CREATED USING THE SALAMANDRA ARCHITECTURE.

Model ID Base-250M Base-500M Base-900M Salamandra-2b  IberianLLM-7b
Parameters 277,881,344 497,050,368 901,825,536  2,253,490,176 7,768,117,224
Layers 8 16 24 24 32
Hidden Size 512 768 1,024 2,048 4,096
FFN Size 768 2,048 4,096 5,440 11,008
Attention Heads 8 16 16 16 32
K/V Heads 4 8 8 16 8
Context Length 8,192 8,192 8,192 8,192 8,192
Vocabulary Size 256,000 256,000 256,000 256,000 256,000

TABLE VII TABLE VIII

TRAINING HYPERPARAMETERS AND OPTIMIZER SETTINGS FOR
PRE-TRAINING THE IBERIANLLM.

PERPLEXITY (LOWER IS BETTER) AND IBEROBENCH SCORES (HIGHER IS
BETTER) FOR EACH LANGUAGE BETWEEN THE ORIGINAL CHECKPOINT
FROM WHICH THE CPT WAS PERFORMED (NO-CPT) AND CPT WITH

Training Configuration

Value

Epochs and Steps

3 training epochs, 377215 steps

UNIFORM (BSL-1), AD HOC (BSL-2), AND XDOGE WEIGHTS.

Context Length 8192 Salamandra-2B IberianLLM-7B
Global Batch Size 512 Perplexity IberoBench IberoBench (acc)
Optimizer Name Distributed Fused Adam ICA Bésl‘é XD(;C;S N";lzg ?]Sl;(lg XDS‘;(;];: NO;(;E;E ?351‘;3 Xz“ﬁs
B —4 E . . . X E X 5
]\;\f“.“E“%Rate (Ir) g.?e PT 1127 1116 | 5334 5287 5220 | 4887 5401  52.94
eight Decay : EN 10.80  10.80 | 4649 4551 4571 | 5224 53.08  52.10
Betas [0.9,095] GL 779 766 | 2954 2966 2974 3431 3464 3438
Scheduler CosineAnnealing ES 1219 1215 50.19 50.14  50.85 46.75 4870  50.46
Warmup Steps 2000 EU 521 520 | 3847 3935 3997 | 39.76 4103 4144
Minimum Learning Rate  3.0¢~° Total Avg | 895 889 | 4495 4480 45.19° | 4595 4748 471.67°

and a significant decline after 40k-60k steps for uniform is
seen for most languages.

E. Evaluation and Analysis of IberianLLM

To position the IberianLLM-7b introduced in Section [[V-B}|
we provide a summary of the IberoBench evaluations in
Table [IX] comparing it with the Salamandra-7b.

Our key findings are the following: (i) IberianLLM no-
tably outperforms Salamandra in Belebele multilingual reading
comprehension; (ii) trained with only 0.53T unique tokens
(vs. Salamandra’s 2.6T), IberianLLM achieves 95.58% of
Salamandra’s average score on Iberian tasks. This suggests
that our targeted training yields roughly 4.9x greater token

2The differences with No-CPT and Bsl-1 are statistically significant at the 5% level.
bThe difference with No-CPT is statistically significant at the 5% level.

efficiency; (iii) IberianLLM shows competence in few-shot
translation involving never-seen languages like German and
French, achieving 76% of Salamandra’s performance on av-
erage despite the presumable absence of these languages and
parallel data in the training corpus. This highlights the model’s
strong cross-lingual capabilities.

VI. DISCUSSION

The results presented in Table [VIII| and illustrated in Fig. [7]
highlight the success of our measures to enhance linguistic in-
clusivity in LLMs. With two differently sized models capable
of supporting various numbers of languages, we verified that



TABLE IX
MODEL COMPARISON WITH RELATIVE IMPROVEMENTS ON IBEROBENCH. IBER. = IBERIANLLM-7B, SALA. = SALAMANDRA-7B. POSITIVE
PERCENTAGES INDICATE WHEN IBERIANLLM-7B OVERCOMES SALAMANDRA-7B. ALL VALUES AVERAGED PER GROUP.

Flores Iberian Flores Non-Iber Belebele English Catalan Spanish Basque Galician Portuguese

Iber. Sala. Tber. Sala. Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala. | Iber. Sala.
Scores | 23.63 2542 | 1842 2423 28.04 25091 | 43.84 43.46 | 50.99 52.70 | 35.37 36.03 | 37.36 39.87 | 26.76 27.12 | 58.80 63.78
A% -7.04% -23.98% +8.22% +0.87 % -3.24% -3.44% -6.29% -1.33% -7.81%

Improvement over uniform baseline (Bsl1)
'

train/global_step
Sk 20k 40k 60k 80k

Fig. 7. Gains (in %) of the Salamandra-2b CPT with XDoGE-Set1 over Bsl1.

they can be improved in more than half of the target languages.
This aligns with the original DoGE’s ambition to excel in
more than half of the target domains []]. Continual pretraining
with XDoGE weights outperforms a uniform baseline (Bsl-1)
that neglects language transferability, across five of six target
languages (with a statistical significance at the 5% level). It
is also not inferior to training with ad hoc (natural) weights
(Bsl-2), on average across languages, while the advantage
is the ability to steer the model towards highly weighted
languages (Catalan and Basque in our case) and towards
languages sharing commonalities (Spanish). Thus, if a specific
combination of target languages makes proxy models converge
to multiple options, we recommend choosing one that best
satisfies needs in specific downstream use cases. We presume
it is unlikely to excel in all languages at once by adjusting
language sampling weights alone.

The results also offer several insights validating our design
choices.

Firstly, our thresholded DoGE implementation reduces
weight variance, which stabilizes proxy training and substan-
tially decreases the loss compared to the original approach
(Fig. ). On the contrary, unconstrained proxy training leads
to considerable discrepancies in weights, making them far
unsuitable for real-world data volumes.

Secondly, applying the XDoGE framework to pre-trained
models yields lower perplexity and higher scores on down-
stream tasks more consistently than with base models (cf.
Tables [[V] [V] and [VIII), suggesting its better suitability for
continual training, especially by delaying model degradation
caused by data over-repetition.

Finally, the full-size training is not very sensitive to slight
changes in weights overall (cf. scores for Setl vs Set2 in
Table[[V)). The exclusion in our case was for Portuguese, with a
10-point drop on downstream tasks. We assume this happened

due to a simultaneous decrease in the weights of the supporting
Spanish and Galician languages.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We introduced XDoGE — an extension of the DoGE al-
gorithm for multilingual pre-training that finds the optimized
set of language weights that enhances cross-lingual transfer
capability. In line with previous work, applying learnt weights
for full-size training from scratch yields gains for only about
half of the targets. Our proposal to use the weights in con-
tinual pre-training appears more beneficial, resulting in lower
validation perplexity and improved downstream performance
compared to the baselines for the majority of targets. We result
in a series of LLMs of different sizes and origins, centred on
Iberian languages and English.

For future work, we plan to explore adapting highly mul-
tilingual models to target languages while compromising less
on non-target languages. Specifically, we will compare holistic
language inclusion with a staged approach to changing target
languages. We will also consider explicitly using language-
family correspondences to improve the capture of interdepen-
dencies among languages.

VIII. LIMITATIONS

While our approach demonstrates the potential of optimiz-
ing multilingual data distributions in a principled manner, there
are several limitations that we consider when interpreting the
findings and designing future research.

a) Data availability as a contributing factor for weight
estimation: The XDoGE framework is originally meant to
be efficient when estimating the weights with the proxy
models, making the scale of the proxy models too small to
see all available data. This is particularly relevant for low-
resource languages, where data repetition is often necessary for
effective pre-training. Since proxy models do not necessarily
replicate the availability of data across languages, they may
not fully capture the impact of data scarcity and repetition.
While excluding data availability as a factor in estimating
the language weights allows for clearer language interaction
modeling, it does not address practical constraints in large-
scale multilingual pre-training. Although our experiments have
shown that controlled repetition can enhance language model
learning in low-resource languages, future research should
explore the impact of integrating data availability into the
weight computation process. In particular, when computing
weights for continual pre-training (CPT) experiments, it may
be beneficial to train proxy models starting with the same
weights used during pre-training instead of initializing them



with uniform weights, as in our current setup. This could
enable more accurate estimation of the optimal data mixture
for CPT experiments.

b) Better efficiency in highly multilingual scenarios: The
computational cost of estimating W increases with both model
size and the number of data sources. While the original DoGE
framework was applied to only 7 sources for domain-weight
estimation in a monolingual setting, we scaled this to 12
domains across 6 languages. However, extending this approach
to highly multilingual language models remains a challenge.
Future research with the XDoGE or similar frameworks should
take into account the scalability of data size and sources while
maintaining their benefits for generalization.

c) Algorithm overhead clarity: The optimization pro-
cedure that our method implies may not feel fully justified
compared to the baselines that are straightforward to apply.
Still, we must consider that we work with models with
only up to 7 billion parameters: it is challenging to develop
advanced language capabilities, such as reasoning, needed for
downstream tasks; therefore, the improvement we observe
is limited. We expect that scaling the conclusions to larger
models would considerably save computational resources. In
this case, the XDoGE proxy training time becomes truly
negligible, clarifying the contribution of experimenting with
smaller models.
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