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ABSTRACT

As hyperparameter tuning becomes increasingly costly at scale, efficient tuning
methods are essential. Yet principles for guiding hyperparameter tuning remain
limited. In this work, we seek to establish such principles by considering a broad
range of hyperparameters, including batch size, learning rate, and weight decay.
We identify a phenomenon we call trajectory invariance, where pre-training loss
curves, gradient noise, and gradient norm exhibit invariance–closely overlapping–
with respect to a quantity that combines learning rate and weight decay. This
phenomenon effectively reduces the original two-dimensional hyperparameter
space to one dimension, yielding an efficient tuning rule: follow the salient direction
revealed by trajectory invariance. Furthermore, we refine previous scaling laws and
challenge several existing viewpoints. Overall, our work proposes new principles
for efficient tuning and inspires future research on scaling laws.
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Figure 1: Trajectory invariance and its shift during training. (a) Invariance w.r.t. learning rate
(LR): Curves with the same LR overlap initially and start to diverge. Validation loss curves for
different LRs η (different colors) and varying weight decays (WDs) λ under the same LR η (same
color). For example, all blues curves correspond to (η, λ) ∈ {(2−12, 0.4), (2−12, 0.2), (2−12, 0.1)},
where LR is fixed at 2−12. (b) Invariance w.r.t. effective learning rate (ELR): Curves with the
same ELR stably overlap up to 100B tokens. Loss curves for different ELRs (γ := ηλ) (different
colors) and varying (η, λ) under the same ELR (same color). For example, all blues curves correspond
to (η, λ) ∈ {(2−12, 0.4), (2−11, 0.2), (2−10, 0.1), (2−9, 0.05), (2−8, 0.025)}, where ELR is fixed at
1e-4.

1 INTRODUCTION

Hyperparameter tuning plays a critical role in deep learning, as it directly influences both training
stability and final model performance (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2022; Wortsman et al.,
2024). However, grid search is becoming prohibitively expensive: sweeping learning rate and batch
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size over a 5×5 grid with a 3B model over 30B tokens demands roughly 1e22 FLOPs. It is urgent to
develop principles to guide efficient hyperparameter tuning.

Prior work has investigated principles of hyperparameter tuning, but the scope has often been narrow.
Many studies concentrate on a limited subset of hyperparameters–such as batch size and learning
rate—while overlooking others like weight decay (e.g., DeepSeek-AI (2024); Porian et al. (2024)).
In addition, experimental setups often differ in architecture choices or learning-rate schedules. As a
result, there are many divergent or even contradicted principles in the field. For example, regarding
learning rate, Li et al. (2025) argue it should increase with data size, Bjorck et al. (2025) suggest
it should decrease, while Bergsma et al. (2025a) recommend leaving it unchanged. Similarly,
for batch size, Li et al. (2025); Bergsma et al. (2025a) advocate scaling it up with data, whereas
Marek et al. (2025) recommend to avoid gradient accumulation. Collectively, these discrepancies
highlight that existing principles for hyperparameter tuning are insufficient, and our understanding of
hyperparameter scaling in large-scale training remains limited. In this paper, we seek to find principles
within a more rigorous experimental setup that considers a broader range of hyperparameters,
including batch size, learning rate, weight decay, and data size.

We identify a surprising phenomenon which we call trajectory invariance: the pre-training loss curves
exhibit invariance—closely overlap–w.r.t. a quantity that combines learning rate η and weight decay
λ. Specifically, in the early training stage, this invariant quantity is simply the learning rate itself
(Figure 1 (a)). As training progresses, the quantity becomes the product of learning rate and weight
decay, i.e., the effective learning rate (Figure 1 (b)). The late-stage invariance w.r.t effective learning
rate is particularly striking: for example, for two runs with (η, λ) ∈ {(2−11, 0.4), (2−8, 0.05)},
despite the learning rates differ by a factor of 8, their loss curves surprisingly overlap (orange curves
in Figure 1(b)).

The trajectory invariance phenomenon provides a practical principle for efficient hyperparameter tun-
ing. By following the salient direction in the hyperparameter space revealed by trajectory invariance
(e.g. ELR), we can effectively reduce the dimension of hyperparameter tuning space (e.g. fixing LR
and only tuning weight decay).

Our results also challenge multiple existing hyperparameter tuning principles based on limited
hyperparameter space. For example, we find that scaling law for LR may be limited in its current
scope, and the scaling law for optimal BS may not fully generalize to very large BS. Therefore, to get
general principles for hyperparameter tuning like trajectory invariance, we call for future work to
study in a larger hyperparameter space.

Overall, our work proposes the trajectory invariance principle and refines hyperparameter scaling
principles, offering new practical guidelines for efficient hyperparameter tuning. The trajectory
invariance phenomenon leads us to rethink hidden structure of the hyperparameter space and scaling
laws research. We expect that richer structures exist in higher-dimensional hyperparameter spaces
when factors such as initialization σ and Adam’s β1, β2 are included. Identifying such invariance
structures can make hyperparameter tuning more efficient by reducing the search space, covering
more of the hyperparameter space with fewer resources. Eventually, powerful efficient tuning methods
may help us to explore the maximal benefits and ultimate limits of hyperparameter tuning.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Experiment setup. We train a series of autoregressive language models with 164M1 parameters. For
the model architecture, we use SwiGLU MLP (Shazeer, 2020), rotary positional embeddings (Su et al.,
2024), RMSNorm, and untied embedding parameters. We adopt the GPT-2 tokenizer and train our
models on the Pile dataset (Gao et al., 2020), with up to 100B tokens (about 600 tokens-per-parameter,
TPP). We use the AdamW optimizer (Kingma & Ba, 2015; Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017) with default
hyperparameters β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, and gradient clipping of 1.0.

Our experiments tune batch size (BS), learning rate (LR), and weight decay (WD), and study their
effects. We mainly use two BS values, B ∈ {512, 8192}, in unit of sequence, with a context length
of 1024. We conduct two-dim sweeps varying LR η over the grid {2−12, 2−11, 2−10, 2−9, 2−8} and
WD λ over the grid {0.025, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4}. We study both the constant learning rate scheduler

1The scale allows for richer and more diverse experimental designs through hyperparameter sweeps.
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Figure 2: Gradient noise scale Bprecond dynamics. (a) Dynamics with B = 512. The dotted line
(GNS = 512) equals the batch size actually used. Therefore, B = 512 is a small BS, since Bprecond

remains larger than 512 throughout training. (b) Dynamics with B = 8192. B = 8192 is a large
BS, as Bprecond stays smaller than B. (c) Dynamics with a batch size scheduler. BS Scheduler
effectively increases Bprecond, allowing for larger batch sizes. See GNS for more runs in Figure 28.

and the WSD (Hu et al., 2024) scheduler, always using 1B tokens for warm-up in both cases. In the
decay stage, we linearly decay the learning rate to zero over 5B tokens.

Theoretical notation. We denote batch size, learning rate, and weight decay, effective learning rate
by B, η, λ, and γ, respectively. Denote the ℓ2 norm by ∥ · ∥. For two sequences a1,a2, the relative
distance ∥ · ∥rel is defined as ∥a1 − a2∥rel := ∥a1 − a2∥/

√
1/2(∥a1∥2 + ∥a2∥2).

Next, we introduce interested quantities in our paper. Let D denote the data distribution, w the
model parameters, and L(w,x) the loss for one sequence x ∼ D. Define the stochastic gradient and
the population gradient g̃x := ∇wL(w,x), g := E[∇wL(w,x)]. We then have g = E[g̃x]. The
population gradient norm square is ∥g∥2. Let the gradient noise covariance be Σ := E[(g̃x−g)(g̃x−
g)⊤]. We primarily care about its trace, Tr(Σ), which we call gradient noise. The corresponding
gradient noise scale (GNS) (McCandlish et al., 2018) is defined as Bsimple := Tr(Σ)/∥g∥2.

For Adam, define the diagonal preconditioner P := diag(v1/2), so that Adam can be viewed
as a preconditioned method with P−1. We then define preconditioned version of gradient
noise, population gradient norm square, and GNS as Tr(P−1Σ), ∥P−1/2g∥2, and Bprecond :=

Tr(P−1Σ)/∥P−1/2g∥2, respectively.

Effective learning rate (ELR). It is well understood that the learning rate alone does not faithfully
represent the speed of learning. To address this, the notion of effective learning rate has been
introduced to better capture this intuition. Various definitions of ELR exist; here, we adopt the
simplest form—defined as the product of the learning rate and weight decay, i.e., γ := ηλ (Zhang
et al., 2019; Li & Arora, 2019; Wan et al., 2021; Bergsma et al., 2025a). Zuo et al. (2025) also
employ the

√
ηλ formulation. Other works interpret ELR from different perspectives, such as viewing

AdamW as sign gradient descent (D’Angelo et al., 2024) or analyzing the expected rotational update
size (Kosson et al., 2024).

Specifically, the ELR model, inspired by SignGD (D’Angelo et al., 2024), and parameter-norm
analysis (Kosson et al., 2024) provide a useful link between different definitions of ELR. D’Angelo
et al. (2024) define ELR as η/∥w∥ to capture the actual step size, while Kosson et al. (2024) show that
the parameter norm stabilizes during training as ∥w∥ ∝

√
η/λ. Once the parameter norm stabilizes,

the resulting ELR reduces to
√
ηλ. This matches our definition of ELR and reflects the intuition of

training speed.

Identifying small and large batch sizes with gradient noise scale (GNS). McCandlish et al. (2018)
introduced the notion of gradient noise scale, Bsimple, which marks the critical point where the
LR-BS linear scaling rule of SGD breaks, which states that when scaling B → kB, the LR can be
scale as η → kη to maintain similar training dynamics. It also serves as an estimate of the critical
batch size (CBS), beyond which increasing B yields diminishing returns. Thus, a larger Bsimple

permits a larger B without performance loss.
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In this work, we use the preconditioned GNS, Bprecond, as an estimate of CBS for AdamW. We
classify B as a small batch size if Bprecond > B throughout training, and as a large batch size if
Bprecond < B. As shown in Figure 2, B = 512 is a small batch (Figure 2(a)), while B = 8192 is a
large batch (Figure 2(b)).

3 TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE PRINCIPLE

In this section, we identify the phenomenon of trajectory invariance and discuss its implications.
Specifically, early in training, loss curves overlap when the learning rate is fixed and weight decay
varies, showing invariance with respect to learning rate. As training progresses, this invariance shifts
to the effective learning rate. We find that the emergence of trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR is more
related to the number of training iterations than to the total number of tokens processed. Finally,
trajectory invariance leads to a new principle for efficient tuning, reducing the two-dimensional
hyperparameter space of learning rate and weight decay to a single tuning direction.

3.1 TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE WITH RESPECT TO LR AND ELR

We conduct experiments to systematically investigate trajectory invariance phenomenon. Specifically,
we train language models over a two-dimensional grid of LR η ∈ {2−12, 2−11, 2−10, 2−9, 2−8} and
WD λ ∈ {0.025, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4} at a fixed BS of 512 (0.5M tokens). This effectively leads to a
sweep of ELR γ ∈ {6.25e-6, 1.25e-5, . . . , 8e-4, 1.6e-3} (note that 2−10 ≈ 1e-3).

Trajectory invariance of loss curves w.r.t. LR at early training. We begin by examining trajectory
invariance w.r.t. LR. In Figure 1 (a), validation loss curves are shown for different LRs (different
colors) and varying WDs under the same LR (same color). We focus on the first 5B tokens–about
30 TPP, close to the Chinchilla-optimal setting of 20 TPP. At this stage, loss curves overlap when
LR is fixed and WD varies. For example, with (η, λ) ∈ {(2−12, 0.4), (2−12, 0.2), (2−12, 0.1)}, the
LR remains constant at 2−12, and all corresponding runs converge to nearly identical trajectories
(blue curves in Figure 1 (a)). Moreover, invariance with respect to LR persists longer for runs with
smaller LRs. Over time, runs with the same LR diverge and transition into the next stage: trajectory
invariance w.r.t. ELR.

Trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR with sufficient training. We next examine trajectory invariance
w.r.t. ELR. Figure 1 (b) shows validation loss curves for different ELRs (different colors), along
with curves for different combinations of LR and WD that yield the same ELR (same colors).
When LR and WD vary but ELR is fixed, the loss curves overlap closely. For example, with
(η, λ) ∈ {(2−12, 0.4), (2−11, 0.2), (2−10, 0.1), (2−9, 0.05), (2−8, 0.025)}, the ELR remains constant
at 1e-4, and all corresponding runs converge to nearly identical curves (blue curves in Figure 1 (b)).
In contrast, curves with different ELRs separate into distinct clusters, with differences across clusters
being much larger than within clusters. Finally, the strength of invariance itself depends on ELR:
smaller ELRs yield slightly weaker alignment.

To quantify trajectory invariance, we compute the relative distance ∥ · ∥rel between loss curves. Over
a wider range of ELRs than in Figure 1 (b), we plot the pairwise relative distances between all runs in
Figure 3 (a), and the averaged distance between clusters in Figure 3 (b). Both analyses provide strong
evidence for trajectory invariance with respect to ELR.

Additionally, this phenomenon extends beyond validation loss. Key optimization metrics such as
gradient noise and gradient norm also exhibit trajectory invariance with respect to ELR (Figure 7
and Figure 10). Moreover, trajectory invariance persists when using the WSD scheduler (Figure 8),
underscoring its robustness and universality.

How trajectory invariance depends on ELR: A try with power law. We try to dive deep about a
precise characterization on the collapse: we already know loss (Figure 1) and gradient noise (Figure 7)
are proportional to ELR, i.e., L ∝ γ, Tr(P−1Σ) ∝ γ, but what is the exact relationship? We opt to
fit the irreducible loss in the constant loss curves and stable gradient noise and find simple power
laws can fit the trend well. Specifically, prior works (Tissue et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2025) find loss
curves with constant LR η and WD λ can be well approximated with a power law:

Lη,λ(t) = L0,η,λ +Aη,λ · (ηt)−αη,λ ,

4
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Figure 3: Quantitative evaluation on trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR based on relative distance
∥ · ∥rel. (a) Pairwise relative distances between all runs. Small ∥ · ∥rel indicates greater similarity
between curves. A × marks distances below a threshold (0.005 here). (b) Averaged distance between
groups defined by ELR. For example, the top-left point corresponds to the average ∥L1 −L2∥rel over
all pairs of loss curves, where L1 has ELR γ = 8e-4 and L2 has γ = 1.6e-3.

where t is number of iterations and L0,η,λ, Aη,λ, αη,λ are curve dependent parameters. We unify the
expression L0,η,λ via the parameterization L0,η,λ = L0,1 + L0,2(ηλ)

L0,3 . We leave the fitting on
Aη,λ and αη,λ to future work. On the other hand, as shown in Figure 7 (b), gradient noise (denoted by
Gη,λ in this paragraph) increases very slowly and becomes stable as training proceeds, we therefore
parameterize Gη,λ as a constant over time: Gη,λ = G1(ηλ)

G2 .

Our fitting results are summarized in Table 1. Both L0,η,λ and Gη,λ are well captured by the fits
(R2 > 0.96). The exponent for L0,η,λ, L0,3 ≈ 0.46, is close to 0.5, which naturally recovers the
form

√
ηλ. The exponent for gradient noise, G2 ≈ 0.36, is–to the best of our knowledge–new in the

literature and may be of independent interest. Predicted values across different γ are shown in Fig. 9.
Taken together, these results suggest that (η, λ) has predictive power and may serve as a useful basis
for describing loss curves across settings in a more universal form.

Table 1: Fitting results of L0,η,λ = L0,1 + L0,2(ηλ)
L0,3 and Gη,λ = G1(ηλ)

G2 .

L0,1 L0,2 L0,3 R2 G1 G2 R2

1.9585 9.2613 0.4604 0.9978 15.6582 0.3561 0.9601

3.2 SUFFICIENT ITERATIONS MATTERS FOR INVARIANCE WITH RESPECT TO ELR

Interestingly, we find that the emergence of trajectory invariance with respect to ELR is governed
more by the number of training iterations than by the total number of tokens processed.

Trajectory invariance stuck on LR at large BS. We first justify this claim by decreasing training
iterations with a larger BS. To this end, we repeat our two-dim sweep experiments with the same data
size at a large BS of 8192 (8M tokens). As shown in Figure 4 (a), even with a 100B token budget,
the large-batch setting exhibits trajectory invariance only with respect to the LR, resembling the
pattern observed at small batch sizes in the limited-data regime (Figure 1 (a)). Notably, the number
of iterations in these two settings—B = 8192 with 100B tokens (12,500 iterations) and B = 512
with 5B tokens (10,000 iterations)—is roughly comparable. This suggests that the number of training
iterations, rather than the token budget, primarily drives the shift in trajectory invariance.

Recovering trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR with batch size schedulers. We further validate our
hypothesis by increasing the number of training iterations under large-batch settings. To recover

5
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Figure 4: Trajectory Invariance with large batch size and batch size schedulers. (a) Large-batch
training exhibits invariance only with respect to LR, even with sufficient tokens. The experiment
settings match Fig. 1(b), except with a large batch size B = 8192. (b) (c) Two batch size schedulers
successfully recover invariance with respect to ELR under large-batch training. Implementation
details of batch size schedulers are provided in Sec. 3.2.

the trajectory invariance pattern with respect to the ELR while keeping the token budget fixed, we
introduce a simple batch size scheduler: training begins with a small batch size (B = 512) and then
switches to a large batch size (B = 8192) partway through. We consider two types of schedulers:

• Type 1 (Fixed checkpoint): Resume large-batch training (B = 8192) from a small-batch
checkpoint (B = 512), and sweep η and λ over a two-dimensional grid. The source checkpoint
is trained on 10B tokens with η = 2−10 and λ = 0.1.

• Type 2 (Same source and target): Train with B = 512 from initialization while sweeping η
and λ, then switch to large-batch training (B = 8192) at a fixed point (30B tokens) without
changing η or λ.

As shown in Figure 4(b),(c), both BS schedulers successfully recover trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR
for loss curves, similar to small-batch training. This demonstrates that large batch size itself is not the
determining factor for whether trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR emerges; rather, it is the number of
training iterations. Moreover, the presence of trajectory invariance across both schedulers highlights
its robustness and generality. A final note is that gradient noise behaves differently under the two
schedulers and we only discuss Type 2 scheduler subsequently. See Fig. 12 and Fig. 13 for details.

3.3 DISCUSSION WITH PRIOR WORK

Two-stage behavior revealed by trajectory invariance. The distinct patterns of trajectory invariance
suggest a two-stage training process: In the early stage, the shape of the loss curves is determined
mainly by LR, while as training proceeds, the loss values are governed primarily by ELR. The
transition of invariance from LR to ELR thus serves as a marker for leaving the early stage of training.
The speed of this transition is primarily governed by the number of iterations and the learning rate η.
Prior work (Wang & Aitchison, 2025; Bergsma et al., 2025b) has shared the same viewpoint, but only
at a conceptual level without the empirical validation presented here.

Comparison with D’Angelo et al. (2024); Schaipp (2024). Trajectory invariance with respect to
ELR has been hinted at in prior work. Schaipp (2024) report that, in image classification tasks with
multi-epoch training, final test accuracy remains nearly unchanged when varying learning rate and
weight decay while keeping their product fixed (Figure 1 therein). In contrast, our study focuses
on language model pretraining in a one-pass regime, and our observations are broader: we identify
trajectory invariance not only for loss curves throughout training, but also for gradient noise and
parameter norm.

D’Angelo et al. (2024) observe a similar phenomenon in image classification (Figures 3–4 therein).
They distinguish between an “over-training regime” (multi-epoch classification) and an “under-
training regime” (one-pass language modeling), and argue that weight decay operates through
different mechanisms in each. However, our results (Figure 1) show that trajectory invariance also
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Figure 5: Heatmap of final validation loss after training on 105B tokens with a WSD scheduler
over a 5× 5 grid of peak LRs and WDs. (a) Small batch size (B = 512): ELR is the salient factor
for final performance. (b) Large batch size (B = 8192): LR becomes the salient factor. (c) Batch
size scheduler (Type 2): ELR becomes the salient factor again.

emerges in the one-pass regime given sufficient training, suggesting that the mechanisms of weight
decay across regimes are not entirely disjoint. Moreover, we extend this line of inquiry by analyzing
the role of batch size, finding that sufficient iterations are critical for trajectory invariance to appear.

3.4 EFFICIENT HYPERPARAMETER TUNING VIA TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE

The phenomenon of trajectory invariance reveals hidden structure in the hyperparameter space, which
can be leveraged to design more efficient tuning strategies. By examining validation loss after LR
decay, we demonstrate how trajectory invariance connects to final performance and motivates a
practical guideline: tune along the salient direction indicated by invariance.

Trajectory invariance connects to final performance. To enable fair comparison of final perfor-
mance, we report validation loss after LR decay using the WSD scheduler trained on 105B tokens
(Figure 5). At small BS (Figure 5(a)), ELR is the dominant factor, and runs with the same ELR
achieve similar performance. In contrast, at large BS (Figure 5(b)), raw LR becomes the main driver
of performance, while WD only introduces minor variation. These results are fully consistent with
the trajectory invariance patterns observed in the training loss curves (Figure 1(b) and Figure 4(a)).

We provide additional evidence for this trend by fitting quadratic functions (paraboloids) of loss
with respect to LR and WD at various token horizons, and analyzing their spectra. In Figure 15, we
present the dynamics of eigenvalues and top eigenvectors of the fitted paraboloids. Since the top
eigenvalue consistently dominates, its corresponding eigenvector identifies the direction along which
performance changes most significantly. For small batch sizes, these top eigenvectors align strongly
with (1, 1)—the direction of varying ELR—while for large batch sizes, they align with (1, 0)—the
direction of varying LR. This provides stronger confirmation of our earlier observations in Figures 5
(a) and (b).

A simple tuning strategy. To achieve efficient tuning with minimal resources, tuning should
follow the salient direction revealed by trajectory invariance. For small batch sizes or in sufficient-
iteration regimes, this means tuning along the direction that changes ELR. This contrasts with the
recommendation in Schaipp (2024), which suggests keeping ELR fixed. For example, tuning either
LR or WD individually is consistent with our guideline, and as we will show in the next section,
fixing LR and tuning WD is preferable. On the other hand, for large batch sizes or in limited-iteration
regimes, the recommended strategy is to tune LR while keeping WD fixed. This observation also
explains why the common practice of fixing WD and tuning only LR works well in both settings.

4 REFINED HYPERPARAMETER SCALING LAWS ACROSS DATASET SIZE

In this section, we fit scaling laws for both hyperparameters and loss as functions of dataset size.
For each token budget, we train with various peak LRs and WDs, decay the LR to zero with WSD
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LR=2.497e-03xD^(-3.220e-02), R2=0.2393
BS=512
LR=1.829e-03xD^(-5.690e-02), R2=0.7822
BS=8192
LR=1.996e-03xD^(-2.280e-02), R2=0.0279
BS Scheduler Type 2

1024 × 101 6 × 101

Tokens (B)

10 1

WD
WD=6.131e-02xD^(-3.052e-01), R2=0.9460
BS=512
WD=5.296e-01xD^(-3.230e-01), R2=0.3671
BS=8192
WD=8.974e-02xD^(-7.761e-02), R2=0.3507
BS Scheduler Type 2
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Tokens (B)

10 4

ELR
ELR=1.531e-04xD^(-3.374e-01), R2=0.9939
BS=512
ELR=9.689e-04xD^(-3.799e-01), R2=0.4151
BS=8192
ELR=1.791e-04xD^(-1.004e-01), R2=0.2227
BS Scheduler Type 2

1024 × 101 6 × 101

Tokens (B)

1.98 × 100

2 × 100

2.02 × 100

2.04 × 100

2.06 × 100

Val Loss
L=8.814e-01xD^(-4.590e-02)+1.269e+00, R2=0.9970
BS=512
L=2.108e+00xD^(-8.275e-01)+1.961e+00, R2=0.9967
BS=8192
L=4.118e-01xD^(-3.343e-01)+1.880e+00, R2=0.9613
BS Scheduler Type 2

Figure 6: Scaling laws for hyperparameters and loss across dataset size. To identify optima at
each token budget, we fit a paraboloid to the loss surface (as in Fig. 5). The minima of this paraboloid
define the optimal LR and WD, while the corresponding loss value gives the optimal loss. (a) Optimal
LR. (b) Optimal WD. (c) Optimal ELR, the product of optimal LR and WD. (d) Optimal loss.

scheduler, and then fit a paraboloid over the two-dim grid of LR and WD. The minimum of this fitted
surface is taken as the optimal point for that budget. We then fit scaling laws using power functions
and present the results in Figure 6. Based on our results, we discuss some existing claims and propose
refined scaling laws.

η(D) = η1 ·Dη2 , λ(D) = λ1 ·Dλ2 , γ(D) = γ1 ·Dγ2 , L(D) = E +B ·D−β .

New scaling trends for optimal LR and WD. Figure 6 illustrates the scaling behavior of optimal
hyperparameters. As dataset size D increases, the optimal WD λ decreases sublinearly, while the
optimal LR η remains nearly constant (all exponents |η2| < 0.057). Together, these trends imply that
the optimal ELR γ decreases with D, and the patterns are consistent across both small and large BSs.
Moreover, these findings reinforce the simple tuning strategy proposed in Section 3.4: for small batch
sizes or in sufficient-iterations regimes, it is preferable to fix η and tune λ.

Our results on the scaling of LR and WD challenge and refine existing claims. The near-constant
optimal LR contradicts prior suggestions that it should increase with data size (Li et al., 2025) or
decrease (Bjorck et al., 2025; DeepSeek-AI, 2024), while supporting the view that LR need not be
tuned (Bergsma et al., 2025a). Similarly, the sublinear decrease of optimal WD contrasts with the
inverse-linear scaling proposed in (Wang & Aitchison, 2025), but is consistent with the findings
of (Bergsma et al., 2025a).

Challenging optimal batch size scaling law. Recent studies (Li et al., 2025; Bergsma et al., 2025a;
Shuai et al., 2024) suggest that the optimal batch size grows with dataset size and have proposed
scaling laws to support this claim. However, when we compare the scaling laws of loss between
B = 512 and B = 8192 (Figure 6 (d)), the curve for the large-batch setting never surpasses that of
the small-batch setting, which make us rethink this viewpoint.

We suspect that the failure of the proposed scaling law arises from the limited range of fitting data.
For example, Bergsma et al. (2025a) test the law using their largest batch size of fewer than 1,000
sequences (∼2M tokens) and fit the scaling trend using even smaller batch sizes (Figure 1 therein).
Similarly, Li et al. (2025) use a maximum batch size of fewer than 2M tokens for fitting (Figure
5(a) therein). Yet a batch size of 2M tokens (2,048 sequences in our setup) is still considered small
under the GNS criterion (Figure 2). Thus, scaling rules derived from small-batch regimes may not
generalize to the large-batch regime.

The validity of the square-root LR-BS scaling rule. The square-root LR-BS scaling rule (Malladi
et al., 2022; Merrill et al., 2025) also fails in our case. On one hand, according to the scaling law
of the optimal LR (Figure 6(a)), the optimal LR for large BS is lower than that for the small one,
indicating that this rule does not apply in the large-batch regime under the GNS criterion. This
observation is also consistent with the surge phenomenon of Adam optimizer (Li et al., 2024; Su,
2025b). Other empirical studies also support this point (Marek et al., 2025; Blake et al., 2025).

On the other hand, Figure 14 shows the loss curves for small BS, as well as for batch size schedulers
with and without the square-root scaling rule. The curve following this rule not only fails to preserve
the loss trajectory of the small-batch case, but also underperforms overall, converging to a higher loss
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than the scheduler without this rule. Therefore, we do not incorporate this scaling rule into our batch
size scheduler. Instead, we find that fixing the learning rate while ramping up the batch size yields
good results.

Batch size scheduler unlocks effective large-batch training. We find that large-batch training,
when combined with a batch size scheduler, offers many advantages over regular large-batch training.
First, the batch size scheduler robustly improves the performance of large batches by a wide margin,
even surpassing small batches in the data-limited regime (Figure 6 (d)). We also note that the scaling
laws of hyperparameters for the batch size scheduler lie between those of small and large BS, which
is intuitively natural. However, the exponent for WD in particular shows a significant gap. We
attribute this discrepancy to the period immediately after batch size ramping, where residual effects
from small-batch training are not yet fully eliminated. Finally, the batch size scheduler increases the
GNS compared to naive large-batch training (Figure 2(b),(c)), which can be regarded as an implicit
advantage. This suggests that when we must use a large B for training efficiency, we should always
use a batch size scheduler.

5 RELATED WORK

Hyperparameter scaling laws. Beyond the well-studied scaling laws of loss w.r.t. model and data
size (Kaplan et al., 2020), and compute-optimal scaling laws (Hoffmann et al., 2022), researchers have
begun to investigate hyperparameter scaling laws: the relationships between optimal hyperparameters
and independent factors such as model size, data size, compute, or even the loss itself.

For batch size, two main types of scaling laws have been studied. The first is batch size–loss
scaling (Hu et al., 2024; Kaplan et al., 2020; Li et al., 2024; McCandlish et al., 2018; MiniMax et al.,
2025; Wang et al., 2024; Shuai et al., 2024), which describes how performance changes with batch
size but does not predict the optimal batch size a priori. The second line of work characterizes the
optimal batch size as a function of data or compute (Bergsma et al., 2025a; DeepSeek-AI, 2024; Li
et al., 2025; Porian et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2025), typically finding that it grows with dataset size.

For learning rate, several studies examine how the optimal value depends on model size, data, or
compute (Porian et al., 2024; Bjorck et al., 2025; DeepSeek-AI, 2024; Li et al., 2025). However,
results are sometimes contradictory: for instance, while Bjorck et al. (2025) report that the optimal
learning rate decreases with data size, Li et al. (2025) argue that it increases.

For weight decay, attention has only recently grown. Wang & Aitchison (2025) propose, from an
EMA perspective, that weight decay should decrease inversely with data size. Building on this,
Bergsma et al. (2025a) suggest that EMA should decay as tokens-per-parameter (TPP) increases,
implying that weight decay should decrease sublinearly with data size.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we identify trajectory invariance and its shift during training. Building on this obser-
vation, we propose new principles for efficient hyperparameter tuning. We also conduct data-based
scaling law analyses to refine or challenge existing viewpoints. Our hope is that this work provides
a fresh perspective on scaling laws research, helping to uncover hidden structure in the higher-
dimensional hyperparameter space and guiding more efficient training practices.

Limitations. Our study has several limitations. First, we only experiment at a limited model scale
(164M). Prior work has shown scaling collapse (Qiu et al., 2025), where loss curves from different
model sizes overlap; thus, we expect trajectory invariance to extend to larger models as well. However,
we are not yet able to determine how the optimal LR, WD, and ELR evolve with model size.

Second, while we analyze key hyperparameters such as B, η, and λ, many others remain unexplored.
Important optimizer parameters like β1, β2, and ε in Adam also influence training. For example,
prior work shows that higher β2 significantly improves performance for small batch sizes (Zhang
et al., 2025; Porian et al., 2024). Since we already establish that small batch sizes outperform large
ones, tuning β2 does not alter our main conclusions. Nevertheless, we expect the trajectory invariance
between LR and WD to persist under different β2 values, and we view incorporating β2 into an
invariance formulation as a promising direction for future work.

9



486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REFERENCES

Shane Bergsma, Nolan Dey, Gurpreet Gosal, Gavia Gray, Daria Soboleva, and Joel Hestness.
Power lines: Scaling laws for weight decay and batch size in llm pre-training. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.13738, 2025a.

Shane Bergsma, Nolan Simran Dey, Gurpreet Gosal, Gavia Gray, Daria Soboleva, and Joel Hestness.
Straight to zero: Why linearly decaying the learning rate to zero works best for LLMs. In
The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025b. URL https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=hrOlBgHsMI.

Johan Bjorck, Alon Benhaim, Vishrav Chaudhary, Furu Wei, and Xia Song. Scaling optimal LR
across token horizons. In The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning Representations,
2025. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=WYL4eFLcxG.

Charlie Blake, Constantin Eichenberg, Josef Dean, Lukas Balles, Luke Yuri Prince, Björn Deiseroth,
Andres Felipe Cruz-Salinas, Carlo Luschi, Samuel Weinbach, and Douglas Orr. u-$\mu$p: The unit-
scaled maximal update parametrization. In The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2025. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=P7KRIiLM8T.

Xiangning Chen, Chen Liang, Da Huang, Esteban Real, Kaiyuan Wang, Hieu Pham, Xuanyi Dong,
Thang Luong, Cho-Jui Hsieh, Yifeng Lu, et al. Symbolic discovery of optimization algorithms.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 36, 2023.

Francesco D’Angelo, Maksym Andriushchenko, Aditya Vardhan Varre, and Nicolas Flammarion.
Why do we need weight decay in modern deep learning? Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 37:23191–23223, 2024.

DeepSeek-AI. Deepseek llm: Scaling open-source language models with longtermism. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2401.02954, 2024. URL https://github.com/deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-LLM.

Leo Gao, Stella Biderman, Sid Black, Laurence Golding, Travis Hoppe, Charles Foster, Jason Phang,
Horace He, Anish Thite, Noa Nabeshima, et al. The pile: An 800gb dataset of diverse text for
language modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.00027, 2020.

Jordan Hoffmann, Sebastian Borgeaud, Arthur Mensch, Elena Buchatskaya, Trevor Cai, Eliza
Rutherford, Diego de Las Casas, Lisa Anne Hendricks, Johannes Welbl, Aidan Clark, et al.
Training compute-optimal large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.15556, 2022.

Shengding Hu, Yuge Tu, Xu Han, Chaoqun He, Ganqu Cui, Xiang Long, Zhi Zheng, Yewei Fang,
Yuxiang Huang, Weilin Zhao, et al. Minicpm: Unveiling the potential of small language models
with scalable training strategies. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.06395, 2024.

Keller Jordan, Yuchen Jin, Vlado Boza, Jiacheng You, Franz Cesista, Laker Newhouse, and Jeremy
Bernstein. Muon: An optimizer for hidden layers in neural networks, 2024. URL https:
//kellerjordan.github.io/posts/muon/.

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon Child, Scott
Gray, Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. Scaling laws for neural language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.08361, 2020.

Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. In International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2015.

Atli Kosson, Bettina Messmer, and Martin Jaggi. Rotational equilibrium: how weight decay balances
learning across neural networks. In Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine
Learning, pp. 25333–25369, 2024.

Houyi Li, Wenzheng Zheng, Jingcheng Hu, Qiufeng Wang, Hanshan Zhang, Zili Wang, Yangshijie Xu,
Shuigeng Zhou, Xiangyu Zhang, and Daxin Jiang. Predictable scale: Part i–optimal hyperparameter
scaling law in large language model pretraining. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.04715, 2025.

10

https://openreview.net/forum?id=hrOlBgHsMI
https://openreview.net/forum?id=hrOlBgHsMI
https://openreview.net/forum?id=WYL4eFLcxG
https://openreview.net/forum?id=P7KRIiLM8T
https://github.com/deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-LLM
https://kellerjordan.github.io/posts/muon/
https://kellerjordan.github.io/posts/muon/


540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Shuaipeng Li, Penghao Zhao, Hailin Zhang, Samm Sun, Hao Wu, Dian Jiao, Weiyan Wang, Chengjun
Liu, Zheng Fang, Jinbao Xue, Yangyu Tao, Bin CUI, and Di Wang. Surge phenomenon in optimal
learning rate and batch size scaling. In The Thirty-eighth Annual Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, 2024. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=hD9TUV4xdz.

Zhiyuan Li and Sanjeev Arora. An exponential learning rate schedule for deep learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1910.07454, 2019.

Jingyuan Liu, Jianlin Su, Xingcheng Yao, Zhejun Jiang, Guokun Lai, Yulun Du, Yidao Qin, Weixin
Xu, Enzhe Lu, Junjie Yan, et al. Muon is scalable for llm training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.16982,
2025.

Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. Decoupled weight decay regularization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1711.05101, 2017.

Kairong Luo, Haodong Wen, Shengding Hu, Zhenbo Sun, Maosong Sun, Zhiyuan Liu, Kaifeng
Lyu, and Wenguang Chen. A multi-power law for loss curve prediction across learning rate
schedules. In The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=KnoS9XxIlK.

Sadhika Malladi, Kaifeng Lyu, Abhishek Panigrahi, and Sanjeev Arora. On the sdes and scaling
rules for adaptive gradient algorithms. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:
7697–7711, 2022.

Martin Marek, Sanae Lotfi, Aditya Somasundaram, Andrew Gordon Wilson, and Micah Goldblum.
Small batch size training for language models: When vanilla sgd works, and why gradient
accumulation is wasteful. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.07101, 2025.

Sam McCandlish, Jared Kaplan, Dario Amodei, and OpenAI Dota Team. An empirical model of
large-batch training. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.06162, 2018.

William Merrill, Shane Arora, Dirk Groeneveld, and Hannaneh Hajishirzi. Critical batch size
revisited: A simple empirical approach to large-batch language model training. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.23971, 2025.

MiniMax, Aonian Li, Bangwei Gong, Bo Yang, Boji Shan, Chang Liu, Cheng Zhu, Chunhao Zhang,
Congchao Guo, Da Chen, Dong Li, Enwei Jiao, Gengxin Li, Guojun Zhang, Haohai Sun, Houze
Dong, Jiadai Zhu, Jiaqi Zhuang, Jiayuan Song, Jin Zhu, Jingtao Han, Jingyang Li, Junbin Xie,
Junhao Xu, Junjie Yan, Kaishun Zhang, Kecheng Xiao, Kexi Kang, Le Han, Leyang Wang, Lianfei
Yu, Liheng Feng, Lin Zheng, Linbo Chai, Long Xing, Meizhi Ju, Mingyuan Chi, Mozhi Zhang,
Peikai Huang, Pengcheng Niu, Pengfei Li, Pengyu Zhao, Qi Yang, Qidi Xu, Qiexiang Wang,
Qin Wang, Qiuhui Li, Ruitao Leng, Shengmin Shi, Shuqi Yu, Sichen Li, Songquan Zhu, Tao
Huang, Tianrun Liang, Weigao Sun, Weixuan Sun, Weiyu Cheng, Wenkai Li, Xiangjun Song,
Xiao Su, Xiaodong Han, Xinjie Zhang, Xinzhu Hou, Xu Min, Xun Zou, Xuyang Shen, Yan Gong,
Yingjie Zhu, Yipeng Zhou, Yiran Zhong, Yongyi Hu, Yuanxiang Fan, Yue Yu, Yufeng Yang,
Yuhao Li, Yunan Huang, Yunji Li, Yunpeng Huang, Yunzhi Xu, Yuxin Mao, Zehan Li, Zekang
Li, Zewei Tao, Zewen Ying, Zhaoyang Cong, Zhen Qin, Zhenhua Fan, Zhihang Yu, Zhuo Jiang,
and Zijia Wu. Minimax-01: Scaling foundation models with lightning attention, 2025. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.08313.

Tomer Porian, Mitchell Wortsman, Jenia Jitsev, Ludwig Schmidt, and Yair Carmon. Resolving
discrepancies in compute-optimal scaling of language models. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 37:100535–100570, 2024.

Shikai Qiu, Lechao Xiao, Andrew Gordon Wilson, Jeffrey Pennington, and Atish Agarwala. Scaling
collapse reveals universal dynamics in compute-optimally trained neural networks. In Forty-second
International Conference on Machine Learning, 2025.

Fabian Schaipp. How to jointly tune learning rate and weight decay for adamw. https://
fabian-sp.github.io/posts/2024/02/decoupling/, 2024.

Noam Shazeer. Glu variants improve transformer. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.05202, 2020.

11

https://openreview.net/forum?id=hD9TUV4xdz
https://openreview.net/forum?id=KnoS9XxIlK
https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.08313
https://fabian-sp.github.io/posts/2024/02/decoupling/
https://fabian-sp.github.io/posts/2024/02/decoupling/


594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Xian Shuai, Yiding Wang, Yimeng Wu, Xin Jiang, and Xiaozhe Ren. Scaling law for language
models training considering batch size. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.01505, 2024.

Jianlin Su. Rethinking learning rate and batch size (part 2): Mean field. https://kexue.fm/
archives/11267, 2025a.

Jianlin Su. Rethinking learning rate and batch size (part 2): Mean field. https://kexue.fm/
archives/11280, 2025b.

Jianlin Su. Rethinking learning rate and batch size (part 2): Mean field. https://kexue.fm/
archives/11307, 2025c.

Jianlin Su, Murtadha Ahmed, Yu Lu, Shengfeng Pan, Wen Bo, and Yunfeng Liu. Roformer: Enhanced
transformer with rotary position embedding. Neurocomputing, 568:127063, 2024.

Howe Tissue, Venus Wang, and Lu Wang. Scaling law with learning rate annealing. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2408.11029, 2024.

Ruosi Wan, Zhanxing Zhu, Xiangyu Zhang, and Jian Sun. Spherical motion dynamics: Learning dy-
namics of normalized neural network using sgd and weight decay. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 34:6380–6391, 2021.

Siqi Wang, Zhengyu Chen, Bei Li, Keqing He, Min Zhang, and Jingang Wang. Scaling laws across
model architectures: A comparative analysis of dense and moe models in large language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.05661, 2024.

Xi Wang and Laurence Aitchison. How to set adamw’s weight decay as you scale model and
dataset size. In Forty-second International Conference on Machine Learning, 2025. URL https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=IszVnczhfz.

Mitchell Wortsman, Peter J Liu, Lechao Xiao, Katie E Everett, Alexander A Alemi, Ben Adlam,
John D Co-Reyes, Izzeddin Gur, Abhishek Kumar, Roman Novak, Jeffrey Pennington, Jascha Sohl-
Dickstein, Kelvin Xu, Jaehoon Lee, Justin Gilmer, and Simon Kornblith. Small-scale proxies for
large-scale transformer training instabilities. In The Twelfth International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2024. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=d8w0pmvXbZ.

Guodong Zhang, Chaoqi Wang, Bowen Xu, and Roger Grosse. Three mechanisms of weight decay
regularization. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019.

Hanlin Zhang, Depen Morwani, Nikhil Vyas, Jingfeng Wu, Difan Zou, Udaya Ghai, Dean Foster,
and Sham M. Kakade. How does critical batch size scale in pre-training? In The Thirteenth
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL https://openreview.
net/forum?id=JCiF03qnmi.

Jingwei Zuo, Maksim Velikanov, Ilyas Chahed, Younes Belkada, Dhia Eddine Rhayem, Guillaume
Kunsch, Hakim Hacid, Hamza Yous, Brahim Farhat, Ibrahim Khadraoui, et al. Falcon-h1: A
family of hybrid-head language models redefining efficiency and performance. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2507.22448, 2025.

12

https://kexue.fm/archives/11267
https://kexue.fm/archives/11267
https://kexue.fm/archives/11280
https://kexue.fm/archives/11280
https://kexue.fm/archives/11307
https://kexue.fm/archives/11307
https://openreview.net/forum?id=IszVnczhfz
https://openreview.net/forum?id=IszVnczhfz
https://openreview.net/forum?id=d8w0pmvXbZ
https://openreview.net/forum?id=JCiF03qnmi
https://openreview.net/forum?id=JCiF03qnmi


648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Appendix

CONTENTS

A More Results 14

A.1 Trajectory invariance for gradient noise, gradient norm, and gradient noise scale. . 14

A.2 Trajectory invariance for WSD schedulers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

A.3 Fitting results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

A.4 Full dynamics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

A.5 Quantitative results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

A.6 Scaling laws . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

A.7 The connection between gradient noise and learning rate decay . . . . . . . . . . . 22

A.8 Trajectory invariance in more settings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

B Implementation Details 24

B.1 Optimization-Related Statistics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

B.2 Scaling laws . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

C Intuitive Explanation 25

13



702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

0 20 40 60 80 100
Tokens (B)

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

Gr
ad

ie
nt

 N
oi

se

BS=512, ELR=0.1 × 2 08

BS=512, ELR=0.1 × 2 09

BS=512, ELR=0.1 × 2 10

BS=512, ELR=0.1 × 2 11

BS=512, ELR=0.1 × 2 12

0 20 40 60 80 100
Tokens (B)

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40
BS=8192, ELR=0.1 × 2 08

BS=8192, ELR=0.1 × 2 09

BS=8192, ELR=0.1 × 2 10

BS=8192, ELR=0.1 × 2 11

BS=8192, ELR=0.1 × 2 12

0 20 40 60 80 100
Tokens (B)

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40
BS Scheduler Type1, ELR=0.1 × 2 08

BS Scheduler Type1, ELR=0.1 × 2 09

BS Scheduler Type1, ELR=0.1 × 2 10

BS Scheduler Type1, ELR=0.1 × 2 11

BS Scheduler Type1, ELR=0.1 × 2 12

0 20 40 60 80 100
Tokens (B)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
BS Scheduler Type2, ELR=0.1 × 2 08

BS Scheduler Type2, ELR=0.1 × 2 09

BS Scheduler Type2, ELR=0.1 × 2 10

BS Scheduler Type2, ELR=0.1 × 2 11

BS Scheduler Type2, ELR=0.1 × 2 12

Figure 7: Dynamics of gradient noise.
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Figure 8: Trajectory invariance w.r.t ELR for WSD schedulers.

A MORE RESULTS

A.1 TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE FOR GRADIENT NOISE, GRADIENT NORM, AND GRADIENT
NOISE SCALE.

Here, the actual quantities we care about are (η/B) · Tr(P−1Σ), η · ∥P−1/2g∥2 and Bprecond. For
clarity, we refer to these as gradient noise, gradient norm, and GNS, respectively.

In Figure 7, we show the gradient noise dynamics under various ELRs. For all runs, gradient noise
becomes stable in the early stage and slowly increases as training proceeds, which indicates the gain
from LR decay is increasing. Also, larger ELR gives a larger gain in LR decay. About the collapse
phenomena, gradient noise exhibits earlier collapse compared loss curves, and the collapse quality is
not affected by ELR.

In addition to gradient noise, gradient norm is also an important optimization metric. We show the
dynamics of gradient norm in the full dynamics section A.4. Although gradient norm is not stable
throughout training, the cluster pattern is still very clear.

Additionally, trajectory invariance for gradient noise scale is shown in Figure 28.

A.2 TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE FOR WSD SCHEDULERS

See Fig. 8. We decay learning rate linearly in 5B tokens starting from 60B, 80B, and 100B tokens.
Results show that trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR continues to hold with learning rate decay.
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Figure 9: Fitting results.

A.3 FITTING RESULTS

See predicted values in Figure 9. The dotted lines represent the predicted final loss L0,η,λ, i.e.,
training for infinite time with constant LR η and WD λ.

A.4 FULL DYNAMICS

See full dynamics for B = 512, B = 8192, Type 1 BS scheduler, and Type 2 BS scheduler in
Figure 10, 11, 12, 13, respectively.
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Figure 10: Full dynamics with B = 512.

A.5 QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

We show quantitative results for loss in Figure 16 (a), Figure 17 (a); for gradient noise in Figure 18
(a), Figure 20 (a); and for gradient norm in Figure 19 (a), Figure 21 (a). All results show the collapse
along ELR at small BSs and are consistent with the training dynamics presented before.

A.6 SCALING LAWS

See Figure 23 for scaling laws under all setups, including B = 512, B = 8192, batch size scheduler
Type 1, and batch size scheduler Type 2, which is more detailed version of Figure 6.

See Figure 22 for non-fitted optimal hyperparameters, i.e., optimal hyperparameters from grid search,
irrelevant to the fitted quadratic functions.
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Figure 11: Full dynamics with B = 8192.
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Figure 12: Full dynamics with BS scheduler Type 1.
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Figure 13: Full dynamics with BS scheduler Type 2.
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Figure 16: Pairwise relative distance for Val Loss (by ELR).
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Figure 17: Average relative distance for Val Loss (by ELR).
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Figure 18: Pairwise relative distance for gradient noise (by ELR).
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Figure 19: Pairwise relative distance for gradient norm (by ELR).
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Figure 20: Average relative distance for gradient noise (by ELR).

1.6e-3 8e-4 4e-4 2e-4 1e-4 5e-5 2.5e-5 1.25e-5
ELR

8e-4

4e-4

2e-4

1e-4

5e-5

2.5e-5

1.25e-5

6.25e-6

EL
R

0.664 0.167

0.966 0.514 0.139

1.124 0.810 0.423 0.108

1.224 1.016 0.735 0.404 0.128

1.281 1.136 0.935 0.679 0.353 0.106

1.318 1.214 1.069 0.878 0.616 0.325 0.115

1.335 1.250 1.131 0.973 0.750 0.494 0.238 0.133

1.353 1.288 1.198 1.077 0.902 0.689 0.440 0.292

Grad Norm; BS = 512

1.6e-3 8e-4 4e-4 2e-4 1e-4 5e-5 2.5e-5 1.25e-5
ELR

8e-4

4e-4

2e-4

1e-4

5e-5

2.5e-5

1.25e-5

6.25e-6

1.259 1.171

1.303 1.211 0.900

1.336 1.232 0.660 0.351

1.357 1.258 0.773 0.401 0.317

1.359 1.278 0.827 0.459 0.362 0.343

1.366 1.288 0.864 0.510 0.366 0.364 0.396

1.367 1.281 0.882 0.531 0.391 0.349 0.339 0.388

1.370 1.303 0.874 0.501 0.362 0.337 0.336 0.326

Grad Norm; BS = 8192

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

Re
la

tiv
e 

di
st

an
ce

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

Re
la

tiv
e 

di
st

an
ce

Figure 21: Average relative distance for gradient norm (by ELR).
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See Figure 24 for scaling laws at fixed weight decay λ = 0.1. Implementation details are in
Appendix. B.2.

Differences in the setup for fitting scaling laws. In Table 2 and Table 3, we compare the main
differences in the setup for fitting LR scaling laws between our work and previous studies (Bjorck
et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025; DeepSeek-AI, 2024). Recall that, for LR scaling laws, Bjorck et al. (2025),
DeepSeek-AI (2024), and our experiments with fixed weight decay (Figure 24) yield a decreasing
scaling trend; Li et al. (2025) report an increasing trend; and our experiments with tuned weight
decay yield an approximately constant trend (Figure 6). We highlight three primary differences that
may lead to different conclusions:

• Tuned weight decay. Compared with previous work, we fit LR scaling laws with a tuned weight
decay, whereas previous works consistently use a fixed weight decay of 0.1. This is the key
reason we obtain different conclusions.

• Final learning rate. Bjorck et al. (2025); DeepSeek-AI (2024) use a fixed ratio of max LR as
the final LR, i.e., 0.1× max LR, while Li et al. (2025) use a fixed final LR of 1e-5. When the
max LR changes, the ratio between the final LR and the max LR therefore changes. In contrast,
we use a final LR of 0, which can also be seen as a fixed ratio of max LR with ratio equal to 0.
We suspect that the difference in conclusions between decreasing scaling (Bjorck et al., 2025;
DeepSeek-AI, 2024) and increasing scaling (Li et al., 2025) arises from this difference.

• Tuned batch size. Our work and Bjorck et al. (2025) fit LR scaling laws independently for each
batch size, while Li et al. (2025); DeepSeek-AI (2024) use a tuned batch size. However, the
tuned batch size will probably not affect the conclusions. For example, DeepSeek-AI (2024)
obtain a similar conclusion to our Figure 24 and Bjorck et al. (2025) even when tuning the batch
size.

Reproducing the decreasing scaling trend for LR at fixed weight decay. Recall that compared
with Bjorck et al. (2025), we both fit LR scaling laws independently for each model size and batch
size. However, we also tune the weight decay, whereas Bjorck et al. (2025) uses a fixed weight decay
of 0.1.

In Figure 24, when using a fixed weight decay of 0.1, we can reproduce the decreasing scaling results
in Bjorck et al. (2025). In this case, our fitted exponent of the LR scaling law is ≈ −0.45 with
R2 = 0.9955. We see that:

• Our exponent for LR (≈ −0.45) is of the same order as in Bjorck et al. (2025) (from -0.32
to -0.70, as in Table 5 therein). This means we successfully reproduce the decreasing scaling
trend.

• Our exponent for ELR (≈ −0.45) is of the same order as the exponent for ELR when tuning
weight decay (≈ −0.34). This again justifies our trajectory invariance principle w.r.t. ELR,
since sweeping only over LR can effectively induce a sweep over ELR.

Table 2: Setup difference in fitting learning rate scaling laws from previous studies. †LR scaling
laws are fitted independently for each batch size when batch size is not tuned. ‡Bjorck et al. (2025)
fit LR scaling laws at batch size of 1M up to about 50B token budget.

Hyperparameter Our Figure 6 Our Figure 24 Bjorck et al. (2025) Li et al. (2025)

learning rate tuned tuned tuned tuned
weight decay tuned 0.1 0.1 0.1
batch size† 0.5M, 8M 0.5M, 8M 0.5M, 1M‡ tuned

LR schedule WSD WSD cosine cosine
min LR 0 0 0.1× max LR 1e-5
warmup 1B tokens 1B tokens ∼1000 steps 2000 steps
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Figure 22: Non-fitted minima at each token budget
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Figure 23: Full scaling laws
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Figure 24: Scaling laws with fixed weight decay λ = 0.1.
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Table 3: Setup difference in fitting learning rate scaling laws from previous studies (Continue).

Hyperparameter Our Figure 6 Our Figure 24 DeepSeek-AI (2024)

learning rate tuned tuned tuned
weight decay tuned 0.1 0.1

batch size 0.5M, 8M 0.5M, 8M tuned
LR schedule WSD WSD multi-step

min LR 0 0 0.1× max LR
warmup 1B tokens 1B tokens 2000 steps

A.7 THE CONNECTION BETWEEN GRADIENT NOISE AND LEARNING RATE DECAY

Previous work shows that gradient noise is strongly correlated with the loss improvement obtained
from LR decay (Qiu et al., 2025). Here, we first elaborate on this connection, then verify it in our
setting, and demonstrate the agreement between LR decay and gradient noise (Figure 27).

Let τ :=
∫
η(t) dt denote the gradient flow time, and let η(τ) ≡ η be a constant learning rate

scheduler. Define B(τ), P−1Σ(τ), and L(τ) as the batch size, preconditioned gradient noise, and
loss along this constant LR schedule. Let η′(τ) denote the WSD scheduler with peak LR η, starting
to decay at τ0, and let B′(τ), P ′−1Σ′(τ), and L′(τ) be the corresponding batch size, preconditioned
gradient noise, and loss under the WSD schedule. Then, Qiu et al. (2025) show that the improvement
from LR decay can be estimated as:

L′(τ)− L(τ) =
1

4
(η′(τ)/B′(τ)) Tr(P ′−1Σ′)(τ)− 1

4
(η(τ)/B(τ)) Tr(P−1Σ)(τ).

If we decay LR to zero at time τ , we have

L′(τ)− L(τ) = −1

4
(η(τ)/B(τ)) Tr(P−1Σ)(τ),

which means that the loss after decaying the LR to zero can be predicted from the constant LR
schedule as

L′(τ) = L(τ)− 1

4
(η(τ)/B(τ)) Tr(P−1Σ)(τ). (1)

Since both sides of Eq. (1) are computable, we evaluate the relative error in Figure 27 to verify this
claim:

relative error :=
|L′(τ)− L(τ) + 1

4 (η(τ)/B(τ)) Tr(P−1Σ)(τ)|
L′(τ)

,

A.8 TRAJECTORY INVARIANCE IN MORE SETTINGS

More optimizers. We present trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR for other optimizers, including
Muon (kimi), also known as Moonlight (Liu et al., 2025), Muon (spectral) (Jordan et al., 2024), and
Lion (Chen et al., 2023) (one type of SignSGD). The difference between Muon (kimi) and Muon
(spectral) is solely in the adjusted LR ratio, where Muon (kimi) uses 0.2

√
max(din, dout), and Muon

(spectral) uses
√

max(1, dout/din).

Results are shown in Figure 25. We see that all optimizers in our experiments successfully exhibit
trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR in terms of loss curves.

Larger models. We show trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR for 1B models trained up to 45B tokens in
Figure 26 (a). Due to limited compute, we pick 3 combinations of (LR, WD) and keep ELR fixed.
We see that 1B models successfully exhibit trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR in terms of loss curves.
The time at which the curves overlap does not lag behind that of the 164M models.

Different β2 in AdamW. We show trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR for a different value of β2 = 0.995
in AdamW in Figure 26 (b). We see that AdamW with a different β2 successfully exhibits trajectory
invariance w.r.t. ELR in terms of loss curves.
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Figure 25: Trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR for Muon and Lion.
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Figure 26: Trajectory invariance w.r.t. ELR for 1B model and β2 = 0.995 in AdamW.
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Figure 27: Compare LR decay and gradient noise.
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Figure 28: Dynamics of gradient noise scale. Legends follow Fig. 1(b).

B IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

B.1 OPTIMIZATION-RELATED STATISTICS

In this section, we describe how we compute the (preconditioned) gradient noise covariance and the
population gradient norm.

Recall the definitions:
g := Ex

[
∇wL(w,x)

]
,

Σ := Ex

[
(g̃x − g)(g̃x − g)⊤

]
,

P := diag(v1/2).

We first explain how to compute one estimator of these quantities from a single checkpoint, which
consists of the model parameters and the optimizer states.

Given the checkpoint, we sample B sequences and perform forward and backward passes to obtain a
mini-batch gradient gj . We repeat this procedure nfwd times to obtain

g1, . . . ,gnfwd
.

From these, we estimate the population gradient by

gmean =
1

nfwd

nfwd∑
j=1

gj ,

and the trace of the batch-size-independent covariance by

Tr(Σ) =
B

nfwd − 1

nfwd∑
j=1

(gj − gmean)
⊤(gj − gmean).

For the preconditioned quantities, we use the saved second moments in the checkpoint to define the
preconditioner P. Specifically, P is diagonal with Pkk =

√
vk/(1− βt

2) + ε, where t is number of
iteration and β2 and ε are the hyparparameters of Adam used in training. Then, we form

P−1/2gj and P−1/2gmean.

Here, applying P−1/2 corresponds to element-wise multiplication of two vectors, since P is diagonal.
We then compute the trace of the batch-size-independent preconditioned covariance as

Tr(P−1Σ) =
B

nfwd − 1

nfwd∑
j=1

(
P−1/2gj −P−1/2gmean

)⊤(
P−1/2gj −P−1/2gmean

)
.

To inspect and reduce estimator variance, we repeat the above procedure nest times, obtaining multiple
estimators for each quantity. For example, let Tr(P−1Σ)i denote the i-th estimator of Tr(P−1Σ)
computed as above. Collecting {Tr(P−1Σ)i}nest

i=1, we report their sample mean and variance in the
corresponding figures.

In practice, we set nfwd = 96, nest = 10, B = 16. We make the computation more efficient by
utilizing multiple GPUs and intra-node communication.
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B.2 SCALING LAWS

In this section, we describe our procedures fitting scaling laws. We firstly discuss the details in
Figure 6.

We estimate the optimal LR and WD for each token budget D and batch size B. Specifically, our
goal is:

ηD,B , λD,B = argmin
η,λ

L(η, λ,D,B).

We sweep η and λ over a 5× 5 two-dim grid as in the main experiments. Then, we fit a quadratic
function, i.e., paraboloid Lquad,D,B(η, λ), based on the 25 points from experiment using linear
regression in np.linalg.lstsq on the first and second order features We use the optimal point
of this paraboloid as the estimate of ηD,B , λD,B . Specifically, we use

η̂D,B , λ̂D,B = argmin
η,λ

Lquad,D,B(η, λ), γ̂D,B = η̂D,Bλ̂D,B .

Next, for each B, we fit the scaling laws across data size. For laws without constant terms, including
η, λ, γ, we use np.polyfit to do linear regression in the log axis. For scaling laws with constant
terms, including loss L, we use LBFGS algorithm in scipy.optimize.minimize.

In Figure 24, we further fit scaling laws at fixed weight decay λ = 0.1. The only difference from
Figure 6 is in the use of Lquad,D,B . In this case, we only use 5 points to fit Lquad,D,B . The 5 points
use varied learning rate and a fixed weight decay of 0.1.

C INTUITIVE EXPLANATION

In this section, we provide an intuitive explanation of the trajectory invariance phenomenon, in
the case of a constant learning rate, for optimizers using decoupled weight decay. The update of
optimizers with decoupled weight decay can be unified as:

wt+1 = (1− ηλ)wt + ηλ
(ut

λ

)
,

where ut is the update given by different optimizers. Let gt be the stochastic gradient in the current
iteration. For different optimizers, ut is defined as:

• AdamW: ut = − mt√
vt + ϵ

• SGD: ut = −gt

• Muon: ut = −NewtonSchulz(mt)

• Lion: ut = −Sign
(
β1mt−1 + (1− β1)gt

)
Then, the whole process by which trajectory invariance emerges is:

• The ℓ2 update norm ∥ut∥ stabilizes at the early stage of training, instead of diminishing to
zero.

• The ℓ2 parameter norm ∥wt∥ increases and then becomes stable, and this stable value is
proportional to

√
η/λ.

• When the ℓ2 parameter norm becomes stable, the effective learning rate (relative update
size) is γ = η/∥w∥.

• Substituting the stable parameter norm ∥w∥ ∝
√
η/λ gives the effective learning rate

γ ∝
√
λη. We hypothesize that the loss curves will behave similarly as long as the relative

update size is invariant.

The stabilization of ℓ2 update norm ∥u∥. Earlier this year, Liu et al. (2025) observed that AdamW’s
update RMS norm is usually around 0.2 to 0.4. In our experiments, we also observe that AdamW’s
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update RMS norm stabilizes quickly (around 10,000 steps) to around 0.2. The stabilization of the
update norm also happens for Muon and the Lion optimizer. A derivation for AdamW can be found
in (Su, 2025a). We will include it in the revised paper for completeness.

The stabilization of ℓ2 parameter norm ∥w∥. The EMA formulation is a good way to understand
the behavior of optimizers using decoupled weight decay. It tells us that we only average over roughly
the last 1/(ηλ) minibatch updates to the current weight iterate (Wang & Aitchison, 2025). Therefore,
after the update norm stabilizes, the parameter norm can also become stable under the effect of EMA.
Additionally, the speed of stabilization is controlled by the learning rate: a smaller learning rate leads
to slower stabilization.

The stable value is proportional to
√
η/λ. Some derivations of this stable value can be found in Su

(2025c); Kosson et al. (2024). We will include it in the revised paper for completeness.

Deriving effective learning rate with stable parameter norm. When the ℓ2 parameter norm
becomes stable, we can view the update direction as living in the tangent space, i.e., orthogonal to the
parameter direction, and rotating the parameters on a hypersphere. Therefore, the relative update, or
effective learning rate, is naturally η/∥wt∥. More specifically, we have

wt+1 = (1− ηλ) ∥wt∥
(

wt

∥wt∥
+

η

(1− ηλ)∥wt∥
ut

)
.

Using the approximation that ∥wt∥ ≈ ∥wt+1∥ and 1− ηλ ≈ 1, we get
wt+1

∥wt+1∥
≈ wt

∥wt∥
+

η

∥wt∥
ut.

In summary, when the parameter norm is stable, the effective learning rate is η/∥w∥.

LLM USAGE

We used advanced language models solely as writing assistants during manuscript preparation. Their
role was limited to grammar correction, clarity improvement, and refining sentence flow, without
altering the intended meaning. All research ideas, methods, and results are entirely the work of the
authors.
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