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Abstract

Hyperparameter transfer allows extrapolating optimal optimization hyperparame-
ters from small to large scales, making it critical for training large language models
(LLMs). This is done either by fitting a scaling law to the hyperparameters or by a
judicious choice of parameterization, such as Maximal Update (µP), that renders
optimal hyperparameters approximately scale invariant. In this paper, we first
develop a framework to quantify hyperparameter transfer through three metrics:
(1) the quality of the scaling law fit, (2) the robustness to extrapolation errors,
and (3) the asymptotic loss penalty due to choice of parameterization. Next, we
investigate through a comprehensive series of ablations why µP appears to offer
high-quality learning rate transfer relative to standard parameterization (SP), as
existing theory is inadequate. We find that the overwhelming benefit of µP relative
to SP when training with AdamW arises simply from maximizing the learning
rate of the embedding layer. In SP, the embedding layer learning rate acts as a
bottleneck that induces training instabilities; increasing it by a factor of width
to match µP dramatically smooths out training while improving hyperparameter
transfer. We also find that weight decay improves the scaling law fits, while, in the
fixed token-per-parameter setting, it hurts the robustness of the extrapolation.

1 Introduction

Training large neural networks requires carefully tuning numerous hyperparameters, including the
learning rate, weight decay, and batch size, among others [28, 7, 39, 30, 35, 2]. As models scale into
trillions of parameters, the cost of hyperparameter tuning at scale becomes prohibitive. The solution
to this is hyperparameter transfer: one finds the optimal hyperparameters at small scales, along with
a scaling law, which can then be used to extrapolate optimal hyperparameters at large scales. There
are two main approaches in practice. The first approach fits functional forms to predict how the
optimal learning rate η∗ scales as the model and/or data is scaled [7, 37, 3]. While effective, these
fitted relationships may not generalize beyond their fitted domain and themselves require expensive
hyperparameter searches to obtain a robust functional form.

The second approach is more structural—it parameterizes the model such that the activations
and their updates remain independent of width [48], keeping the training dynamics invariant
across scales [4, 47]. Yang and Hu [48] derived Maximal Update Parameterization (µP) under this
desideratum, originally to study feature learning in the infinite width limit. Empirically, µP has a
desirable practical property—it maintains fairly consistent optimal learning rates across width. This
property, termed learning rate transfer, allows practitioners to utilize optimal learning rates from
a smaller proxy model to train larger ones [49], reducing the need for expensive hyperparameter
searches at scale. Several works have since extended this framework to depth scaling [6, 50, 8],
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alternative architectures [5, 9, 44, 32, 19], and optimizers [29, 13, 38], suggesting the underlying
principle generalizes to the design space of modern networks.

The current practice raises several questions. First, after fitting a scaling law to the hyperparameters,
they can always be reparameterized to be (approximately) scale-invariant. In this case, is there
any distinction with µP and its variants? This suggests an urgent need to quantify the quality of
hyperparameter transfer in order to compare across different schemes.

Secondly, the theoretical derivation of µP and its variants make several assumptions that do not hold
in practice. It assumes a finite number of training steps in the infinite width limit, whereas practical
training runs are in the opposite limit, of a large number of training steps compared to width. It also
assumes full alignment between weight updates and the activations [48], yet this alignment is low
early in training and never reaches the full alignment even late in training [10]. It does not take into
account aspects of the learning rate schedule, like learning rate warmup, which are crucial to observe
transfer, as we show in Section F. Finally, it is derived in the setting of fixed dataset size, whereas
typical training runs scale data and number of parameters in tandem, often in the setting of a fixed
number of tokens per parameter (TPP) [17]. Surprisingly, despite these assumptions not holding,
µP still exhibits high-quality learning rate transfer, raising the question of why.

In this paper, we begin by developing a framework to quantify hyperparameter transfer. We develop
three key metrics. The first is the quality of the scaling law fit itself. The second is a robustness metric:
whether the choice of optimal hyperparameter is more robust to perturbations as the model scales.
The third regards the asymptotic performance of the loss: it is possible that some parameterizations
exhibit higher quality transfer at the cost of degradation in the absolute value of the loss, and this
also needs to be taken into account. The three metrics can trade off against each other, as we will see.

Armed with a quantitative framework to measure the quality of hyperparameter transfer, we then inves-
tigate in more detail why µP appears to exhibit high-quality transfer. We show that in standard decoder-
only Transformers [46] trained with AdamW [31], µP has four key changes compared to SP. By exam-
ining all 16 ablations, we isolate the embedding layer learning rate as the key factor. µP has a much
larger embedding layer learning rate compared to SP. By making this one alteration to SP, the hyperpa-
rameter transfer quality of SP essentially matches that of µP. We further study training dynamics, find-
ing that the embedding layer learning rate is important throughout training, especially early in training,
and if it is not sufficiently large, there are training instabilities. Therefore, one interesting source of
training instabilities is that the learning can be bottlenecked by the embedding layer learning rate.

These results highlight the fundamental importance of the embedding layer learning rate. It is known
that the embedding layer learns a significant amount of structure from the data [33, 16, 43, 24],
and as such, perhaps it is not surprising that keeping it too low can severely throttle training, while
maximizing it helps stabilize the learning process.

Our contributions. Our paper contains the following contributions:

• A quantitative framework for measuring the quality of hyperparameter transfer. This involves three
metrics: (1) the quality of the scaling law fits in terms of an error E , (2) a transfer robustness
exponent κ which measures sensitivity to errors in extrapolation of a hyperparameter from small to
large scales, and (3) the asymptotic loss degradation R(∞), which measures performance at scale
relative to the optimal parameterization.

• Focusing on GPT pre-training with AdamW, we express SP and µP in a common form (Table 1).
The two parameterizations differ in four key ways (SP → µP): (1) embedding learning rate
Θ(1/n) → Θ(1), (2) last layer initialization variance Θ(1/n) → Θ(1/n2), (3) LayerNorm learning
rate (Θ(1/n) → Θ(1)), (4) attention scaling (1/√d → 1/d).

• We examine all 16 ablations that distinguish µP from SP and isolate the embedding layer learning
rate as the primary factor: SP with an appropriately scaled embedding layer learning rate essentially
matches µP in quality of hyperparameter transfer.

• We find that the embedding layer learning rate, if not large enough, can cause training instabilities.
• We study the effect of weight decay to show that (1) it can improve the scaling law fit quality

(smaller E), (2) in the fixed token per parameter setting, it hurts the robustness of the extrapolation.
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Table 1: Comparison of Standard (SP) and Maximal Update Parameterization (µP) for AdamW.
Weight decay is scaled with the learning rate so that its contribution to the weight update, η · λ · θ,
remains Θ(1) across widths.

Parameterization Layer Multiplier (n−a) Variance (n−2b) LR (n−c) WD (n−d)

Standard
(SP)

Embedding 1 1 1/n n

Hidden 1 1/n 1/n n

Last 1 1/n 1/n n

LayerNorm − − 1/n −
Attention scale 1/

√
d − − −

µP

Embedding 1 1 1 1

Hidden 1 1/n 1/n n

Last 1 1/n2 1/n n

LayerNorm − − 1 −
Attention scale 1/d − − −

2 Preliminaries: Neural Network Parameterizations

We consider a neural network fθ with parameters θ trained by minimizing a loss L(θ) using AdamW
optimizer [31] with learning rate η and weight decay λ. The performance of a model can be
improved by scaling along different dimensions, such as width, depth, context length and data. A
parameterization is then a set of rules that specify how key network and optimizer hyperparameters
must be adjusted as the model is scaled to maintain stable training dynamics. In this work, we focus
on the width n as the scaling dimension and the learning rate η as the hyperparameter to be scaled.

Following Yang and Hu [48], we parameterize the network and optimizer using four scalar expo-
nents {al, bl, cl, dl} per layer l, which control different aspects of width scaling. The exponent al
controls the forward pass scaling h(l+1) = n−alW (l+1)ϕ(h(l)), where h(l) and W (l) denote the
pre-activations and weights in layer l, and ϕ(·) is the activation function. The exponent bl scales
the initialization variance W (l) ∼ N (0, n−2bl). The exponent cl scales the layer-wise learning rate
η(l) = η · n−cl , where η is the global learning rate. Finally, the exponent dl scales the weight decay
strength λl = λ · n−dl such that the product ηl · λl is width-independent. For Transformers, the
usual scaled dot-product attention comes with a per-head scaling by the head dimension d, with the
standard choice being 1/

√
d [45].

Given this general setup, specific parameterizations are obtained by imposing stability conditions
on the training dynamics. Two canonical examples of abcd parameterization are SP [42] and µP [48].
SP requires that activations at initialization do not blow up or vanish as the width grows, imposing
one constraint per layer; any additional freedom is used to make the simplest choices, such as a
uniform learning rate for all layers. µP imposes a stronger condition: both the activations and their
updates must be width-independent, resulting in two constraints per layer. For analytical tractability,
these additional constraints are derived under three additional assumptions: (1) a finite number of
training steps as the width n → ∞, (2) full alignment between weight updates and the activations
they act on [48], and (3) a fixed dataset as n scales. We provide a self-contained derivation of µP
for both SGD and Adam optimizers in Section H.

Since one of our goals is to understand which aspects of µP are essential for transfer, we need
to express SP and µP in a common form. To this end, SP is defined with a weight initialization
variance of Θ(1/fan-in), and a global learning rate ηl = η · n−1 for all layers. Note that we choose a
convention where we peel off a 1/n factor in the learning rate, which differs from other conventions.
To make the comparison between SP and µP more transparent, we use the symmetry of abcd
parameterization [48] to set the multipliers a = 0 in our description of µP. As shown in Table 1, the
two differ in four key ways: (1) embedding layer learning rate, (2) last layer initialization variance,
(3) LayerNorm learning rate, and (4) attention scaling. Weight decay strength λ is scaled with
learning rate so that its contribution to the weight update, ηλθ, is Θ(1) in both parameterizations.

3



The intuitive reason for these changes is as follows. SP applies a uniform Θ(1/n) learning rate to all
layers. This scaling is needed for the hidden layers, which compute their output as a sum of n input
terms h(l)

i =
∑n

j=1 W
l+1
ij h

(l)
j ; without a Θ(1/n) learning rate the activations updates ∆h

(l+1)
i would

scale as Θ(n). By comparison, the embedding (a per-token lookup) and LayerNorm (an elementwise
operation) do not involve a sum over the width dimension, so a Θ(1) learning rate is a natural
choice for these layers. Next, SP’s larger last layer initialization variance leads to higher Hessian
sharpness at initialization, making training unstable at large learning rates [22]. However, in practice,
learning rate warmup mitigates this by gradually reducing sharpness to a level determined by the
peak learning rate [21], making the initialization difference between SP and µP negligible. Finally,
µP replaces SP’s 1/

√
d attention scaling with 1/d, motivated by the observation that key and query

vectors are projections of the same input and therefore would be more aligned than independent
random vectors during training. In this work, we show that the embedding layer learning rate is
the primary driver of µP’s advantage, with the remaining modifications contributing little.

3 Quantifying Hyperparameter Transfer

In this section, we focus on learning rate η as the hyperparameter of interest and consider scaling
the width n. In principle, the discussion can be extended to include additional hyperparameters (e.g.,
batch size, weight decay) and scaling other quantities such as depth, context length, training steps.

A parameterization is effective for learning rate transfer if the optimal learning rate can be reliably
extrapolated from small to large widths without sacrificing performance at scale. Reliability requires
two conditions. First, the loss at the end of training must be predictable, for example, by satisfying a
simple functional scaling law form. Second, even if the loss is predictable, the transferred learning
rate will inevitably carry some residual error (e.g., from finite sampling at the small scale). The
loss at scale must be robust to such errors—if a small error in predicting the learning rate induces
an increasingly large loss gap at larger widths, transfer becomes sensitive despite predictability in
the loss. Accordingly, we introduce three metrics: Loss Predictability Error E , Transfer Robustness
Exponent κ, and Asymptotic Loss Degradation R(∞) that capture loss predictability, robustness to
prediction errors, and performance at scale, respectively.

To formalize these metrics, we first need to model how the loss landscape changes with width and
learning rate. Following standard practice in neural scaling laws [23, 17, 1], we model the optimal
loss L∗(n) as a power law in width:

L∗(n) = L∗(∞) +An−α, (1)
where L∗(∞) is the irreducible loss, A is the scaling coefficient, and α is the scaling exponent. Here
we can consider the dataset size to be held fixed or increasing along with n as in compute-optimal
training. We model the optimal learning rate using a scaling law with an irreducible term as well:

η∗(n) = η∗(∞) +B′n−β , (2)
where 0 < η∗(∞) < ∞ is the asymptotic optimal learning rate, B′ is the scaling coefficient and
β > 0 controls the rate of convergence. Note that this differs from the form η∗(n) ∼ n−β′

used
elsewhere [10, 28], which implicitly assumes that the optimal learning rate vanishes (β′ > 0) or
diverges (β′ < 0) at large widths. In Equation (2), we assume the dominant scaling law has been
peeled off (as in our convention for SP), leaving the residual correction B′n−β .

The scaling law above is expressed in terms of the learning rate η. However, the loss as a function of
η is typically asymmetric around its optimum η∗—beyond it training becomes unstable, and the loss
increases sharply, while below it the loss degrades gradually. We therefore work in log-learning-rate
space ν := log2 η for the rest of the paper, where the loss landscape is more symmetric around its
optimum (see Figure 1(a)). Equation (2) then takes the form:

ν∗(n) = ν∗(∞) + log

(
1 +

B′n−β

η∗(∞)

)
≈ ν∗(∞) +Bn−β ,

where B = B′/η∗(∞). Since Eq. 2 captures the residual width dependence after the dominant scaling
has been removed, the term B′n−β/η∗(∞) is small, justifying the first-order Taylor expansion above.

The above scaling laws hold for each parameterization separately; different parameterizations may,
for example, exhibit different irreducible loss. As such, a parameterization with high-quality transfer
might sacrifice loss performance. This motivates the following definition.
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Figure 1: Computing the three transfer metrics for µP. (a) Loss vs. log learning rate ν, with star
marking the optimum ν∗(n), (b) Joint fit of the loss model (Equation (6), dashed lines), with a
low predictability error E = 0.0034 , (c) Loss curves in the normalized coordinates (Equation (8)),
with κ = −2.640 indicating robust transfer. (d-f) Scaling laws for optimal loss L∗(n), optimal
log-learning-rate ν∗(n), and curvature H(n). In (d), the orange curve shows the best loss across
parameterizations at each width, used for estimating the asymptotic loss gap R(∞).

Definition 3.1 (Loss Degradation R(∞)). For a parameterization, let L∗(∞) denote its irreducible
loss, and let L∗

best(∞) be the best possible irreducible loss across hyperparameters and parameteriza-
tions. We define loss degradation as the asymptotic loss gap:

R(∞) = L∗(∞)− L∗
best(∞) ≥ 0. (3)

A parameterization with R(∞) = 0 achieves best-in-class loss at scale, while R(∞) > 0 indicates a
performance gap at scale. In practice, L∗

best is computed using a finite set of parameterizations under
consideration.

Next, to capture the reliability of transfer, we model the loss around ν∗(n) as a local quadratic form:

L(ν;n) = L∗(n) +
1

2
H(n) · (ν − ν∗(n))2 +O(ν3), (4)

where H(n) = ∇2
νL(ν

∗(n);n) is the loss Hessian evaluated at ν∗(n). In addition to the loss and
log-learning rate, we model the Hessian scaling as a power law1:

H(n) = Cnγ , (5)

where C is the scaling coefficient and γ is the scaling exponent. Substituting the scaling laws into
Equation (4), we obtain:

L(ν;n) = L∗(∞) +An−α +
1

2
Cnγ ·

(
ν − ν∗(∞)−Bn−β

)2
. (6)

This functional form serves as our scaling ansatz for learning rate transfer.
Definition 3.2 (Loss Predictability Error E). Given loss observations {L(νi;nj)} at Nν log-learning-
rates {νi}Nν

i=1 and Nn widths {nj}Nn
j=1, we define loss predictability as the normalized mean squared

error between observed and predicted loss {L̂(νi;nj)} from Equation (6) with fitted parameters:

E =
1

NνNn

Nν ,Nn∑
i,j

[
L(νi;nj)− L̂(νi;nj)

]2
. (7)

When E ≈ 0, the loss is well captured by Equation (6), suggesting reliable extrapolation across widths
is possible. High E in contrast suggests a complex landscape arising from various sources, such as
training instabilities, finite-size effects, or phase transitions, making an extrapolation unreliable.

1Empirically, we find this form well approximates the Hessian scaling for many parameterizations we considered.
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Figure 2: Embedding layer learning rate is the critical difference between SP and µP. Loss vs. log
learning rate ν across widths for: (a) SP with Θ(1/n) embedding learning rate; (b) SP modified to use
Θ(1) embedding learning rate (SP+Embd); (c) µP modified to use Θ(1/n) embedding learning rate
(µP-Embd). Speeding up the embedding in SP eliminates training instabilities and yields smooth,
µP-like curves, while slowing it down in µP reintroduces SP-like instabilities. These interventions
isolate the embedding learning rate as the primary driver of µP’s advantage, and show that training
it fast enough is critical for stable training.

While E captures the predictability of the landscape, it does not reveal how errors in extrapolating the
optimal learning rate impact performance at large scales. To analyze this sensitivity, we normalize
both loss and log-learning-rate, focusing on the scale-invariant landscape defined by the normalized
coordinates:

L̃(n) =
L(ν;n)− L∗(∞)

An−α
, ν̃(n) =

ν − ν∗(∞)

Bn−β
. (8)

In these normalized coordinates, Equation (6) becomes:

L̃(n) = 1 +
C

2AB2
nα−2β+γ (ν̃(n)− 1)

2
. (9)

The normalized loss curvature scales as nκ, where κ = α−2β+γ, determines whether the landscape
flattens (κ < 0) or sharpens (κ > 0) as width increases. The sign of κ thus determines the sensitivity
of the loss to learning rate prediction errors at scale.
Definition 3.3 (Transfer Robustness Exponent κ). We say that a parameterization under our ansatz
(Equation (6)) exhibits robust transfer if:

κ = α− 2β + γ ≤ 0. (10)

The sign of κ controls how prediction errors propagate to loss at scale. Negative κ means the
landscape flattens, so errors in extrapolating ν∗(n) from small widths results in diminishing loss
penalties at scale. By comparison, positive κ amplifies these errors and degrades transfer reliability,
as the landscape sharpens with width. When γ = 0, the condition α ≤ 2β coincides with the fast
transfer criterion of Ghosh et al. [11].

Taken together, these metrics capture three complementary axes of transfer. R(∞) captures per-
formance at scale, E quantifies if the loss is predictable, and κ measures whether prediction errors
amplify or dampen at large widths. A parameterization can excel on one while failing on others, and
as we show in later sections, the metrics can even be at odds with each other.

4 Examining µP and SP Through the Lens of the Three Transfer Metrics

We pre-train GPT-style Transformers on FineWeb-Edu [36] using AdamW for a fixed number of
steps (T = 10, 000) using Warmup-Stable-Decay (WSD) schedule [18] (20% warmup, 60% stable,
20% decay) with batch size 1024 (≈ 1M tokens per step). We scale the embedding dimension
(width) n ∈ [128, 2048] by increasing the number of heads, while keeping the head dimension fixed
at d = 64. For each width, we sweep the peak learning rate and weight decay strength λ. For full
experimental details, see Section A. We consider compute-optimal (fixed TPP) training in Section 6.

4.1 Methodology

Filtering and Interpolation. For each parameterization and width, we retain runs with loss within
1.35× the per-width optimal loss to focus on the landscape around the minimum (Figure 1(a)). Since
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Figure 3: Transfer metrics for parameterizations interpolating between SP and µP. Parameterizations
with ‘+’ denote incremental changes from SP towards µP, while ‘−’ denotes changes from µP
towards SP. Green and red regions indicate desirable and undesirable regimes, respectively. The
orange arrow highlights SP+Embd (SP with Θ(1) embedding learning rate), which matches µP across
all three metrics, suggesting the embedding layer learning rate is the primary driver of µP’s advantage.

discrete sampling introduces noise in the estimated ν∗(n), we interpolate the resulting per-width
curves using a cubic spline to obtain smoother, denser curves (see Figure 6a, Section B), enabling
reliable estimation of ν∗(n) and H(n). For the optimal loss, we use the raw per-width minimum
directly, as it’s already reliable.

Estimating the Three Transfer Metrics. By fitting scaling laws to L∗(n) and ν∗(n) (Figure 1(d,
e)), we obtain the exponents α, β and the asymptotic loss L∗(∞), from which we compute R(∞).
Since R(∞) is non-negative by definition (Definition 3.1), we clamp fitted values near zero when
they are negative due to finite-size fitting artifacts. For the curvature H(n), we first fit a quadratic
centered at ν∗(n) to the per-width loss curves (see Figure 6b in Section B), and then fit the scaling law
H(n) = Cnγ (Figure 1(f)) to obtain the exponent γ. Combined with α and β from above, this gives
κ = α−2β+γ, whose sign can be directly read off from the normalized transfer curves (Figure 1(c)),
with a flattening landscape indicating robust transfer. Finally, to compute the loss predictability error E ,
we jointly fit all the parameters using the interpolated curves, then measure E using the fit evaluated on
the raw filtered data points. Fitting on the interpolated data gives a smoother fit, while evaluating on the
raw data measures the fit on the observed data. Throughout, we cap all scaling exponents at 2.0 to pre-
vent spuriously large values, which would otherwise dominate comparisons across parameterization.

When ν∗(n) is nearly constant across widths, its scaling law admits two degenerate solutions: β → 0
(constant) and β → ∞ (rapid convergence). We develop a procedure to distinguish between these
two cases, and prefer the β → ∞ solution as it is consistent with our framework’s convergence-based
interpretation. We provide full details on the fitting procedures and degeneracy resolution in Section B.

4.2 What Exactly is µP’s Advantage over SP?

To find out the essential elements required for reliable transfer, we compare µP (Figure 1) and SP
(Figure 2(a) and Figure 9 in Section C) using the three metrics. SP exhibits visibly noisier loss curves
than µP due to training instabilities. Despite this, the two parameterizations are surprisingly similar
on most metrics. The asymptotic loss gap R(∞) of SP is slightly worse but still comparable to
µP. For both parameterizations, ν∗(n) empirically converges to a finite asymptotic value. Finally,
the normalized loss flattens for both parameterizations, with large negative robustness exponents,
indicating transfer is robust in both cases. Where SP falls short is in the loss predictability: the loss
vs. ν curves are visibly noisier due to training instabilities. As a result, the predictability error E is
roughly 3× larger than for µP, suggesting that the loss is poorly described by our ansatz. While SP
can exhibit transfer in principle, training instabilities make it unreliable in practice.

4.3 A Step by Step Journey from SP to µP

The results above suggest that SP has the right ingredients for reliable learning rate transfer, but
is held back by training instability. Since SP and µP differ in only four ways (Section 2), a natural
question is which change, if any, is most significant. To answer this, we perform systematic
modifications, starting from SP and making one change at a time, sweeping the peak learning rate
and weight decay across widths. We caution that these modifications interact non-linearly, so the
effect of one change may depend on the scaling of other layers. Figure 3 shows the three transfer
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Figure 4: (a) Reducing the embedding learning rate from Θ(1) to Θ(1/n) in µP at step tswitch causes a
persistent loss gap that grows larger for earlier switches (inset). (b) Increasing it from Θ(1/n) to Θ(1)
in SP at step tswitch eliminates training instabilities and improves performance over SP (tswitch = 104).

metrics for selected ablations and weight decay values. We defer the full results to Figure 18 in
Section C and summarize the key findings here.

The embedding layer learning rate emerges as the most critical modification (Figure 2): training SP
with an Θ(1) embedding layer learning rate (SP+Embd) matches µP across metrics, while training µP
with Θ(1/n) embedding layer learning rate (µP-Embd) degrades it. Attention scale has a more subtle
effect: both adding 1/d scaling to SP (SP+Attn) and removing it from µP (µP-Attn) result in large
positive κ, making transfer brittle. Increasing the LayerNorm learning rate to Θ(1) in SP worsens
instability, while decreasing it to Θ(1/n) in µP has a negligible effect, suggesting that LayerNorm
parameters can be trained slowly without hurting performance. Finally, the last layer initialization
variance has a negligible effect, though µP with a 1/n initialization (µP-Last) exhibits instabilities at
small widths. We leave a detailed understanding of these observations to future work.

5 The Importance of Embedding Layer Learning Rate

The critical role of the embedding layer learning rate in stabilizing SP’s training is surprising. Since
the embedding layer performs a width-independent lookup, one would expect its learning rate to
scale as Θ(1). But what is unexpected is that a smaller learning rate results in noisy loss curves in
SP2(Figure 2), as one might expect later layers to compensate for a poorly trained embedding. In
this section, we dig deeper into why training the embedding layer fast enough is critical.

To better understand the role of training the embedding layer, we examine when it matters most
by switching its learning rate at various points during training. We perform two experiments: in
µP, we slow down the embedding learning rate from Θ(1) to Θ(1/n) at step tswitch, and in SP, we
speed it up from Θ(1/n) to Θ(1). Together, these experiments reveal that a small embedding layer
learning rate not only slows down training but also causes instabilities, with early training being
the most critical. In the µP case (Figure 4a), switching to Θ(1/n) embedding learning rate early in
training drastically slows down training. While further training eventually closes much of this gap,
a residual loss difference of ∼ 0.1-0.2 persists at the end of training, with a larger gap for earlier
switches. By comparison, in the SP case (Figure 4b), switching to Θ(1) embedding learning rate
at an early stage simultaneously eliminates the training instabilities and improves performance. We
additionally perform two complementary experiments to better understand the role of different layers.
First, in Section G, we completely freeze the embedding layer at initialization, finding that this
hurts both parameterizations, but µP much more than SP. This is surprising, as one might expect
later layers to learn useful representations even with a randomly initialized embedding; however,
the persistent gap indicates that they do not compensate for an untrained embedding. Second, we test
whether the importance of training the first layer fast is specific to Transformers. In Section D, we
show that for CNNs trained on CIFAR-100 [27], SP with a Θ(1) input-layer learning rate matches
µP’s transfer quality, while changing only the last-layer initialization has little effect. Together, these
results suggest that the first and last layers play a special role across architectures, likely because
they sit at the network boundary with no upstream or downstream processing to compensate for
poor training. Therefore, extra care should be taken in setting their hyperparameters.

A natural question is: why does the embedding layer learning rate matter so much while the last-layer
initialization does not? First, the two are not on equal footing in µP’s derivation. The Θ(1) embedding

2These instabilities appear near the optimal learning rate; at smaller learning rates, SP trains stably but converges to worse
final loss.
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Figure 5: Effect of weight decay on the three transfer metrics in the fixed-step (top) and fixed TPP
(bottom) settings. In the fixed-step setting, weight decay improves predictability error E at the cost of
asymptotic performance R(∞). In the TPP setting, stable parameterizations achieve near-zero R(∞),
and landscape predictability trends are similar, but robustness κ degrades as weight decay increases.

learning rate is required for the embedding’s activation updates to be Θ(1). This first-layer update
has only a single term contributing to it, so its scaling has to be correct. By contrast, the last-layer
initialization contributes to only one of the three terms of the function update ∆f1, and its specific
value depends on whether the last-layer weights are fully aligned with their activation updates during
training (see Assumption H.6 in Section H). The constraint is therefore weaker and depends on an
empirical alignment value that may not hold in practice—indeed, Everett et al. [10] showed that
relaxing this assumption still yields transfer. Second, learning rate warmup steers training away
from the higher sharpness induced by a larger last-layer initialization, into flatter regions of the
landscape [21], compensating for the difference in initialization scale.

6 The Effect of Weight Decay and Compute Optimal Training

Most studies examining transfer focus on the fixed-step setting, often with little or no weight
decay [49, 10]. While recent work has begun examining the effect of weight decay [26] and compute-
optimal scaling regime [2], their effect on transfer quality remains unclear. We find that weight
decay improves loss predictability error E but consistently hurts asymptotic performance in the
fixed-step setting. By comparison, this performance penalty disappears in the compute optimal
scaling regime (20 tokens per parameter, following Hoffmann et al. [17]), but transfer robustness
degrades with weight decay, likely because the appropriate weight decay scaling in this regime is not
well understood.

Weight Decay. In the fixed-step setting, weight decay consistently hurts asymptotic performance:
R(∞) monotonically increases with λ across parameterizations, from R(∞) ≈ 0.01 to R(∞) ≈ 1
at large λ (Figure 5a). The effect on loss predictability error E is more nuanced and depends on the
baseline stability of the parameterization without weight decay (Figure 5b). For µP and SP+Embd,
which already exhibit low E at λ = 0, small weight decay further improves predictability before wors-
ening at large λ. For SP and SP+LN, which suffer from training instabilities at λ = 0, weight decay
steadily reduces E but is never sufficient to match the stable parameterizations. Interestingly, at large
λ, E converges to ≈ 0.01 across parameterizations, suggesting that strong weight decay regularizes
the landscape to a similar level regardless of parameterization. The improvement in loss predictability
error E with weight decay has a natural interpretation: weight decay regularizes the loss landscape,
reducing its complexity and making it better captured by our loss ansatz (Equation (6)). The transfer
robustness exponent κ remains largely negative and shows no clear dependence on λ (Figure 5c).
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Compute Optimal Training. In the compute-optimal setting, most parameterizations achieve
near-zero R(∞) (except for SP+LN and µP-Embd due to exhibiting training instabilities), suggesting
that the loss is not sensitive to the choice of parameterization. Predictability error E follows similar
trends to the fixed-step setting, with minor trend differences. A notable difference from the fixed-step
setting lies in κ: at λ = 0, most parameterizations exhibit negative κ, but this robustness degrades
sharply with increasing weight decay, with most parameterizations converging to κ ≈ 0. A natural
explanation is that µP assumes Θ(1) training steps relative to width, but in the compute optimal
regime, steps T scale as n2, violating this assumption and making the current convention η ·λ = Θ(1)
inadequate. In Section E, we find that scaling weight decay as η · λ = Θ(1/n2) reduces the shift
in optimal learning rate, but the shape of the loss curves around the minimum changes across widths.
We leave a detailed analysis of the appropriate weight decay scaling in this regime to future work.

7 Related Works

Our work is closely related to several recent works on hyperparameter transfer [10, 11, 26, 2]. Kosson
et al. [26] argue that weight decay stabilizes feature learning and is central to learning rate transfer. Our
three transfer metrics provide complementary insights into the role of weight decay: its primary effect
to improve the loss predictability error E , but it comes at the cost of increasing the asymptotic loss gap
R(∞) in the fixed step setting. Furthermore, very stable parameterizations such as SP+Embd+Attn
achieve reliable transfer even without weight decay, and weight decay alone is insufficient to stabilize
unstable parameterizations such as SP+LN. The analysis of Bergsma et al. [2] implies that η · λ
should scale as Θ(1/n2) in the compute-optimal setting. Our preliminary experiments in this regime
suggest that additional scaling considerations may be needed to fully resolve the transfer robustness
degradation we observe, leaving the appropriate weight decay scaling as an open question.

8 Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we introduced a quantitative framework for evaluating hyperparameter transfer, with
three metrics R(∞), E , and κ that together serve as a diagnostic lens for identifying what a given
transfer setup is lacking. Our framework generalizes beyond learning rate transfer with width and can
be applied to any hyperparameter and scaling dimension. For instance, it can help determine which
depth scaling strategy yields more reliable transfer, whether learning rate transfer across tokens is as
robust as across width, and whether current batch size and expert scaling conventions are brittle.

Using this framework, we find that under AdamW, the primary advantage of µP over SP comes from
training the embedding layer at a sufficiently fast learning rate. This suggests that the full set of
µP conditions is excessive, and practitioners using SP can recover comparable transfer performance
by simply correcting the embedding layer learning rate. Interestingly, training the embedding
layer too slowly not only slows down learning but can also cause training instabilities, which is
counterintuitive, as one does not expect a layer trained too slowly to destabilize training. Training
the embedding layer slowly may therefore be an overlooked source of training instabilities observed
in practice. While our analysis is specific to AdamW, it would be interesting to extend it to other
optimizers, such as SGD and Muon [20], whose different update geometries may yield different
minimal variants analogous to SP+Embd. In Section H we also examine the weight-tied embedding
case, where the embedding and last layer share parameters, and show that a naive SP would require
a 1/n output multiplier in addition to Θ(1) embedding layer learning rate for reliable transfer. Our
results also show that the weight decay scaling convention η · λ = Θ(1), derived under µP’s fixed
step assumption, is inadequate in the compute optimal regime where the training horizon itself scales
as Θ(n2). We leave finding the correct weight decay scaling in this regime to future work.

Limitations. Our experiments are limited to decoder-only Transformers with fixed depth, scaled
to ∼ 1B parameters, trained with AdamW on a single dataset (FineWeb-Edu). Due to the large
hyperparameter sweep, each configuration is run with a single random seed. We leave the analysis
of other architectures, optimizers, depth scaling, and datasets to future work.
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A Experimental Details

We pre-trained GPT-style Transformers on FineWeb-Edu [36], building on the nanoGPT code-
base [25]. All experiments use a depth of 12 Transformer blocks without biases, a context length
of 1024, with the data tokenized using the GPT-2 tokenizer [40], resulting in a vocabulary size of
50, 304. We scale the embedding dimension (width) n ∈ [128, 2048] by increasing the number
of heads, while keeping the head dimension fixed at d = 64. We train the models using AdamW
(β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, ϵ = 10−8) with a Warmup-Stable-Decay (WSD) schedule [18] (20% warmup,
60% stable, 20% decay). For each width, we sweep the peak learning rate and weight decay strength λ.

In the fixed-step setting, we train the models for 10, 000 steps with a batch size of 1024 (≈ 1M
tokens per step), corresponding to a total of approximately 10B tokens. By comparison, in the
compute-optimal setting (fixed token-per-parameter), we scale training tokens proportional to the
number of parameters, with a ratio of 20 tokens per parameter following [17]. To ensure that small
models are trained for a sufficient number of steps, we reduce the batch size to 256 (≈ 0.25M tokens).

Compute Usage. All experiments were run on H100 GPUs. The total sweep covers 20 learning
rates × 8 weight decay values × 8 widths × 16 parameterizations × 2 training regimes, with each
run taking approximately 2 hours on average, for an estimated total of ∼160,000 H100 GPU hours.

B Estimating the Three Transfer Metrics

This appendix describes the filtering, interpolation, and fitting procedures used to compute the transfer
framework metrics R(∞), E , and κ.
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Figure 6: (a) Interpolated loss curves for µP across widths with loss filtering threshold f = 1.35.
Raw observed points (circles) and the fitted smoothing spline (solid lines) are shown for each width.
(b) Per-width curvature fits for µP. For each width, we show the interpolated loss curve (solid line)
and the fitted centered quadratic L(ν) = Lmin + 1

2H(n)(ν − ν∗)2 (dashed line).

Filtering, Smoothing and Interpolation. For each width, we retain runs with loss within f =
1.35× the per-width optimal loss L∗(n) to focus the analysis on the landscape around the minimum.
The threshold f is chosen to avoid unstable and divergent runs while retaining as many data points
as possible. We then fit a cubic spline (UnivariateSpline, degree k = 3) to the filtered per-width
curves with smoothing parameter S = s ·N ·Var(L), where s = 0.1 is the base smoothing coefficient,
N is the number of points, and Var(L) is the variance of the loss values. Each spline is evaluated
on a uniform grid of 400 points spanning the observed ν range, resulting in smooth, dense curves
for the subsequent analysis (see Figure 6a for an example). Out of 128 total combinations (16
parameterizations × 8 weight decay values), 4 failed this procedure either due to too few points after
the filtering step or the interpolated loss curve exhibiting excessive noise resulting in negative loss
values, and were therefore excluded from the analysis.

Estimating the Three Transfer Metrics. By fitting scaling laws to L∗(n) and ν∗(n), we obtain
the exponents α, β and the asymptotic loss L∗(∞), from which we compute R(∞). The loss scaling
law is fit in log space with constraints L∗(∞), A, α ≥ 0, ensuring the fitted scaling law strictly
decreases with width and converges to a finite irreducible value. The log-learning-rate scaling law
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Figure 7: Fitted β as a function of the lower bound βmin for two cases. Left: a degenerate case
(µP) where the step function better fits the observed trend, and we adopt the optimal solution with
β > β∗

min. Right: a genuine case (µP-Attn) where β monotonically increases with βmin, suggesting
that the fitted small β can be trusted.

is fit in linear space, since ν is already in log space, with β ≥ 0 enforced to ensure convergence to
the asymptotic value. Since R(∞) is non-negative by definition (Definition 3.1), we clamp fitted
values to zero when they are negative due to finite-size fitting artifacts. For the curvature H(n), we
first fit a centered quadratic L(ν) = L∗ + 1

2H(n)(ν − ν∗(n))2 to the interpolated per-width curves
(see Figure 6b), with the center fixed at ν∗(n) to prevent noise in the loss curve from shifting the
fitted center away from the true optimum. We then fit the scaling law H(n) = Cnγ (Figure 1(f)) to
obtain the exponent γ. Combined with α and β from above, this gives κ = α− 2β + γ. Finally, we
jointly fit all the parameters of Equation (6) using the interpolated curves, and evaluate the fit on the
raw filtered data to obtain the loss predictability error E .

We fit all scaling laws using a Huber loss objective with δ = 10−3 to improve robustness to outliers
and 200 random initializations to avoid local minima in the non-convex scaling law fits. We addition-
ally cap all scaling exponents at 2.0, which serves as a practical proxy for exponents running to infinity
and prevents spuriously large values that can make comparisons across parameterization unreliable.

Degeneracy in ν∗ Scaling. A subtle issue arises when ν∗(n) is nearly constant across widths. In
this regime, the scaling law ν∗(n) = ν∗(∞) +Bn−β admits two degenerate solutions: (1) β → 0,
reducing the model to a constant ν∗(∞)+B and (2) β → ∞, indicating rapid convergence to ν∗(∞).
We prefer the β → ∞ solution, as β → 0 reduces the scaling law to a constant and is inconsistent with
the convergence-based interpretation of our framework. Since β may not be exactly zero numerically,
distinguishing a genuinely small β from the degenerate β → 0 solution is non-trivial. To resolve this,
we repeatedly fit the scaling law with an increasing lower bound βmin on β and track how the fitted
β changes. If the true solution is degenerate, the fitted β will exhibit a sudden jump at some β∗

min,
beyond which random initializations begin to prefer the β → ∞ solution. In contrast, if the solution
is not degenerate, the fitted β will linearly increase from βmin (see Figure 7). We then fit both a step
function and a linear function to the resulting β vs. βmin trend. If the step function fits better, we have
identified the small β as a degenerate solution and select the best solution with β > β∗

min. Otherwise,
we treat the small observed β as genuine. We apply this procedure only to the ν∗(n) scaling law fits
to estimate β and hence κ.

Degeneracy in the Full Model. The full loss model (Equation (6)) introduces additional degenera-
cies beyond those in the individual ν∗ scaling law. Specifically, the term 1

2Cnγ(ν−ν∗(∞)−Bn−β)2

couples the curvature scaling parameters C and γ with the ν scaling parameters B and β through
the product Cnγ ·B2n−2β , making individual parameter estimates unreliable even when the overall
fit is good. We therefore do not use the joint fit for estimating β, κ, and R(∞), and instead rely on
the individually fitted scaling laws. The parameters of the full model are constrained in the same
way as the individual scaling laws, with L∗(∞), A, α, C, β ≥ 0 and B unconstrained. Nevertheless,
the joint fit consistently yields smaller fit errors than substituting the individually fitted parameters
directly into Equation (6), and we therefore use it for reporting E .
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C Transfer Metrics for Additional Parameterizations

In this section, we analyze the three transfer metrics for all parameterizations interpolating between SP
and µP in further detail. Figure 8–17 show the loss and scaling law curves for each parameterization.
We use ‘+’ to denote incremental changes from SP towards µP and ‘−’ to denote changes from
µP towards SP. For each parameterization, we select the weight decay value that best represents its
typical behavior.

C.1 Effect of Different Layer Types on Transfer Metrics

SP vs. µP. As described in Section 4, µP and SP are surprisingly similar across most metrics
(Figures 8 and 9). Despite being more unstable (a 3× larger loss predictability error), SP exhibits a
large negative robustness exponent κ = −3.505. SP thus has the right ingredients for reliable transfer
but is held back by training instability.

Embedding Layer Learning Rate. The embedding layer learning rate has the most pronounced
effect on stability. Training SP with a Θ(1) embedding learning rate (SP+Embd) eliminates the
instabilities, resulting in smooth loss curves (Figure 10). Conversely, training µP with a Θ(1/n)
embedding learning rate (µP-Embd) destabilizes training entirely (Figure 11).

Attention Scaling. The effect of 1/d attention scaling is more subtle. Training SP with 1/d attention
scaling (SP+Attn) does not improve stability (Figure 12): the loss predictability error E remains
similar to SP, R(∞) is slightly worse, and instabilities worsen at large widths. Most notably, κ
becomes positive (κ = 0.509), indicating that transfer becomes brittle. A similar degradation is
observed when training µP with 1/

√
d attention scaling (µP-Attn) (Figure 13): E is similar to SP, the

optimal learning rate decreases with width, and κ = 0.881, making transfer unreliable. These results
suggest that the attention scaling has a more subtle effect depending on the scaling of other layers.

LayerNorm Learning Rate. Increasing the LayerNorm learning rate to Θ(1) in SP (SP+LN)
severely destabilizes training (Figure 14), with E roughly 10× larger than SP. Interestingly, while the
loss at small widths is poor, SP+LN achieves the best asymptotic loss across all parameterizations at
large widths. This highlights a sharp tradeoff: SP+LN can in principle reach excellent performance at
scale, but its unpredictable loss landscape makes transfer unreliable—a high-reward but high-risk
parameterization. By comparison, decreasing the LayerNorm learning rate to Θ(1/n) in µP (µP-LN)
has surprisingly almost no effect. The loss predictability error E is slightly better than µP, while the
asymptotic loss is slightly worse. The consistent improvement in loss predictability from slowing
down LayerNorm training observed in both SP+LN and µP-LN suggests that LayerNorm parameters
are best trained slowly. This again reflects a tradeoff: slower LayerNorm training stabilizes the
training dynamics at the cost of a small performance penalty.

Last Layer Initialization. Finally, reducing the variance of the last-layer initialization to Θ(1/n2)
in SP has a negligible effect, with all three metrics remaining comparable to SP. By comparison,
increasing it to 1/n in µP (µP-Last) causes training instabilities at small widths, but transfer remains
robust at larger widths. The minimal role of last layer initialization is consistent with the observation
that a larger initialization variance leads to higher Hessian sharpness, but learning rate warmup
gradually reduces this sharpness early in training [21], effectively mitigating any initialization
differences.
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Figure 8: Transfer metrics for µP with weight decay λ = 0.006. Repeated Figure 1 for completeness.
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Figure 9: Transfer metrics for SP with weight decay λ = 0.001.
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Figure 10: Transfer metrics for SP+Embd with weight decay λ = 0.001.
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Figure 11: Transfer metrics for µP-Embd with weight decay λ = 0.006.
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Figure 12: Transfer metrics for SP+Attn with weight decay λ = 0.001.
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Figure 13: Transfer metrics for µP-Attn with weight decay λ = 0.006.
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Figure 14: Transfer metrics for SP+LN with weight decay λ = 0.001.
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Figure 15: Transfer metrics for µP-LN with weight decay λ = 0.001.

−4 −2 0 2
ν

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

L
(n

;ν
)

(a)

Loss Transfer Curves | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

−4 −2 0 2
ν

3

4

L
(n

;ν
)

(b)

Loss Fit | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

E = 0.0104

−102 −10 −1 1 10 102

ν̃

2

4

L̃
(n

;ν̃
)

(c)

Scaled Transfer Curves | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

κ = −2.308

width

128 256 512 768 1024 1536 2048

27 28 29 210 211

n

3.0

3.5

L
∗ (
n

)

(d)

Loss Scaling Law | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

R(∞) = 0.576
L∗(∞) = 2.780
A = 31.00
α = 0.692

27 28 29 210 211

n

−2

0

ν
∗ (
n

)

(e)

LR Scaling Law | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

ν∗(∞) = −0.87
B = 1.191
β = 1.400

27 28 29 210 211

n

0.0

0.1

H
(n

)

(f )

Curvature Scaling Law | SP+Last | λ = 0.001

C = 0.2661
γ = −0.200

Figure 16: Transfer metrics for SP+Last with weight decay λ = 0.001.
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Figure 17: Transfer metrics for µP-Last with weight decay λ = 0.006.

C.2 Transfer Metric Phase Diagrams

Figure 18: Transfer metrics for parameterizations interpolating between SP and µP. Parameterizations
with ‘+’ denote incremental changes from SP towards µP, while ‘−’ denotes changes from µP towards
SP. Green and red regions indicate desirable and undesirable regimes, respectively.

Figure 18 shows the three transfer metrics for all 16 parameterizations and 8 weight decay values. The
metrics naturally separate parameterizations into clusters. For example, in panel (b), parameterizations
that train the embedding well (µP, SP+Embd, µP-LN, SP+Attn+Embd) cluster in the desirable low
E , low R(∞) region, while unstable parameterizations (SP, SP+LN, µP-Embd) achieve near-zero
R(∞) but at the cost of high E . This illustrates the tradeoff between the metrics noted in Section 4:
a parameterization can achieve excellent asymptotic performance while remaining unreliable for
transfer. Large weight decay values are located in the top right, improving E relative to the unstable
cluster but at an asymptotic performance cost, never reaching the stable cluster. Similar clustering
patterns emerge in panels (a) and (c), with stable parameterizations consistently occupying the
desirable regions across all three metrics.
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D Importance of the First Layer Learning Rate in CNN Image Classification

5.0 2.5 0.0 2.5
0

2

4

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 lo
ss

(a)

P   = 0.0

5.0 2.5 0.0 2.5
0

2

4

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 lo
ss

(b)

SP   = 0.0

5.0 2.5 0.0 2.5
0

2

4

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 lo
ss

(c)

SP+Embd   = 0.0

5.0 2.5 0.0 2.5
0

2

4

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 lo
ss

(d)

SP+Last   = 0.0

width
8 16 24 32 48 64 128 192 256

Figure 19: CNN experiments on CIFAR with Adam. Training loss as a function of log learning rate ν
for four parameterizations across widths. In SP, the optimal learning rate drifts with width, while µP
shows substantially less drift. Increasing the learning rate of the input-facing layer in SP (SP+Embd)
largely removes this drift and places the optimum in a similar region to µP. By contrast, changing
only the last-layer initialization (SP+Last) leaves both the learning-rate drift and the optimum
location closer to SP. This suggests that the role of the embedding layer learning rate in Transformers
reflects a more general importance of the input-facing layer learning rate.

In Section 5, we demonstrated that the embedding layer learning rate is the primary factor in
explaining the difference between SP and µP in Transformers trained with Adam. A natural question
is whether this result is specific to Transformers with an embedding layer or generalizes to other
architectures and tasks. To test this, we consider CNNs trained on CIFAR with Adam, where the first
layer is a simple convolutional layer, and there is no LayerNorm or attention.

As there are only two differences in this setting (first and last layer), there are only four variants: µP,
SP, SP+Embd, and SP+Last. Figure 19 shows the training loss as a function of log learning rate ν
across widths. We observe that the optimal learning rate increases with width in SP, whereas in µP it
remains fairly constant. Training SP with a Θ(1) first-layer learning rate largely removes this drift:
SP+Embd behaves similarly to µP both in the location of the optimal learning rate and in its reduced
drift. By contrast, changing only the last-layer initialization has little effect: SP+Last remains closer
to SP, both in the location of the optimum and in the observed learning-rate drift.

These results suggest that the role of the embedding layer learning rate is not specific to Transformers,
and that training the input layer sufficiently fast is important for learning-rate transfer under Adam.

E Weight Decay scaling in Compute-Optimal Regime

In the compute-optimal (fixed TPP) setting, the number of training steps scales as T ∝ n2, which
violates µP’s assumption of Θ(1) training steps compared to width. This makes the standard weight
decay convention η · λ = Θ(1) inadequate, as we observed in Section 6 where transfer robustness
κ degrades with increasing weight decay. A natural scaling, motivated by [2], is to scale weight
decay strength as λ = Θ(1/n2) so that the scale of weight decay’s cumulative contribution over
T = Θ(n2) steps ηλT remains Θ(1) across widths. That being said, we caution that this choice
is not well motivated. There is no first-principle reason why the cumulative weight decay must be
Θ(1), as different widths may benefit from different total contributions.

22



−4 −2 0 2
ν

3

4

5

6

7

L
(n

;ν
)

Loss Curves | µP | λ = 0.001

−4 −2 0 2
ν

4

6

L
(n

;ν
)

Loss Curves | µP | λn2 = 0.001

width

256

512

768

1024

1536

(a) (b)

Figure 20: Loss curves for µP in the compute-optimal setting (20 TPP) under two weight decay
scalings. (a) Standard µP convention η · λ = Θ(1): ν∗(n) shifts to the left with increasing width. (b)
Corrected convention η · λ = Θ(1/n2): ν∗(n) doesn’t vary much, but the shape of the loss curves
around the minimum changes across widths.

Figure 20 compares the loss curves for µP under two scaling conventions. Under η · λ = Θ(1) (a),
the optimal log learning rate ν∗(n) drifts noticeably to the left with increasing width, suggesting a
slow convergence (small β). As a result, κ = α− 2β + γ becomes large, resulting in brittle transfer
observed in Section 6. By comparison, under η · λ = Θ(1/n2) (panel b), this drift is visually reduced,
suggesting an improvement in transfer robustness. However, the shape of the loss curves around the
minimum changes across widths. We leave a systematic analysis of the appropriate weight decay
scaling in the TPP regime to future work.

F The Effect of Learning Rate Warmup on Learning Rate Transfer
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Figure 21: Learning rate warmup is essential for observing reliable learning rate transfer in µP.

Learning rate warmup is standard practice in large-scale training [7, 35]. Its primary effect is gradually
reducing the sharpness of the loss Hessian (or pre-conditioned sharpness for Adam), effectively
steering optimization towards well-conditioned regions of the loss landscape where the model can be
trained at large learning rates [12, 21]. Despite its widespread use, its interaction with learning rate
transfer has not been systematically studied. Figure 21 shows that short warmup durations (1-5%)
result in training instabilities that make transfer unreliable—the loss curves are noisy across widths,
making extrapolation meaningless. At 10% warmup, the loss curves become noticeably smoother
and ν∗(n) aligns more consistently across widths. This result confirms that warmup is crucial for
observing reliable learning rate transfer, which is not accounted for in µP’s theoretical derivation. We
use a conservative warmup duration of 20% throughout experiments to observe reliable transfer.
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G Effect of Freezing the Embedding Layer
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Figure 22: Effect of freezing the embedding layer in µP and SP. (top) Loss vs. log learning rate
curves. (middle) Optimal loss vs. total parameters. (bottom) Optimal loss vs. trainable parameters,
where trainable parameters exclude the embedding when frozen.

The switch experiments in Section 5 show that training the embedding layer too slowly can both slow
down learning and cause training instabilities. Here, we take this further by studying the effect of
completely freezing the embedding layer in both µP and SP.

Figure 22 (top) shows the loss vs. log learning rate curves. Freezing the embedding layer significantly
affects µP, causing pronounced training instabilities and a shift in the optimal learning rate. SP is
comparatively more robust: freezing causes instabilities at small widths, but the curves match the
unfrozen case at large widths.

Figure 22 (middle) shows the optimal loss scaling laws against total parameters. For µP, freezing
the embedding causes a large performance gap that narrows with width. For SP, the effect is more
modest, with frozen and unfrozen performance converging at large widths.

However, comparing by total parameters is unfair, since at small widths the embedding dominates the
parameter count (vocabulary size × width, with vocabulary size 50,304). We therefore also compare
against trainable parameters, which excludes frozen embedding parameters (Figure 22, bottom).
Even after this correction, freezing µP’s embedding remains worse across all widths, though the gap
narrows considerably. For SP, the frozen variant achieves lower loss at small widths, suggesting that
non-embedding parameters might be more parameter-efficient at small scales, though the unfrozen
case catches up at large widths. We leave a detailed understanding of this phenomenon to future work.
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H Minimal Derivation of µP

In this section, we present a self-contained derivation of scaling conditions for neural networks trained
at large widths and show that µP arises as one particular solution to these conditions. We consider
a minimal three-layer linear network. The choice is minimal for two reasons. First, three layers
suffice to capture all distinct layer types in a neural network: input-to-hidden, hidden-to-hidden, and
hidden-to-output. Second, standard activation functions used in practice (ReLU, GeLU, SiLU, tanh)
act element-wise, so they contribute only Θn(1) factors to both the forward and backward passes and
leave the width-scaling exponents unchanged. We build upon the analysis and notation of Everett
et al. [10], and extend the derivation to cover weight decay, LayerNorm, and attention scaling. Our
goal here is to provide a simple, transparent derivation of the scaling rules, making every assumption
explicit at the step where it is used.

H.1 Notation and Norms

In this derivation, we examine how every quantity (weights, activations, gradients, and updates) scales
with the width n, using its RMS norm:
Definition H.1 (RMS norm). For a vector v ∈ Rn, the RMS norm is defined as:

∥v∥RMS :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

v2i .

For a matrix M ∈ Rm×n, we use the entrywise extension:

∥M∥RMS :=

√√√√ 1

mn

m∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

M2
ij .

Unless we state otherwise, we use ∥ · ∥ to denote the RMS norm throughout this derivation.
Definition H.2 (Width-scaling). Let {vn} be a family of vectors with vn ∈ Rn. We say vn =
Θn(n

α) if there exist C1, C2 > 0 and N such that C1n
α ≤ ∥vn∥ ≤ C2n

α for all n ≥ N .
The one-sided versions On and Ωn keep only the upper or lower bound. Furthermore, for two
families {un} and {vn}, we write vn ∼ un to indicate that they share the same width-scaling, i.e.,
∥vn∥ = Θn(∥un∥). The subscript n specifies width as the scaling variable, and we will drop it
whenever it’s clear from context.

H.2 Model Architecture

Consider a three-layer linear network with trainable parameters θ := {U,W, V }, width n, input
dimension din, and output dimension dout. For a training example (x,y), the forward pass is:

h(x) = n−auUx,

z(x) = n−awWh(x),

f(x) = n−avV z(x), (11)

with U ∈ Rn×din , W ∈ Rn×n, and V ∈ Rdout×n. Here, the exponents a := (au, aw, av) scale
the forward pass in each layer. The initialization variances are controlled by the exponents b :=
(bu, bw, bv):

Uij ∼ N (0, n−2bu), Wij ∼ N (0, n−2bw), Vij ∼ N (0, n−2bv ). (12)

The per-layer learning rates are scaled by the exponents c := (cu, cw, cv):

ηu = η n−cu , ηw = η n−cw , ηv = η n−cv . (13)

where η is the global learning rate. Finally, the per-layer weight decay strengths are scaled by the
exponents d := (du, dw, dv):

λu = λn−du , λw = λn−dw , λv = λn−dv , (14)
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where λ is the weight decay strength. The exponents {a, b, c, d} collectively define our abcd parame-
terization, which extends the abc parameterization of [48] with weight decay exponents d.

We use the subscript t to denote the training step. Thus, Ut, Wt, and Vt denote the parameters after t
training steps, and ht(x), zt(x), and ft(x) denote the corresponding activations and network output.
Initialization corresponds to t = 0. For any quantity qt, we write ∆qt := qt − qt−1 to denote its
change at step t.

H.3 Design Principles for Scaling Analysis

For training to remain stable, the activations and their updates must not vanish or explode as the
width grows. If the activation updates vanish, the corresponding layer remains frozen at initialization;
on the other hand, if they explode, training diverges. We formalize stability through the following
two conditions [48].

Desideratum 1 (Stable Initialization). The hidden activations and the network output remain stable
with width at initialization:

∥h0∥ = Θn(1), ∥z0∥ = Θn(1), ∥f0∥ = On(1). (15)

The hidden activations h0 and z0 are required to be Θn(1) for stable signal propagation across
layers [41]. The network output f0 in contrast has a looser On(1) constraint because initializing the
last layer with small weights does not affect signal propagation through the network [47].

Desideratum 2 (Stable Updates at the First step). At the first gradient step t = 1, the hidden
activation and network output updates remain stable with width:

∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1), ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1), ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1). (16)

Here, we impose this condition at t = 1 so that the relevant computations are tractable. The same
condition is desirable at every training step; however, extending it to general training step t requires
further assumptions on weights, activations, and their alignment, which we introduce in Section H.13.

It is widely observed that parameterizations satisfying Desiderata 1 and 2 (e.g., µP) exhibit learning
rate transfer: optimal learning rates at small width remain optimal at large widths. The implication,
however, is non-trivial: ensuring that activations and their updates remain stable does not by itself
imply that the optimal hyperparameters are width-independent, particularly in the limit where number
of training steps is much larger than width. Several works support transfer under µP, though in
restricted settings. The simplest setting is of Kalra et al. [22], who showed that, for a two-layer linear
network trained on a single example, the dynamical equations under µP have no width dependence
whatsoever, directly implying hyperparameter transfer without any assumptions. A recent work
by Hayou [14] provided a formal proof of learning-rate transfer under µP in restricted settings of
linear networks with input and output layers fixed at initialization. At the first gradient step, they
provide an explicit limit and convergence rate; by comparison, at any fixed step t, they establish
transfer under the additional assumption that the loss has a unique minimizer in η, but do not provide
convergence rates as in the first step case. Beyond linear networks, Yaida [47] showed that the leading-
order terms in the function-space update equations are width-independent under µP, suggesting that
the dynamics, and by extension the optimal hyperparameters, may also be width-stable in general
neural networks. The subleading term, however, can accumulate over long training horizons and
contribute to the optimal learning rate. Finally, Noci et al. [34] empirically observed that the
sharpness (largest Hessian eigenvalue) does not vary with width under µP, providing complementary
evidence that the dominant loss landscape features remain invariant in µP. Proving learning rate
transfer in generic settings remains an open question.

H.4 Conditions for Stable Initialization

In this section, we derive the conditions on {a, b} required to satisfy Desideratum 1; the conditions on
exponents {c, d} will be imposed by the training dynamics in the later sections. At initialization, the
weights and their inputs are independent, so the scale of each layer’s output can be easily computed
by averaging over the weight distribution while treating the input as fixed. Since all the quantities in
this section are at t = 0, we suppress the time index for brevity.
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First layer. The forward pass of the first layer is:

h(x) = n−auUx.

Let ⟨·⟩ denote expectation over the weight distribution. The expected squared norm of h(x) is:

〈
∥h(x)∥2

〉
=

〈
1

n

n∑
i=1

h2
i (x)

〉
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

n−2au

din∑
j,k=1

⟨UijUik⟩xjxk

= n−2au−1
n∑

i=1

din∑
j=1

n−2bu x2
j

(
using ⟨UijUik⟩ = n−2buδjk

)
= n−2au−2bu

din∑
j=1

x2
j . (17)

To handle the input term, we assume:
Assumption H.1 (Input scaling). The inputs are normalized so that ∥x∥ = Θn(1).

Under Assumption H.1,
∑din

j=1 x
2
j = Θn(1), so〈

∥h(x)∥2
〉
= Θn(n

−2au−2bu). (18)

Requiring ∥h(x)∥ = Θn(1) yields:

au + bu = 0. (19)

Middle layer. The forward pass of the middle layer is:

z(x) = n−awWh(x).

The expected squared norm of z(x), with the expectation taken over W at fixed h(x), is:

〈
∥z(x)∥2

〉
=

〈
1

n

n∑
i=1

z2i (x)

〉
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

n−2aw

n∑
j,k=1

⟨WijWik⟩hj(x)hk(x)

= n−2aw−1
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

n−2bw h2
j (x)

(
using ⟨WijWik⟩ = n−2bwδjk

)
= n−2aw−2bw+1 ∥h(x)∥2. (20)

Using ∥h(x)∥ = Θn(1) from the first layer, we have:

aw + bw = 1
2 . (21)

Last layer. The forward pass of the last layer is:

f(x) = n−avV z(x).

The calculation follows as in the middle layer, with V in place of W and the output dimension dout
replacing n in the output index.〈

∥f(x)∥2
〉
= n−2av−2bv+1 ∥z(x)∥2. (22)

Using ∥z(x)∥ = Θn(1) and the one-sided requirement ∥f(x)∥ = On(1):

av + bv ≥ 1
2 . (23)

Unlike the previous two layers, the last-layer initialization scale is not fixed by stability alone, as any
av + bv ≥ 1/2 satisfies the constraint.

The conditions above fix the weight and activation scales only at initialization, and the weights and
activations can evolve in a width-dependent manner during training. We will discuss the implications
in the later sections.
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H.5 Gradient Scaling at Initialization

Given a dataset D = {(xµ,yµ)}Dµ=1 and a per-example loss function ℓ : Rdout × Rdout → R, we
define the training loss as the empirical average:

L(θ) =
1

D

D∑
µ=1

ℓ(f(xµ),yµ) . (24)

The per-layer gradients are:

gv := ∇vL(θ) =
1

D

D∑
µ=1

n−av∇f ℓ
µ · z(xµ)⊤,

gw := ∇wL(θ) =
1

D

D∑
µ=1

n−aw−avV ⊤∇f ℓ
µ · h(xµ)⊤,

gu := ∇uL(θ) =
1

D

D∑
µ=1

n−au−aw−avW⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ · xµ⊤, (25)

where ∇f ℓ
µ := ∇f ℓ(f(x

µ),yµ). Next, we assume that the loss derivative does not scale with width:
Assumption H.2 (Loss derivative scaling). For every example (xµ,yµ) ∈ D, the per-example loss
derivative satisfies ∥∇f ℓ

µ∥ = Θn(1).

We first analyze the per-example terms. For gv, the per-example term ∇f ℓ
µ · z(xµ)⊤ is an outer

product of two vectors with Θn(1) entries, so:

∥n−av∇f ℓ
µz(xµ)⊤∥ = n−av∥∇f ℓ

µ∥∥z(xµ)∥ = Θn(n
−av ). (26)

For gw, the per-example term is the outer product (V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ)h(xµ)⊤. The left factor is a matrix-

vector product along the output dimension dout and does not pick up a width scaling factor. Therefore,
we can write:

⟨∥V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ∥2⟩ ∼ n−2bv ∥∇f ℓ

µ∥2 = Θn(n
−2bv ),

This gives ∥V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ∥ = Θn(n

−bv ). The right factor satisfies ∥h(xµ)∥ = Θn(1), so:

∥n−aw−avV ⊤∇f ℓ
µh(xµ)⊤∥ = n−aw−av∥V ⊤∇f ℓ

µ∥∥h(xµ)∥ = Θn(n
−aw−av−bv ). (27)

For gu, the per-example term is the outer product (W⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ)xµ⊤. The left factor is a matrix–

vector product, whose expected squared RMS norm at initialization is:

⟨∥W⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ∥2⟩ ∼ n−2bw+1 ∥V ⊤∇f ℓ

µ∥2 = Θn(n
−2bw−2bv+1),

Thus, ∥W⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ
µ∥ = Θn(n

−bw−bv+
1
2 ). Using aw + bw = 1

2 , this scaling becomes Θn(n
aw−bv ).

The right factor satisfies ∥xµ∥ = Θn(1), so:

∥n−au−aw−avW⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ
µxµ⊤∥ = n−au−aw−av∥W⊤V ⊤∇f ℓ

µ∥∥xµ∥ = Θn(n
−au−av−bv ).

(28)

In summary, the per-example contributions scale as:

∥gµv ∥ = Θn(n
−av ), ∥gµw∥ = Θn(n

−aw−av−bv ), ∥gµu∥ = Θn(n
−au−av−bv ). (29)

The full gradient gl is obtained by averaging the per-example contributions:

gl =
1

D

D∑
µ=1

gµl . (30)

We make the following assumption on this aggregation:

28



Assumption H.3 (Aggregation does not induce width-scaling). The average 1
D

∑D
µ=1 g

µ
l inherits the

width-scaling of the per-example terms.

Under Assumption H.3, the layerwise gradients scale as:

∥gv∥ = Θn(n
−av ), ∥gw∥ = Θn(n

−aw−av−bv ), ∥gu∥ = Θn(n
−au−av−bv ). (31)

The assumption rules out the gradient acquiring extra width scaling from aggregation. This is a
benign assumption, as we do not expect a width dependence from aggregating. Without it, the triangle
inequality provides only On upper bounds.

Similar to the activations, the gradient scales can also evolve in a width-dependent manner during
training. We will discuss the implications in the later sections.

H.6 Alignment and Feature Learning Exponents

Following [10], we define three alignment exponents {ρ, ω, σ} ∈ [0, 1] per layer that quantify the
correlations between weight matrices, their updates, and activation vectors at the first gradient step.
Definition H.3 (Alignment exponents). For each layer, we define:

ρv,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥∆V1 z0∥
∥∆V1∥∥z0∥

, ρw,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥∆W1 h0∥
∥∆W1∥∥h0∥

,

ωv,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥V0 ∆z1∥
∥V0∥∥∆z1∥

, ωw,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥W0 ∆h1∥
∥W0∥∥∆h1∥

,

σv,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥∆V1 ∆z1∥
∥∆V1∥∥∆z1∥

, σw,1 := lim
n→∞

logn
∥∆W1 ∆h1∥
∥∆W1∥∥∆h1∥

. (32)

We do not define alignment exponents for the first layer because the matrix-vector product Ux does
not involve the width, and thus no alignment exponent is needed.
Definition H.4 (Activation Update exponents). Let ∆h1, ∆z1, and ∆f1 denote the activation updates
at the first gradient step. We define:

ru,1 := lim
n→∞

logn ∥∆h1∥, rw,1 := lim
n→∞

logn ∥∆z1∥, rv,1 := lim
n→∞

logn ∥∆f1∥. (33)

These definitions generalize to any step t by replacing the subscript 1 with t throughout. We work at
t = 1 in the following sections because the scaling of weights, updates, and activations is tractable at
the first step.

H.7 Stable Update Conditions for SGD

We now derive the conditions on {a, b, c} that satisfy Desideratum 2 for SGD, assuming Desideratum 1
holds. We analyze the weight decay scaling in Section H.9 for SGD and Adam together, as it follows
the same logic for both optimizers.

SGD update. For SGD with per-layer learning rate ηl = η n−cl , the parameter update at step t is:
Ut+1 = Ut − ηu gu(θt), Wt+1 = Wt − ηw gw(θt), Vt+1 = Vt − ηv gv(θt). (34)

At the first step, ∥∆U1∥ = ηu∥gu∥, ∥∆W1∥ = ηw∥gw∥, and ∥∆V1∥ = ηv∥gv∥. Using the gradient
scalings at initialization from Section H.5:

∥∆U1∥ = Θn(n
−cu−au−av−bv ), ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n

−cw−aw−av−bv ), ∥∆V1∥ = Θn(n
−cv−av ).

(35)
Desideratum 2 requires ∥∆h1∥, ∥∆z1∥, ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1), which we enforce by setting the activation
update exponents to zero: ru,1 = rw,1 = rv,1 = 0.

First layer. The activation update is ∆h1(x) = n−au∆U1 x. Since the matrix-vector product
Ux does not scale with width, we can write ∥∆U1x∥ = C∥∆U1∥∥x∥ for some width-independent
constant C. As a result, the activation update scales as:

∥∆h1(x)∥ = Cn−au∥∆U1∥∥x∥ = Θn(n
−2au−cu−av−bv ). (36)

Setting ru,1 = 0:

2au + cu + av + bv = 0. (37)
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Middle layer. The activation z(x) at step t = 1 is:

z1(x) = n−aw(W0 +∆W1)(h0(x) + ∆h1(x)). (38)

After expanding and subtracting z0(x) = n−awW0h0(x), the activation update decomposes into
three terms:

∆z1(x) = n−aw∆W1 h0(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
weight-update term

+ n−awW0 ∆h1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
activation-update term

+ n−aw∆W1 ∆h1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second-order term

. (39)

By the triangle inequality:

∥∆z1(x)∥ ≤ n−aw(∥∆W1h0(x)∥+ ∥W0∆h1(x)∥+ ∥∆W1∆h1(x)∥) . (40)

We make the following assumption on the superposition of the three terms:

Assumption H.4 (Superposition does not induce width-scaling). The superposition of the three terms
in ∆z1(x) does not introduce additional width-scaling: if each term is Θn(n

α), then their sum is
Θn(n

α).

Under Assumption H.4, it suffices to analyze the width-scaling of each term individually. Throughout
this derivation, we impose the condition ru,1 = 0, i.e., ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1).

Weight-update term. By the definition of the alignment exponent (Definition H.3), ∥∆W1 h0∥ =
nρw,1 ∥∆W1∥ ∥h0∥. Using ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n

−cw−aw−av−bv ) from the SGD update and ∥h0∥ =
Θn(1):

n−aw∥∆W1 h0(x)∥ = Θn(n
ρw,1−2aw−cw−av−bv ). (41)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ρw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv = 0. (42)

Activation-update term. Similarly, ∥W0 ∆h1∥ = nωw,1 ∥W0∥ ∥∆h1∥. Using ∥W0∥ = Θn(n
−bw) at

initialization, ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1), and aw + bw = 1/2:

n−aw∥W0 ∆h1(x)∥ = Θn(n
ωw,1−aw−bw) = Θn(n

ωw,1−1/2). (43)

Requiring this to be Θn(1) fixes the alignment exponent itself:

ωw,1 − 1
2 = 0. (44)

Unlike ρw,1 (and σw,1, as we will see below), ωw,1 is not a free variable if we demand stability
and non-vanishing updates rw,1 = 0 and its value is pinned to 1/2. This scaling ω = 1/2 is
expected to hold at the first gradient step, but as training progresses, ωw,t is free to evolve, and the
activation-update term contribution may vanish or diverge as width is scaled.

Second-order term. By the definition of the alignment exponent (Definition H.3), ∥∆W1 ∆h1∥ =
nσw,1 ∥∆W1∥ ∥∆h1∥. Using ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n

−cw−aw−av−bv ) and ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1):

n−aw∥∆W1 ∆h1(x)∥ = Θn(n
σw,1−2aw−cw−av−bv ). (45)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

σw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv = 0. (46)

The boxed conditions Equations (42), (44) and (46) correspond to requiring all three terms in ∆z1 to
be Θn(1). The minimal requirement for ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1) is weaker: each term must be On(1) and
at least one must be Θn(1), i.e.,

max
(
ρw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv, ωw,1 − 1

2 , σw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv
)
= 0. (47)
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Last layer. The output update decomposes similarly:

∆f1(x) = n−av∆V1 z0(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
weight-update term

+n−avV0 ∆z1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
activation-update term

+n−av∆V1 ∆z1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second-order term

. (48)

Under Assumption H.4, it suffices to analyze each term individually. We impose rw,1 = 0, i.e.,
∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1).

Weight-update term. By the definition of the alignment exponent (Definition H.3), ∥∆V1 z0∥ =
nρv,1 ∥∆V1∥ ∥z0∥. Using ∥∆V1∥ = Θn(n

−cv−av ) from the SGD update and ∥z0∥ = Θn(1):

n−av∥∆V1 z0(x)∥ = Θn(n
ρv,1−2av−cv ). (49)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ρv,1 − 2av − cv = 0. (50)

Activation-update term. Similarly, ∥V0 ∆z1∥ = nωv,1 ∥V0∥ ∥∆z1∥. Using ∥V0∥ = Θn(n
−bv ) at

initialization and ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1):

n−av∥V0 ∆z1(x)∥ = Θn(n
ωv,1−av−bv ). (51)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ωv,1 − av − bv = 0. (52)

Unlike the middle layer, demanding rv,1 = 0 does not pin ωv,1 to a fixed value, and it is constrained
only through the relation ωv,1 = av + bv , where av + bv is itself underdetermined due to the weaker
initialization constraint (Desideratum 1).

Second-order term. By the definition of the alignment exponent (Definition H.3), ∥∆V1 ∆z1∥ =
nσv,1 ∥∆V1∥ ∥∆z1∥. Using the same scalings:

n−av∥∆V1 ∆z1(x)∥ = Θn(n
σv,1−2av−cv ). (53)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

σv,1 − 2av − cv = 0. (54)

As in the middle layer, the boxed conditions Equations (50), (52) and (54) correspond to requiring all
three terms in ∆f1 to be Θn(1). The minimal requirement for ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1) is weaker:

max
(
ρv,1 − 2av − cv, ωv,1 − av − bv, σv,1 − 2av − cv

)
= 0. (55)

Gauge symmetry for SGD. The boxed conditions Equations (47) and (55) are invariant under the
per-layer transformation:

al → al +∆l, bl → bl −∆l, cl → cl − 2∆l,

for any ∆l ∈ R and each layer l ∈ {u,w, v}. The forward-pass exponent al + bl is unchanged, and
the shift in cl compensates so that update equations have the same width scalings. As a consequence,
different choices of (a, b, c) describe the same training dynamics. We will later use this freedom later
to write down several equivalent forms of µP (Table 4).

H.8 Stable Update Conditions for Adam

We now derive the conditions on {a, b, c} that satisfy Desideratum 2 for Adam, assuming Desidera-
tum 1 holds. The only change from SGD is in the scaling of the parameter updates; the activation
decompositions and alignment-exponent calculations are otherwise identical. Throughout this section,
we use Assumption H.4 on the superposition of three-term decomposition, and apply the alignment-
exponent identities from Definition H.3 (e.g., ∥∆Wh∥ = nρw∥∆W∥∥h∥) without further citation.
Weight decay is analyzed in Section H.9 for SGD and Adam together.
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Adam update. Adam computes the update as ∆θl = −ηl ·ml/(
√
vl + ϵ), where ml and vl are the

first and second moment estimates of gl. We assume:
Assumption H.5 (Adam normalized update). The normalized update ml/(

√
vl + ϵ) has Θn(1)

entries. This is a reasonable assumption as ml scales as gl and vl scales as g2l entrywise, so ml/
√
vl

behaves like a sign-magnitude normalization independent of the gradient width scaling.

Under Assumption H.5, the parameter update norms at the first step depend only on the layerwise
learning rate:

∥∆U1∥ = Θn(n
−cu), ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n

−cw), ∥∆V1∥ = Θn(n
−cv ). (56)

Desideratum 2 requires ∥∆h1∥, ∥∆z1∥, ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1), which we enforce by setting the activation
update exponents to zero: ru,1 = rw,1 = rv,1 = 0.

First layer. The activation update is ∆h1(x) = n−au∆U1 x. Since the matrix-vector product
Ux does not scale with width, we can write ∥∆U1x∥ = C∥∆U1∥∥x∥ for some width-independent
constant C. As a result:

∥∆h1(x)∥ = Cn−au∥∆U1∥∥x∥ = Θn(n
−au−cu). (57)

Setting ru,1 = 0:

au + cu = 0. (58)

Middle layer. As in the SGD case, the activation update decomposes into three terms:

∆z1(x) = n−aw∆W1 h0(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
weight-update term

+ n−awW0 ∆h1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
activation-update term

+ n−aw∆W1 ∆h1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second-order term

. (59)

Weight-update term. Using ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n
−cw) and ∥h0∥ = Θn(1):

n−aw∥∆W1 h0(x)∥ = n−aw nρw,1 ∥∆W1∥ ∥h0∥ = Θn(n
ρw,1−aw−cw). (60)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ρw,1 − aw − cw = 0. (61)

Activation-update term. Using ∥W0∥ = Θn(n
−bw) at initialization, ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1), and aw+bw =

1/2:

n−aw∥W0 ∆h1(x)∥ = n−aw nωw,1 ∥W0∥ ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(n
ωw,1−1/2). (62)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ωw,1 − 1
2 = 0. (63)

As in the SGD case, ωw,1 is not a free variable if we demand stability and non-vanishing updates
rw,1 = 0, and its value gets pinned to 1/2.

Second-order term. Using ∥∆W1∥ = Θn(n
−cw) and ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(1):

n−aw∥∆W1 ∆h1(x)∥ = n−aw nσw,1 ∥∆W1∥ ∥∆h1∥ = Θn(n
σw,1−aw−cw). (64)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

σw,1 − aw − cw = 0. (65)

The boxed conditions Equations (61), (63) and (65) correspond to requiring all three terms to be
Θn(1). The minimal requirement for ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1) is weaker:

max
(
ρw,1 − aw − cw, ωw,1 − 1

2 , σw,1 − aw − cw
)
= 0. (66)
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Last layer. The output update decomposes similarly:

∆f1(x) = n−av∆V1 z0(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
weight-update term

+n−avV0 ∆z1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
activation-update term

+n−av∆V1 ∆z1(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second-order term

. (67)

Weight-update term. Using ∥∆V1∥ = Θn(n
−cv ) and ∥z0∥ = Θn(1):

n−av∥∆V1 z0(x)∥ = n−av nρv,1 ∥∆V1∥ ∥z0∥ = Θn(n
ρv,1−av−cv ). (68)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ρv,1 − av − cv = 0. (69)

Activation-update term. Using ∥V0∥ = Θn(n
−bv ) at initialization and ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1):

n−av∥V0 ∆z1(x)∥ = n−av nωv,1 ∥V0∥ ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(n
ωv,1−av−bv ). (70)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

ωv,1 − av − bv = 0. (71)

As in the SGD case, demanding rv,1 = 0 does not pin ωv,1 to a fixed value; it is constrained only
through the relation ωv,1 = av + bv, where av + bv is itself underdetermined due to the weaker
initialization constraint (Desideratum 1).

Second-order term. Using ∥∆V1∥ = Θn(n
−cv ) and ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(1):

n−av∥∆V1 ∆z1(x)∥ = n−av nσv,1 ∥∆V1∥ ∥∆z1∥ = Θn(n
σv,1−av−cv ). (72)

Requiring this to be Θn(1):

σv,1 − av − cv = 0. (73)

As in the middle layer, the boxed conditions Equations (69), (71) and (73) correspond to requiring all
three terms in ∆f1 to be Θn(1). The minimal requirement for ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1) is weaker:

max
(
ρv,1 − av − cv, ωv,1 − av − bv, σv,1 − av − cv

)
= 0. (74)

Gauge symmetry for Adam. The boxed conditions Equations (66) and (74) are invariant under the
per-layer transformation:

al → al +∆l, bl → bl −∆l, cl → cl −∆l,

for any ∆l ∈ R and each layer l ∈ {u,w, v}. The shift in cl differs from the SGD case (−2∆l there)
because Adam’s update norm Θn(n

−cl) depends on cl only once, whereas SGD’s ηl∥gl∥ inherits cl
explicitly and additional a, b dependence implicitly through the gradient.

H.9 Weight Decay Scaling

With weight decay, the parameter update at the first step becomes:

∆θl = −ηl ϕ(gl)− ηlλl θl, (75)

where ϕ(gl) is the optimizer’s transformation of the gradient: ϕ(gl) = gl for SGD and ϕ(gl) =
ml/(

√
vl + ϵ) for Adam. For the weight decay term to contribute at the same scale as the parameters,

we require ηlλl = Θn(1). Using ηl = η n−cl and λl = λn−dl :

cl + dl = 0. (76)

This holds identically for SGD and Adam, since the weight decay term does not depend on ϕ.

Extended gauge symmetry. Including weight decay extends the abc gauge symmetry to abcd. The
condition cl + dl = 0 is preserved under

dl → dl + ζ∆l, (77)

where ζ = 2 for SGD and ζ = 1 for Adam.
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Table 2: Summary of stability conditions for SGD and Adam. Each rl,1 = 0 condition is a max over
the three terms (weight-update, activation-update, second-order) in the activation decomposition.

SGD Adam

St
ab

le
In

it au + bu = 0

aw + bw = 1/2

av + bv ≥ 1/2

St
ab

le
U

pd
at

es

ru,1 = 2au + cu + av + bv = 0

rw,1 = max


ρw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv

ωw,1 − 1
2

σw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bv

= 0

rv,1 = max


ρv,1 − 2av − cv
ωv,1 − av − bv
σv,1 − 2av − cv

= 0

ru,1 = au + cu = 0

rw,1 = max


ρw,1 − aw − cw

ωw,1 − 1
2

σw,1 − aw − cw

= 0

rv,1 = max


ρv,1 − av − cv
ωv,1 − av − bv
σv,1 − av − cv

= 0

W
ei

gh
t

D
ec

ay

cl + dl = 0 for all layers l

H.10 Summary of Stability Conditions

Table 2 summarizes the conditions on the {a, b, c, d} exponents that satisfy Desiderata 1 and 2. The
activation update conditions rl,1 = 0 at each layer are expressed as a max over the three decomposition
terms (weight-update, activation-update, second-order), reflecting the minimal requirement for
∥∆h1∥, ∥∆z1∥, ∥∆f1∥ = Θn(1). In the next section, we discuss the conditions on the alignment
exponents.

H.11 Alignment Exponent Values

The stability conditions constrain the alignment exponents, however, the alignment exponents are
not free design choices, and are empirical properties that quantify the correlations between weights,
activations and their updates.

At initialization, the weights and activations are all random and their products behave like products of
independent Gaussian vectors (same logic as in Desideratum 1). As a result, all alignment exponents
have the value 1/2:

ρl,1 = ωl,1 = σl,1 = 1
2 at initialization. (78)

As training progresses, the weights, activations, and their updates become correlated. As a result, the
alignment exponents increase above their random-alignment value of 1/2 during training, although
they typically remain far below the fully aligned value of 1 [10].

To derive µP, Yang and Hu [48] first impose ru,1 = rw,1 = rv,1 = 0, so that all activation updates are
Θn(1). This constrains the hidden layer exponent ωw = 1/2. Since weights, activations, and updates
become correlated during training, Yang and Hu [48] assume that the remaining free exponents attain
their maximum value:
Assumption H.6 (µP Full Alignment Assumption). After imposing ru,1 = rw,1 = rv,1 = 0, all
remaining free alignment exponents are set to 1:

ρw,1 = ρv,1 = σw,1 = σv,1 = ωv,1 = 1. (79)

Table 3 shows the conditions on abcd after imposing the above assumption. Note that the assumption
ωv = 1 tightens the condition from av + bv ≥ 1/2 to av + bv = 1. Everett et al. [10] relax this
assumption to ωv,1 = 1/2, and observe that hyperparameter transfer still holds empirically, which
suggests that µP’s full alignment assumption may be excessive.
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Table 3: Conditions on exponents (a, b, c, d) for SGD and Adam obtained after imposing Assump-
tion H.6.

Layer SGD Adam

First
au + bu = 0

2au + cu + av + bv = 0

cu + du = 0

au + bu = 0

au + cu = 0

cu + du = 0

Middle
aw + bw = 1/2

2aw + cw + av + bv = 1

cw + dw = 0

aw + bw = 1/2

aw + cw = 1

cw + dw = 0

Last
av + bv = 1

2av + cv = 1

cv + dv = 0

av + bv = 1

av + cv = 1

cv + dv = 0

H.12 Gauge Symmetry and Parameterization Choice

Even with these constraints, the system remains underdetermined due to the gauge symmetry of the
abcd parameterization. One exponent per layer must be fixed to obtain a specific parameterization.
These choices are typically made based on implementation convenience. For instance, setting a = 0
removes the explicit width factors in the forward pass, while setting all learning rate exponents
c = 0 allows using a single global learning rate. The most common choice is the canonical µP
proposed in Yang and Hu [48]. Table 4 summarizes several such implementations, all of which
are gauge-equivalent and yield identical training dynamics under SGD and Adam. This symmetry,
however, can be broken by operations that modify the gradients, such as gradient clipping or Adam’s
ϵ.

H.13 Multi-Step Scaling

So far we have analyzed the scaling of activation updates at the first training step. At later steps, the
weights, activations, gradients, and alignment exponents can evolve in a width-dependent way. To
extend the first-step scaling calculation to multiple steps, we assume that the weight and activation
scalings persist throughout training.

Assumption H.7 (Persistent weight and activation scaling). For any training step t, we assume:

∥Ut∥ = Θn(n
−bu), ∥Wt∥ = Θn(n

−bw), ∥Vt∥ = Θn(n
−bv ), (80)

and

∥ht∥ = Θn(1), ∥zt∥ = Θn(1), ∥ft∥ = On(1). (81)

For SGD, we additionally assume that the gradient scalings remain the same as at initialization.

Assumption H.8 (Persistent gradient scaling for SGD). For all training steps t ≤ T ,

∥gv,t∥ = Θn(n
−av ), ∥gw,t∥ = Θn(n

−aw−av−bv ), ∥gu,t∥ = Θn(n
−au−av−bv ). (82)

Adam does not require this gradient-scaling assumption, because under Assumption H.5 the normal-
ized update has Θn(1) entries.

Under these assumptions, the first-step scaling analysis can be repeated at any fixed step t. However,
this still does not control accumulation over a number of steps that grows with width. We therefore
also assume a width-independent training horizon.

Assumption H.9 (Width-independent training horizon). The number of training steps does not scale
with width:

T = Θn(1). (83)
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This assumption is quite restrictive and does not hold in realistic training regimes where the number of
optimization steps is much larger than the width, or where the number of steps itself scales with width.
This occurs, for example, in compute-optimal training. For a width-n model with Θ(n2) parameters,
the token budget scales with the parameter count, and as a result the number of optimization steps
scales as T (n) = Θn(n

2). In such regimes, different-width models are trained for different numbers
of steps, and therefore accumulate different total update magnitudes. Therefore, fixed-step scaling
arguments do not directly guarantee that training would remain consistent across widths.

Table 4: Comparison of different µP implementations for SGD and Adam. All implementations are
gauge-equivalent and yield identical training dynamics. Weight decay exponents satisfy cl + dl = 0.

Implementation Layer

SGD Adam

Mult. Var. LR WD Mult. Var. LR WD

(n−a) (n−2b) (n−c) (n−d) (n−a) (n−2b) (n−c) (n−d)

No multipliers
[15]

First 1 1 n 1/n 1 1 1 1

Middle 1 1/n 1 1 1 1/n 1/n n

Last 1 1/n2 1/n n 1 1/n2 1/n n

No LR scaling

First
√
n 1/n 1 1 1 1 1 1

Middle 1 1/n 1 1 1/n n 1 1

Last 1/
√
n 1/n 1 1 1/n 1 1 1

Canonical
[48]

First
√
n 1/n 1 1

√
n 1/n 1/

√
n

√
n

Middle 1 1/n 1 1 1 1/n 1/n n

Last 1/
√
n 1/n 1 1 1/

√
n 1/n 1/

√
n

√
n

CompleteP
[8]

First 1 1 n 1/n 1 1 1 1

Middle 1 1/n 1 1 1 1/n 1/n n

Last 1/n 1 n 1/n 1/n 1 1 1

H.14 Attention and LayerNorm scaling

In standard transformers, two additional layer types are commonly used beyond the linear layers
analyzed so far: attention and LayerNorm. These two have been analyzed in Yang and Hu [48] and
Dey et al. [8]. We treat them in turn, starting with attention.

Attention Scaling. For queries, keys, and values Q,K, V ∈ RT×d, where T is the context length
and d is the head dimension, the attention mechanism computes:

A = softmax

(
QK⊤

dα

)
V, (84)

where dα is the attention scaling factor. If the logits are too large, the softmax concentrates all mass
on a single entry. To avoid it, we require the logits norm to be ∥QK⊤/dα∥ = Θd(1). Assuming
∥Q∥, ∥K∥ = Θd(1), the dot product norm scales according to the alignment exponent:

ρa := lim
d→∞

logd
∥QK⊤∥
∥Q∥∥K∥ , (85)

giving ∥QK⊤∥ = Θd(d
ρa). At initialization, WQ and WK are independent Gaussian matrices, so Q

and K behave as independent random matrices and ∥QK⊤∥ = Θd(
√
d), giving α = 1/2, which is

the scaling used in the original Transformer paper [45]. During training, Q and K should develop
correlations between them. Under the full alignment assumption (analogous to Assumption H.6),
∥QK⊤∥ = Θd(d), giving α = 1, which is the µP prescription [48].

The alignment exponent ρa itself can depend on width n and evolve during training, so neither
prescription is correct in general. That said, α = 1 acts as an upper bound, since ρa ≤ 1.
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LayerNorm. For x ∈ Rn with trainable gain γ ∈ Rn and bias β ∈ Rn, the output of LayerNorm
is given by:

LN(x) = x̂⊙ γ + β, x̂ :=
x− µx1√
σ2
x + ϵ

, (86)

where ∥x̂∥ = Θn(1).

The LayerNorm parameters are deterministically initialized as γi = 1, βi = 0, which gives
∥LN(x)∥0 = Θn(1) at initialization. There is no forward-pass multiplier aLN, and weight de-
cay is typically not applied to LayerNorm parameters, so only the learning rate exponent cLN remains
to be determined.

The gradients with respect to γ and β are:

(gγ)i =
1
D

∑
µ

(∇LNℓ
µ)i x̂

µ
i , (gβ)i =

1
D

∑
µ

(∇LNℓ
µ)i, (87)

where ∇LNℓ
µ := ∇LN(xµ)ℓ(f(x

µ),yµ) denotes the gradient of the per-example loss with respect to
the LayerNorm output. Assuming ∥∇LNℓ

µ∥, ∥x̂µ∥ = Θn(1) entrywise, we get ∥gγ∥, ∥gβ∥ = Θn(1).

Since the gradients are Θn(1), for both SGD and Adam, the parameter updates at the first step satisfy
∥∆γ1∥ = ∥∆β1∥ = Θn(n

−cLN). The resulting output update ∆LN1(x) = x̂⊙∆γ1+∆β1 inherits
this scaling. Requiring ∥∆LN1(x)∥ = Θn(1) yields cLN = 0.

H.15 Weight Tying

In language models, the input embedding and output unembedding matrices are often tied, sharing
parameters to reduce the parameter count. In our three-layer setup, this corresponds to setting
V = U⊤. The forward pass in this case becomes:

h(x) = n−auUx, z(x) = n−awWh(x), f(x) = n−avU⊤z(x), (88)

with U ∈ Rn×din and W ∈ Rn×n. The tied parameter U appears with two different forward-pass
exponents au and av . The initialization variance is controlled by the exponents bu, bw:

Uij ∼ N (0, n−2bu), Wij ∼ N (0, n−2bw). (89)

The per-layer learning rates are scaled by cu and cw:

ηu = η n−cu , ηw = η n−cw . (90)

In contrast to the untied case, the last layer no longer has its own bv and cv exponents, since these
are inherited from U as bu and cu. Only the forward-pass exponent av remains as a free parameter
for the last layer. Performing a similar analysis to the untied case gives the stability conditions
summarized in Table 5.

Next, applying Assumption H.6 yields Table 6, which compares the untied and tied exponents side by
side for both SGD and Adam. For Adam, the first-layer and middle-layer conditions are identical in
the tied and untied cases, since Adam’s normalized update is independent of the gradient magnitude.

Why au and av must remain separate. Collapsing them to a single exponent (av = au) would
force au + bu = 0 from the first-layer init and au + bu = 1 from the last-layer condition, resulting in
a contradiction. The two forward-pass exponents thus provide the only remaining degree of freedom
to satisfy both layer constraints simultaneously.

A weight-tied µP example. Unlike the untied case, we cannot set au = av = 0 simultaneously:
substituting into the conditions yields bu = 0 from the first layer and bu = 1 from the last layer.
We must therefore fix one of au, av to zero and let the other absorb the layer mismatch. Choosing
au = 0 for Adam yields the table in Table 7. In this case, a naive SP implementation with 1/fan-in

initialization and a global learning rate of 1/n would not only train the embedding layer slowly, but
also have Θ(

√
n) logits at initialization.
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Table 5: Stability conditions under weight tying (U = V ⊤).
SGD Adam

St
ab

le
In

it au + bu = 0

aw + bw = 1/2

av + bu ≥ 1/2

St
ab

le
U

pd
at

es

ru,1 = au + cu + av = 0

rw,1 = max


ρw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bu

ωw,1 − 1
2

σw,1 − 2aw − cw − av − bu

= 0

rv,1 = max


ρv,1 − 2av − cu
ωv,1 − av − bu
σv,1 − 2av − cu

= 0

ru,1 = au + cu = 0

rw,1 = max


ρw,1 − aw − cw

ωw,1 − 1
2

σw,1 − aw − cw

= 0

rv,1 = max


ρv,1 − av − cu
ωv,1 − av − bu
σv,1 − av − cu

= 0

Table 6: Conditions on exponents (a, b, c) under µP, with and without weight tying.

Layer SGD (untied) SGD (tied) Adam (untied) Adam (tied)

First
au + bu = 0

2au + cu + av + bv = 0

au + bu = 0

au + cu + av = 0

au + bu = 0

au + cu = 0

au + bu = 0

au + cu = 0

Middle
aw + bw = 1/2

2aw + cw + av + bv = 1

aw + bw = 1/2

2aw + cw + av + bu = 1

aw + bw = 1/2

aw + cw = 1

aw + bw = 1/2

aw + cw = 1

Last
av + bv = 1

2av + cv = 1

av + bu = 1

2av + cu = 1

av + bv = 1

av + cv = 1

av + bu = 1

av + cu = 1

Table 7: A weight-tied µP example.

Layer Mult. (n−a) Var. (n−2b) LR (n−c) WD (n−d)
First (U ) 1 1 1 1
Middle (W ) 1 1/n 1/n n
Last (U⊤) 1/n 1 1 1
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