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ABSTRACT

Loss spikes in language model pretraining can waste substantial compute and
derail otherwise healthy training runs. A primary driver of these instabilities
is the growth and divergence of output logits in the final language modeling
(LM) head. In this work, we study a particularly costly form of this instability
associated with output logit growth: delayed, terminal divergences that emerge
only after prolonged training, which we call time-bomb spikes. We find that these
instabilities are preceded by rapidly growing quantization error in the LM head,
which eventually culminates in a loss spike. Crucially, reducing numerical precision
accelerates time-bomb spikes, while increasing precision improves stability. We
then propose a simple yet effective mitigation that replaces AdamW on the LM
head with SGD with momentum, suppressing logit growth and improving stability
over long training horizons. Finally, we find that existing mitigation techniques
from the literature (along with our own) all reduce quantization error, suggesting
a shared numerical mechanism behind their effectiveness. Together, our results
identify finite precision error as a hidden driver of time-bomb spikes and show that
suppressing this error is key to stable long-horizon pretraining.

1 INTRODUCTION

Pretraining Transformer-based language models at scale is notoriously difficult due to the instability
of the objective and its propensity to diverge or spike during training (Chowdhery et al., 2023; Zhang
et al., 2022; Zeng et al., 2023; OLMo et al., 2025). Large-scale training efforts have relied on
heuristic procedures in order to recover from these spikes, including reverting to earlier checkpoints,
skipping data near observed spikes, and adjusting learning rates (Chowdhery et al., 2023; Almazrouei
et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022). While such interventions allow training to continue, they treat the
symptoms of instability rather than its underlying cause.

A common class of loss spikes is associated with the growth and divergence of output logits in
the language modeling (LM) head. Chowdhery et al. (2023) originally identified this behavior
and introduced z-loss as a mitigation, an auxiliary loss penalty that discourages output logits from
growing too large in magnitude. This mitigation has since become a standard safeguard in many
training pipelines (Allal et al., 2025) and remains important in recent open-source, frontier-style
training recipes. The latest Marin recipe includes z-loss alongside norm-preserving hyperball
optimization, with leave-one-out ablations showing substantial degradation when z-loss is removed
(Marin Community, 2026a;b).

Despite the widespread adoption of methods for controlling output logit growth, our understanding
of why such unmitigated growth leads to loss spikes remains incomplete. Recent work has traced the
growth of logits to the optimizer, showing that Adam’s adaptive preconditioning induces persistent
drift in the mean output embedding of the LM head, which in turn causes the mean output logit
to drift towards extreme values (Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk, 2025; Stollenwerk et al., 2026). Yet,
as we show in Section 3, this drift alone cannot substantively affect the forward or backward pass
if we assume exact arithmetic. If this is the case, how can an apparently harmless drift ultimately
destabilize training?
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Figure 1: Reduced precision accelerates time-bomb spikes, while LM head SGD-M prevents
them. Lowering LM head precision brings the failure earlier, with BF16 true diverging first, BF16
mixed later, and FP32 remaining stable throughout training (left). Output logit norm grows under
every AdamW baseline, including FP32 (middle), but it destabilizes training only in reduced preci-
sion, where LM head quantization error grows by orders of magnitude before each failure (right).
Quantization error is measured as the RMS difference between native BF16 logits and FP32 logits
computed from the same hidden states. Replacing AdamW with SGD-M on the LM head keeps both
logit norm and quantization error nearly flat, preventing the time bomb even in BF16 mixed precision.
Results are for 28M parameter models trained at peak learning rate 0.1 for ∼28× the Chinchilla
optimal token horizon, using AdamW throughout (baselines) or SGD with momentum on the LM
head (SGD-M).

To unravel this mystery we focus our study on a particularly costly form of instability driven by
output logit growth: slow, unrecoverable loss divergences that emerge only after prolonged training,
which we call time-bomb spikes. A run affected by a time-bomb spike can appear healthy for most of
training before deteriorating irreversibly, after much of the compute budget has already been spent.
While other kinds of fast, transient loss spikes exist, we find these are largely suppressed by learnable
RMSNorm gains (Section 2.4). Time-bomb spikes, in contrast, persist in these architectures and
become more severe with longer training horizons, making them increasingly relevant as models are
trained far beyond the compute-optimal token budget (Yang et al., 2025; Everett & Qiu, 2026).

In this work, we argue that the link between output logit growth and catastrophic loss spikes
stems from how finite precision computation in the LM head leads to quantization error. Using
the time-bomb spike as a testbed, we explore simple interventions that act separately on each element
of the puzzle, the drift itself and the precision of the LM head. First, we show that optimizing the
LM head using SGD with momentum, rather than AdamW, eliminates these spikes by removing drift
directly, indicating that the drift induced by preconditioning impacts stability in practice more than
theory would predict. Second, we confirm that reducing quantization error by simply computing
and optimizing just the LM head in higher precision is similarly sufficient for preventing time-bomb
spikes. Finally, we tie together our LM head SGD-M mitigation, the effectiveness of increased
precision, and other proposed methods in the literature by demonstrating that they all seem to work
by suppressing quantization error through different mechanisms. In summary, our findings are:

1. LM head SGD-M effectively squashes spikes. We propose replacing AdamW with carefully
tuned SGD with momentum exclusively on the LM head. This targeted intervention suppresses
logit growth and improves stability over long training horizons.

2. Finite precision is a hidden driver of time-bomb spikes. Quantization error in the LM head
grows rapidly before each failure, and loss diverges soon after. Precision directly controls when
this happens. Lowering LM head precision triggers time-bomb spikes earlier, while computing
the LM head in FP32 keeps runs stable over the horizons we study.

3. Existing mitigations all share a common numerical mechanism. Even though our proposed
LM head SGD-M and other mitigations from the literature intervene in different ways, they
all keep quantization error bounded, whereas it grows by orders of magnitude in unmitigated
runs. Suppressing quantization error thus emerges as a shared reason these seemingly unrelated
methods prevent time-bomb spikes.
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2 PRELIMINARIES

In this work, we investigate loss spikes stemming from output logit divergence in the language
modeling head (Wortsman et al., 2024; Chowdhery et al., 2023). This type of training instability was
identified during the training of PaLM (Chowdhery et al., 2023), where the authors proposed z-loss
as a mitigation technique.

2.1 LANGUAGE MODELING HEAD

Consider a vocabulary of size V and a final hidden state h ∈ Rd. Let y ∈ {0, 1}V denote the one-hot
encoded ground truth labels for a single example such that

∑V
i=1 yi = 1. The output embedding

matrix E ∈ RV×d maps the final hidden state to output logits z = Eh ∈ RV . The next-token
distribution p and cross entropy objective are computed as

pi = softmax(z)i =
exp(zi)∑V
j=1 exp(zj)

, i = 1, . . . , V. LCE = −
V∑

k=1

yk log pk

2.2 BASELINE MITIGATIONS FOR LOGIT DIVERGENCE

z-loss. Output logit divergence occurs when the absolute value of the output logits z grows excessively
large. This can lead to both fast spikes, where loss increases quickly but eventually recovers, as well
as slow loss divergences as studied in Wortsman et al. (2024). z-loss penalizes the logits for drifting
too far from zero by introducing a regularization term based on Z =

∑V
j=1 e

zj whereby the complete
loss becomes L = LCE + λ log2 Z.

µ-centering. More recently, Stollenwerk et al. (2026) introduced µ-centering to precisely suppress
output logit divergence. Unlike z-loss, which regularizes the loss objective, µ-centering is a structural
intervention as it centers the output embeddings around zero. Let E = [e1, . . . ,eV ]

⊺ be the output
embedding matrix. After each optimization step, the mean output embedding µ = 1

V

∑V
i=1 ei is

subtracted from each individual output embedding ei, creating new output embeddings e∗i = ei − µ.

By enforcing
∑V

i=1 e
∗
i = 0, this procedure ensures the mean output logit remains zero, regardless of

the hidden state magnitude.

2.3 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

To reproduce the loss spikes seen in larger models, we train 28M–1.4B parameter models at elevated
learning rates following Wortsman et al. (2024); Zhao et al. (2025); Stollenwerk et al. (2026); Su et al.
(2025); Li et al. (2025) (fast and slow spike examples in Figures 3 and 8). Models are implemented in
JAX (Bradbury et al., 2018) and Flax (Heek et al., 2024) and, unless otherwise noted, trained on up to
32 Google Cloud v6e or v4 TPUs in bfloat16 mixed precision. We use a modernized GPT-2 (Radford
et al., 2019) architecture with rotary positional embeddings (Su et al., 2024), GELU activations
(Hendrycks & Gimpel, 2023), RMSNorm (Zhang & Sennrich, 2019), untied embeddings, and no
biases. We optimize with AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) (ϵ = 10−8, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95)
using linear warmup, cosine decay, and gradient clipping at a global norm of 1. Unless otherwise
specified, weight decay is 10−4 and batch size is 262,144 tokens. For z-loss runs, λ = 10−4 following
Chowdhery et al. (2023).

All runs use QK-Norm (Dehghani et al., 2023), the recommended intervention against attention logit
growth (Wortsman et al., 2024). This removes that source of spikes, so we can study instabilities
from output logit divergence in isolation. All models are trained on FineWeb (Penedo et al., 2024)
with the GPT-2 tokenizer and, unless otherwise noted, standard cross entropy loss.

2.4 WARMUP: FAST, TRANSIENT SPIKES

We begin by briefly examining fast loss spikes, which cause abrupt increases in loss before recovering.
Unless otherwise stated, these experiments use parameter-less norms—RMSNorm layers without
learnable gain parameters. This design choice is used in several large language model suites (Groen-
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eveld et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2026) and is also shared by prior work that studies or reports training
instabilities during language model pretraining (Geiping et al., 2025; Filatov et al., 2026).

We first investigate whether interventions targeting individual spike-inducing tokens or batches can
resolve fast loss spikes. We find that masking as little as 0.2% of high-loss tokens suppresses visible
spikes but degrades convergence, while skipping triggering batches and reverting the optimizer state
merely postpones subsequent spikes (Section A.2). These findings suggest that avoiding individual
spike-inducing examples is insufficient to eliminate the model’s susceptibility to fast spikes. These
spikes stem not only from data but from the parameters and/or optimizer state.

Fast spikes depend strongly on normalization type. To test how strongly RMSNorm parameteri-
zation affects fast spikes, we repeat a representative fast spike configuration with learnable RMSNorm
gains, holding all other hyperparameters and random seeds fixed. Across five matched seed pairs,
parameterized RMSNorms substantially reduce the fast loss spikes and the associated output logit
mean and norm growth. Figure 2 shows a representative matched pair, with all five comparisons
reported in Figure 13.

These results suggest that the abrupt fast spike regime studied above is strongly affected by RMSNorm
parameterization and is substantially less prominent with the learnable gains used in many modern
language models (Yang et al., 2025; Shoeybi et al., 2019). Importantly, however, LM head instability
does not disappear altogether. In the next section, we show that models with learnable RMSNorm
gains can still develop a slower, delayed form of instability during long horizon training.
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Figure 2: Learnable gain parameters in normalization layers stabilize training and can prevent
fast loss spikes. Comparing a 162M spiking run with the same seed and configuration only differing
in the inclusion of learnable RMSNorm parameters, the parameterized norm configuration exhibits
no fast spikes, output logit swings, or large logit norm growth.

3 DEFUSING TIME-BOMB LOSS SPIKES

In this section, we turn our attention to a type of training instability that persists even when using
parameterized norms: slow time-bomb spikes. Experiments in this section use RMSNorm layers
with learnable gain parameters. All models use a batch size of 131,072 tokens and no weight decay;
all other training hyperparameters follow the shared setup in Section 2. We use this configuration
because preliminary experiments indicated that smaller batch sizes lead to earlier time-bomb onset,
while weight decay delays their emergence (as also noted in Wortsman et al. (2024)). All models use
bfloat16 mixed precision (BF16 Mixed) by default unless otherwise noted.

3.1 TIME-BOMB LOSS SPIKES EMERGE DURING OVERTRAINING

To study time-bomb spikes, we overtrain 404M parameter models for 96B tokens across the
same learning rate range as in Wortsman et al. (2024): {3 × 10−4, 10−3, 3 × 10−3, 10−2, 3 ×
10−2, 10−1, 3× 10−1}. This corresponds to approximately 240 training tokens per parameter, or
roughly 12× the Chinchilla-optimal token budget. Unless otherwise specified, these experiments
are conducted on four NVIDIA B200 GPUs. Figure 3 shows two runs that follow nearly identical
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Figure 3: Long horizon training can result in time-bomb instability. Two 404M parameter models
train similarly for most of pretraining, but the higher LR run exhibits delayed, unrecoverable loss
increases accompanied by accelerating output logit growth.

loss trajectories through most of training, but where the higher-learning rate run eventually stops
improving and undergoes a sustained, monotonic increase in evaluation loss—a time-bomb. Full loss
and output logit norm curves for the learning rate sweep are shown in Figure 16. Longer training also
leads to greater late stage output logit norm growth (Appendix Figure 17), suggesting that time-bomb
spikes become more of an issue in the overtraining regime.

3.2 ADAM’S PRECONDITIONER INDUCES LM HEAD MEAN DRIFT

Prior work has shown that the cross entropy gradient of the LM head has a zero-sum structure
along the vocabulary axis, while Adam’s coordinate-wise preconditioning breaks this property (Biś
et al., 2021; Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk, 2025). This can induce persistent drift in the mean output
embedding and, by extension, in the mean output logits, directly linking the logit growth dynamics
observed in the previous experiments to an interaction between the LM head gradients and Adam’s
preconditioner (Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk, 2025).

Let E ∈ RV×d denote the output embedding matrix and h ∈ Rd the incoming hidden activations,
such that z = Eh. The cross entropy gradient admits the following zero-sum property:

∂LCE

∂E
= (p− y)h⊺,

V∑
i=1

∂LCE

∂Ei,j
= hj

V∑
i=1

(pi − yi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

= 0,

because softmax probabilities and one-hot labels both independently sum to one. Thus, any optimizer
update that preserves this zero-sum structure leaves the mean output embedding over the vocabulary
axis µ = 1

V

∑
i ei unchanged. Although Adam’s first moment estimate remains zero-sum, division

by the coordinate-dependent second moment reweights vocabulary rows non-uniformly. Because
these second moments vary strongly with token frequency (Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk, 2025), the
resulting Adam update can have a non-zero vocabulary mean and induce drift in µ.

Larger learning rates and longer training horizons amplify logit growth. Because Adam’s
preconditioned updates need not have zero mean across each word embedding along the vocabulary
axis, larger learning rates can amplify their contribution to the mean output embedding at each
optimization step. Over longer training horizons, these updates have more opportunities to accumulate.
This provides a possible explanation for the greater output logit growth observed at higher learning
rates (Figure 16) and over longer training horizons (Figure 17).

3.3 MITIGATING DRIFT IN THE LM HEAD

The zero-sum structure motivates a simple optimizer level intervention: train the LM head with SGD
with momentum while retaining AdamW for the remainder of the model. Unlike Adam, SGD with
momentum (SGD-M) does not apply coordinate-wise adaptive rescaling and therefore preserves the
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Figure 4: SGD-M is competitive in both optimization quality and control of LM head growth.
Across trunk learning rates, µ-centering, z-loss, and LM head SGD-M improve stability relative
to the AdamW baseline, while differing in both final evaluation loss (left) and the degree of LM
head growth suppression (right). Across high learning rates, µ-centering and LM head SGD-M
strongly suppress output logit norm growth, whereas the baseline develops the largest late growth and
corresponding time-bomb spikes (right). Faint curves show individual learning rates; solid curves
and shaded regions show the median and interquartile range across learning rates.
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Figure 5: Increasing LM head β1 is more effective than tuning its learning rate alone. Left:
Final evaluation loss across trunk learning rates. Head learning rate tuning yields modest gains, while
β1 = 0.99 closes much of the gap to LM head SGD-M. Adding µ-centering or z-loss improves some
settings, but all AdamW variants diverge or time-bomb at the largest trunk learning rate, whereas
SGD-M remains stable. Dashed lines denote tuned head learning rates. Right: output logit norm
trajectories, showing how each method constrains LM head growth.

zero-sum structure of the LM head gradient. We compare this approach against AdamW, µ-centering,
and z-loss.

Comparing mitigation methods. For LM head SGD-M, we tune the head learning rate separately
and use increased momentum of 0.99. To ensure a fair comparison, we also allocate the same
hyperparameter tuning budget to the AdamW based methods, as discussed below and shown in
Figure 5.

We first compare the methods without head-specific retuning of the AdamW variants in Figure 4,
which shows results across the 404M-parameter learning rate sweep. All three methods improve
stability relative to the AdamW baseline and substantially reduce output logit growth. In particular,
LM head SGD-M strongly constrains logit norm growth while remaining competitive in final eval-
uation loss across the sweep. In Appendix Section A.6, we also compare these mitigations in the
parameter-less norm, fast spikes regime from Section 2.4 and find that they are similarly effective
against this class of instability.
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LM head specific tuning. For LM head SGD-M, the highest head learning rate in our grid achieves
the best performance across all trunk learning rates and extending the search to larger values yields
no meaningful further improvement. In order to measure whether head specific hyperparameter
tuning gives SGD-M a disproportionate advantage, in Section B.3 and Figure 5 we explore the results
of tuning the head LR and head specific β1 value for AdamW. Tuning the AdamW head-specific
learning rate alone provides only modest gains, while increasing the first moment coefficient for the
LM head to β1 = 0.99 closes much of the optimization gap between AdamW and SGD-M. This is
consistent with recent work showing that longer training horizons can require retuning optimizer
hyperparameters across the overtraining axis (Everett & Qiu, 2026). We also explore combining the
higher-β1 AdamW head with µ-centering and z-loss. However, despite their improved performance
over the tuned AdamW at some learning rate settings, those combinations both also diverge at the
largest trunk learning rate we test.

SGD-M on the LM head is an effective stabilizer
Replacing AdamW with SGD with momentum exclusively on the LM head suppresses logit
growth and improves long-horizon training stability. Increasing AdamW’s first moment coef-
ficient recovers much of the optimization gap, but does not consistently prevent time-bomb
instability.

3.4 FINITE PRECISION’S ROLE IN LOSS SPIKES

Mean preservation alone cannot explain training stabilization. Although the analysis and
experiments above connect Adam’s preconditioner to drift in the vocabulary-mean output embedding,
controlling this component alone cannot affect the cross entropy computation in exact arithmetic.

To see why, let E′ = E − 1µ⊺. For a fixed hidden state, this transformation shifts every logit by
the same scalar and therefore leaves the softmax distribution unchanged (Stollenwerk et al., 2026).
Because p is unchanged, the cross entropy gradient with respect to the LM head is consequently
unchanged as well. Centering also leaves the gradient propagated into the hidden state unchanged:

∂LCE

∂h
= E′⊺(p− y) = E⊺(p− y)− µ

V∑
i=1

(pi − yi) = E⊺(p− y).

Therefore, in settings without weight decay, and assuming exact computation, removing the
vocabulary-mean component changes neither the model predictions nor the cross entropy gradi-
ents through the LM head. Thus, in theory, growth in this mean component alone should not affect the
model’s predictions or optimization trajectory, nor should the centering performed by interventions
like µ-centering meaningfully stabilize training.

However, in finite precision, a large logit mean implies an increase in the absolute numerical scale of
the individual logit values, potentially reducing the precision with which the differences between
logits that determine the predictive distribution can be represented. In our final set of experiments,
we explore how the effect of limited precision in the LM head can help explain both the sensitivity to
logit mean drift that real language models exhibit as well as the apparent effectiveness of mitigations
like µ-centering and z-loss by accounting for changes in arithmetic representation error.

Reduced precision in the LM head accelerates time-bombs. For these experiments, we overtrain
28M parameter models for 16B tokens using the same learning rate range as before. These models
are thus training for approximately 570 tokens per parameter, or roughly 28× the Chinchilla-optimal
token budget. We vary LM head precision across three settings: FP32, BF16 mixed, and BF16 true,
ordered from highest to lowest numerical precision. BF16 mixed, the standard setting for large-scale
pretraining, stores FP32 master weights but casts to BF16 at runtime for faster matrix multiplications
and lower activation memory; BF16 true additionally stores the LM head weights and optimizer
states in BF16 (see Section C for details).

To directly measure numerical error in the LM head, at each logging step we recompute the LM
head logits in FP32 from the same hidden states used by the native forward pass, yielding FP32
reference logits zfp32. For these reference logits, the LM head GEMM is also performed in FP32. We
compare these reference logits against the native BF16 logits zbf16, measuring logit quantization error
as the RMS distance, RMS(zbf16 − zfp32), analogous to the commonly used reconstruction error in

7



Preprint

0 30k 60k 90k 120k
Step

4.0

4.5

5.0

Ev
al

 L
os

s

0 30k 60k 90k 120k
Step

10 2

100

102

R
M

S
(z

b
f1

6
−
z f

p
32

)

0 30k 60k 90k 120k
Step

10 6

10 3

100

D
K

L
(p

fp
32
‖p

b
f1

6
)

BF16 true (n=5) BF16 mixed (n=5) FP32 (n=5)

Figure 6: Reduced precision in the LM head accelerates time-bomb instability and increases
quantization error as logits grow. For 28M parameter models trained at peak LR 0.1, BF16 true
runs fail earliest, BF16 mixed runs deteriorate later, and FP32 remains stable across five seeds
(left). The same ordering appears in the quantization error between BF16 native and FP32 reference
logits (middle) and in the KL divergence between the corresponding predictive distributions (right),
indicating that loss spikes coincide with increasingly large finite precision error. Solid lines show the
median across seeds and faint lines show individual runs.

quantization literature (Frantar et al., 2023). We also measure the predictive-distribution quantization
error as the KL divergence between the corresponding post-softmax distributions, DKL(pfp32∥pbf16),
following Lotfi et al. (2026).

Figure 6 shows that BF16 true runs develop substantial numerical error and time-bomb first, BF16
mixed runs fail a bit later, but FP32 runs remain stable over the training horizon. In both reduced-
precision settings, increasing logit quantization error is accompanied by increasing predictive-
distribution quantization error and an eventual loss spike. We present a deeper analysis of the
precision-error correspondence in Section C.1.

Finite precision drives time-bomb spikes
Although mean output logit drift is harmless in exact arithmetic, it amplifies numerical error under
finite precision. Reducing LM head precision accelerates time-bomb spikes, while increasing
precision improves stability.

All mitigation methods suppress quantization error. Finally, we test the hypothesis that different
mitigation methods like z-loss and µ-centering may work at least in part because they suppress the
growth in numerical errors associated with time-bomb instabilities. Figure 7 evaluates some of the
methods from the previous section under BF16 mixed training. We observe that while the unmitigated
baseline exhibits time-bomb loss spikes accompanied by a significant rise in quantization error in both
logits and predictive distribution, in contrast, µ-centering, z-loss, and LM head SGD-M all prevent
time-bomb failure and keep both error metrics bounded across five seeds. Thus, methods that stabilize
LM head growth and prevent time-bomb spikes also suppress runaway growth in finite precision error,
suggesting an underlying mechanistic connection between these independently proposed approaches.

All roads lead to quantization error control
z-loss, µ-centering, and LM head SGD-M act on the loss objective, the output embeddings, and
the optimizer, respectively. Yet all three prevent time-bomb spikes and keep quantization error
bounded, while error in the unmitigated baseline grows by orders of magnitude. Controlling
finite precision error thus emerges as a common thread behind these otherwise distinct methods.

Practical considerations. The interventions studied differ significantly in their computational and
memory costs. Computing the LM head in FP32 is the most direct fix but also the most expensive.
FP32 GEMMs run at a fraction of BF16 throughput on modern accelerators, and the LM head is one
of the largest matrix multiplications in the model, with the output dimension equal to the vocabulary
size. Materializing FP32 logits also doubles the memory of what is often the largest activation tensor
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Figure 7: Methods that prevent time-bomb failure suppress quantization error. For 28M-
parameter models trained in BF16 mixed at peak LR 0.1, the unmitigated baseline develops time-
bomb spikes (left) together with orders-of-magnitude growth in logit quantization error (middle)
and predictive distribution quantization error (right). All mitigation methods prevent the time bomb
and keep both numerical-error metrics bounded across five seeds. Solid lines show medians and
faint lines show individual runs. The same effect is more pronounced under BF16 true training; the
unmitigated baseline fails catastrophically after significant growth in numerical error (Figure 20).

in training, a cost that grows with batch size, sequence length, and vocabulary size. By contrast, the
other mitigations retain BF16 mixed precision and add little overhead. LM head SGD-M replaces
AdamW only for the output embeddings and stores one fewer optimizer moment buffer, reducing
memory; z-loss adds an auxiliary loss term; and µ-centering requires a reduction across vocabulary
rows after each update. These methods therefore keep the LM head in a regime where reduced
precision suffices, without paying the cost of higher precision.

4 RELATED WORK

Loss spikes in language model pretraining. Loss spikes have been widely documented in large-
scale language model pretraining (Chowdhery et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022; Workshop et al., 2022;
Zeng et al., 2023; DeepSeek-AI, 2026; Team et al., 2026), motivating a variety of empirical stabi-
lization strategies. These include skipping problematic batches or rewinding to earlier checkpoints
(Chowdhery et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022), modifying gradient clipping or optimizer states (Pascanu
et al., 2013; Huang et al., 2025), and architectural interventions targeting embedding or attention-layer
instabilities (Zeng et al., 2023; Workshop et al., 2022; Dettmers et al., 2021; Henry et al., 2020;
Dehghani et al., 2023; Team et al., 2026). While these approaches can improve training stability,
they address different potential sources of instability without necessarily identifying the mechanisms
actually responsible for spikes. Notably, Chowdhery et al. (2023) found that replaying the same
batches from different checkpoints did not reproduce loss spikes, suggesting that problematic training
examples alone cannot explain their occurrence. We extend this observation by distinguishing the
immediate triggers of loss spikes from the underlying instability that makes models susceptible to
them. We find that fast spikes are highly sensitive to individual tokens and their contexts, yet skipping
spike-inducing batches merely postpones subsequent failures a small number of iterations. We further
uncover the cause of slow, terminal “time-bomb” spikes that emerge only after prolonged training,
even in architectures where fast spikes are largely suppressed. This regime is likely to become more
relevant as models are trained further beyond compute-optimal budgets.

Optimization dynamics of the LM head. A growing body of work identifies the LM head
as particularly sensitive to the interaction between language modeling objectives and adaptive
optimization. The highly imbalanced token frequencies in language modeling induce heterogeneous
gradient statistics across vocabulary rows, and Adam’s coordinate-wise adaptivity has been shown
to play an important role in optimizing these parameters (Kunstner et al., 2024; Zhao et al., 2025).
However, this same adaptivity can introduce undesirable behavior in the output embeddings. Biś et al.
(2021) study common shifts in Transformer embeddings, while Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk (2025)
connect output embedding drift to Adam’s preconditioner, which breaks the zero-sum structure of the
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cross entropy gradient along the vocabulary axis. This creates an apparent tension: the adaptivity
that benefits LM head optimization can also induce persistent growth in the mean output embedding.
Our work builds on this observation by examining the stability consequences of this drift over long
training horizons. Crucially, because shifting all output logits by a common value leaves the softmax
distribution and cross entropy gradients unchanged in exact arithmetic, mean drift alone cannot
explain the resulting instability. We show that finite precision computation provides a mechanism
connecting this otherwise harmless growth to training failure.

Finite precision and training instability. Concurrent work has identified several ways that numer-
ical errors in softmax gradients can destabilize training. Chen et al. (2026) show that BF16 rounding
in the backward pass of fused attention kernels can violate the zero-sum structure of attention softmax
gradients, causing delayed training instability. In contrast, our work focuses on quantization errors in
the forward computation of the LM head caused by logit drift induced by Adam’s preconditioner.

Liu et al. (2026) and Barron et al. (2026) show that numerical errors in softmax cross entropy
gradients underlie the Slingshot phenomenon (Thilak et al., 2022), a pattern of abrupt, recoverable
loss spikes observed primarily in grokking rather than language modeling. Barron et al. (2026)
evaluate on synthetic modular arithmetic tasks, while Liu et al. (2026) also examine language
modeling, finding abnormal logit growth during GPT training but no Slingshot spikes. We instead
study slow, unrecoverable time-bomb spikes in the LM head, which arise when Adam induced logit
drift, harmless in exact arithmetic, is amplified by quantization error in the forward logit computation.

Mitigating output logit divergence. Several methods have been proposed to stabilize training
by constraining output logit growth, although they intervene at different points in the optimization
process. The z-loss introduced by Chowdhery et al. (2023) penalizes large log-partition values and
has become a common component of language model training recipes (Allal et al., 2025; Marin
Community, 2026a;b). Similarly, Gemma 2 (Team et al., 2024) employs logit soft-capping, applying
a scaled tanh transformation to directly bound the output logits before the softmax operation.

Other approaches instead intervene on the output embeddings or their optimization dynamics. Stol-
lenwerk et al. (2026) propose µ-centering, which explicitly removes the vocabulary-mean component
of the output embedding after each optimization step, while Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk (2025)
propose modifying Adam’s second-moment preconditioning to prevent this drift from arising. These
approaches constrain different aspects of LM head growth, ranging from directly bounding logits to
modifying the objective, output embeddings, or optimizer updates.

Motivated by the zero-sum structure of the LM head gradient, we revisit the use of SGD with
momentum specifically on the LM head, which preserves this structure without requiring an explicit
centering operation. Beyond comparing the effectiveness of the interventions we evaluate, we
investigate why they improve stability despite acting through different mechanisms. Our experiments
show that z-loss, µ-centering, and LM head SGD-M all suppress the growth of quantization error in
the LM head, and that higher precision LM heads do not require these interventions, suggesting that
controlling finite precision error is an important shared mechanism underlying their effectiveness
against time-bomb spikes.

5 CONCLUSION

We study time-bomb spikes, a deleterious form of loss divergence that emerges in standard language
model architectures after prolonged pretraining. Prior work traces the underlying logit growth to
Adam’s preconditioner, which breaks the zero-sum structure of the cross entropy gradient and causes
the mean output embedding to drift. Yet this drift leaves both the forward and backward pass
unchanged in exact arithmetic. We show that finite precision resolves this puzzle. As the logit mean
grows, quantization error in the LM head grows by orders of magnitude before each failure, and the
precision of the LM head computation directly controls when failures occur. Lowering precision
brings time-bomb spikes earlier, while computing the LM head in FP32 keeps runs stable over the
horizons we study.

This perspective also clarifies why our proposed application of SGD-M to the LM head and existing
mitigations seem to work so well. Replacing AdamW with carefully tuned SGD with momentum
on just the LM head prevents mean drift at its source and stabilizes training across learning rates
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where unmitigated training runs eventually diverge. Similarly, while z-loss, µ-centering, and LM
head SGD-M intervene at different points in the optimization process, we show that all approaches
keep quantization error bounded. Rather than competing explanations of instability, these methods
can be understood as different ways of keeping the LM head within a regime where finite precision
suffices.

Future Work. We simulate spiking settings using higher than normal learning rates (as is common
in Zhao et al. (2025); Stollenwerk et al. (2026); Su et al. (2025); Li et al. (2025)) but we acknowledge
that our findings may not fully transfer to spikes that arise in more natural settings in larger models,
and it remains to be seen whether LM head SGD-M similarly outperforms standard optimizers there.
Other avenues for future work include building specialized optimizers for the LM head and evaluating
these mitigations in even lower precision formats such as FP8.
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A ADDITIONAL FAST SPIKE RESULTS

A.1 LEARNING RATE CONTROLS THE TYPE OF INSTABILITY
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Figure 8: Learning rates can control the type of training instability elicited. Example training
runs at 1.4B scale trained for 10B tokens. We focus on the learning rates similar to the middle one in
order to elicit fast loss spikes to analyze.

A.2 FAST SPIKES CONCENTRATE IN OUTLIER TOKENS

During a fast loss spike, we find that a small subset of tokens incur extremely large cross entropy
losses (100+) and therefore are responsible for the majority of the spike’s apparent magnitude. To
quantify these outliers, we compute a robust z-score using a rolling window of token losses from
the preceding 256 steps (after an initial warmup period at the beginning of the run). This is similar
in spirit to Karpathy (2024), but uses a robust z-score as we find token loss distributions to be
heavy-tailed. As shown in Figure 9, masking as little as 0.2% of tokens is sufficient to eliminate
major spikes. This masking, however, consistently hurts overall convergence in training loss.

Upon observing that skipping tokens can be effective at eliminating fast spikes, one might conclude
that loss spikes stem from exposure to bad training examples and could be eliminated by filtering the
data. We interrogate this hypothesis further in Section A.3 by identifying extreme outlier tokens and
perturbing their contexts to gain a more mechanistic understanding of the role they play in causing a
spike. While these token-level interventions are also effective at reducing the loss during a spike, the
token types and context-sensitive perturbations required to achieve stability in this manner appear to
be non-systematic and therefore do not admit a practical train-time strategy that one could deploy
during a real training run.
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Figure 9: Skipping a small fraction of high-loss tokens eliminates loss spikes but hurts conver-
gence. A 162M model trained at the Chinchilla-optimal token budget with peak learning rate 0.15.
One run is the baseline; the other skips high-loss tokens identified via a rolling window threshold.
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A.3 SPIKE EVENTS ARE HIGHLY SENSITIVE TO CONTEXT

To understand what happens at the token level during a fast spike, we rank validation-set predictions by
cross entropy loss at the peak of a spike in the 162M run from Figure 11, aggregating across all batches,
sequences, and positions. We refer to the highest-loss prediction as the Rank-1 event. In this event,
the model receives the context “...the commencement of the 50th Commemoration
of that War.The Command” and must predict the target token ery, which completes the
word “Commandery”. The model instead assigns a logit of 782.05 to the unrelated token ible,
incurring a loss of 610.0 nats (Table 1).

This spike is remarkably fragile. Replacing only the final context token, Command, with a comma
while keeping the target fixed reduces the loss from 610.0 to 12.7 nats, and the largest logit falls from
782.05 to 95.01. Figure 10 shows that the swap significantly changes the logit distribution. Before
the swap, the logits have a standard deviation of 121.87, so even low-probability tokens receive
extreme values. After the swap, the standard deviation shrinks to 6.87, which is typical of the model’s
behavior during non-spiking steps.

We observe similar recoveries when swapping tokens at other positions in the context and when using
other replacement tokens, including the single space ’ ’ and empty space ” tokens. Spike events are
therefore highly sensitive to context. Small perturbations to the preceding tokens are often enough
to restore normal loss values, and the spike itself corresponds to the model placing nearly all of its
probability mass on a single wrong token.

Original context (spiking) Swapped context (recovered)
Rank Token Logit Token Logit
1 ible 782.05 the 95.01
2 ments 669.86 in 94.12
3 ured 640.67 however 93.80
4 ive 603.56 until 92.99
5 ivism 595.26 and 92.96

Target ery — ery —
Loss 610.00 12.73

Table 1: A single-token context swap collapses the spike. Top-5 predicted tokens at the Rank-1
spike event before and after replacing the final context token Command with a comma. Before
the swap, the model assigns extreme logits to unrelated subword tokens; after the swap, the top
predictions are ordinary function words with logits in a normal range, and the loss falls from 610.00
to 12.73. denotes a leading space.
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Figure 10: A single-token context swap collapses the logit distribution at a spike. Full-vocabulary
logits (V = 50,260) at the Rank-1 spike event before (blue) and after (orange) replacing the final
context token Command with a comma, with the target token ery held fixed. The standard deviation
contracts 17×, from 121.87 to 6.87, recovering the range typical of non-spiking steps.

A.4 SKIPPING TRIGGERING BATCHES ONLY DELAYS SPIKES

Output logit mean dynamics during fast spikes. Fast spikes coincide with sharp swings in the
mean output logit. As shown in Figure 11, these changes occur alongside the onset of a spike and are
absent in an otherwise matched non-spiking run differing only in random seed.
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Figure 11: Fast loss spikes coincide with sharp swings in the output logit mean. A spiking 162M
run compared with a non-spiking run using the same configuration and differing only in random seed.

Removing triggering batches only delays fast spikes. We also observe that fast loss spikes
frequently coincide with sharp changes in the mean output logit, as shown in Figure 11. We therefore
ask whether these events can be treated in the same way as the high-loss outlier tokens by skipping
the batch that induces a loss spike. Following the batch-skipping procedure of Karpathy (2024), we
find that skipping high-loss batches merely defers the instability rather than resolving it. As shown
in Figure 12, after reverting to an earlier optimizer state, subsequent training again produces large
changes in the output logit mean and further loss spike events.
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Together with the context perturbations in Section A.3, this suggests that individual batches do not
trigger loss spikes, but rather an underlying instability in the model’s parameters and optimizer states.
Consequently, we hypothesize that data filtering of this kind actually targets the symptom rather than
the underlying source of the instability.
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Figure 12: Skipping high-loss batches defers rather than eliminates fast spike instability. Fol-
lowing Karpathy (2024), we skip any batch whose loss exceeds 7 standard deviations from a rolling
1000-step window and revert the optimizer state. Reverting to either the previous or second-to-
previous optimizer state does not prevent subsequent fluctuations in output logit mean characteristic
of spike events.

A.5 LEARNABLE RMSNORM GAINS ACROSS SEEDS

Figure 13 extends the matched comparison in Figure 2 to five seed pairs. Without learnable gains,
every seed exhibits fast spikes accompanied by large swings in the output logit mean. With learnable
gains, all five runs train smoothly, with much less growth/drift in the output logit norm and mean, and
their trajectories nearly overlap.
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Figure 13: Parameterized RMSNorms effectively mitigate fast loss spikes. The five parameterized
runs are highly consistent and overlap closely, indicating low seed-to-seed variability relative to the
parameter-less runs.

A.6 MITIGATIONS IN THE FAST SPIKE REGIME

We also evaluate the mitigations from Section 3.3 in the fast spike regime, following the setup of
Section 2.4. For LM head SGD-M, we use momentum β ∈ {0.9, 0.99} and apply no weight decay to
the LM head. We additionally evaluate row-centering, which subtracts each token’s mean across the
hidden dimension from its update (M t

i,j ←M t
i,j− 1

d

∑d
k=1 M

t
i,k). Unlike µ-centering, this operation

is local to each vocabulary row and does not restore the zero-sum structure across the vocabulary.
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Why SGD-M requires higher momentum. On the LM head, Adam’s coordinate-wise rescaling
amplifies updates to rows of rare tokens, whose second-moment estimates are small, relative to
the updates SGD would produce (Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk, 2025). This adaptivity has been
identified as a key reason Adam outperforms gradient descent on language modeling (Kunstner et al.,
2024). Replacing AdamW with SGD-M removes it, which substantially reduces the effective step
size for most rows. Increasing the momentum coefficient from 0.9 to 0.99 raises the steady-state
amplification factor 1/(1− β) from 10× to 100×, and we find that the higher value is important in
practice: β = 0.99 outperforms β = 0.9 at every learning rate and both model sizes in Table 2. This
may explain why Stollenwerk & Stollenwerk (2025), who evaluate SGD-M on the LM head with
β = 0.9, find it slightly worse than their proposed coupled Adam.

Learning rate sweep. We compare the mitigation methods across learning rates η ∈ [10−1, 3×
10−1], spanning the regime in which fast spikes emerge. As shown in Figure 14, the methods
differ substantially in both the range over which they suppress spikes and their final evaluation loss.
µ-centering and z-loss prevent fast spikes over much of the sweep but become unstable at higher
learning rates, and row-centering remains stable at 162M but diverges inconsistently at 404M. LM
head SGD-M with β = 0.99 remains stable across the full range at both model sizes and frequently
attains the lowest final evaluation loss at higher learning rates. Full numerical results are reported in
Table 2.
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Figure 14: LM head SGD-M is the only intervention stable across the spike-prone learning rate
regime at both model sizes. Final evaluation loss versus peak learning rate for 162M and 404M
models. µ-centering and z-loss diverge at some η ∈ [10−1, 3×10−1] at both sizes, and row-centering,
while stable at 162M, diverges inconsistently at 404M and is omitted there. LM head SGD-M remains
stable throughout and achieves the lowest loss at the high end.

Spike frequency across seeds. To compare stability across runs, we follow OLMo et al. (2025)
and define the spike score as the percentage of training steps whose loss exceeds seven standard
deviations from a trailing 1000-step window. Table 3 reports both spike score and final evaluation
loss across seeds and model scales, allowing us to distinguish suppression of visible spikes from
differences in final evaluation loss. The mitigation methods reduce fast spike incidence to differing
degrees, with LM head SGD-M exhibiting low spike scores across the settings considered.

Scaling to 1.4B parameters. We additionally repeat the comparison at 1.4B scale. As shown
in Figure 15, the methods again differ in their behavior at larger scale; in this experiment, LM
head SGD-M reaches a lower training loss than AdamW, µ-centering, and z-loss. We report the
corresponding results with a Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) backbone in the same figure.
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Table 2: Learning rate sweep across the spike-prone regime (η ∈ [10−1, 3×10−1]) for 162M and
404M models. Final evaluation loss (↓ lower is better) is reported. † marks runs whose loss spiked
during training and did not recover.

Peak learning rate η (final eval loss ↓)

Method 10−1 1.2·10−1 1.45·10−1 1.75·10−1 2.1·10−1 2.5·10−1 3·10−1

162M

AdamW 3.642 3.679 3.733 3.733 12.552† 23.223† 10.845†

µ-centering 3.637 3.656 3.674 3.701 4.094† 6.063† 5.950†

z-loss 3.636 3.655 3.690 3.718 5.594† 5.964† 7.495†

row-centering 3.617 3.631 3.633 3.718 3.697 3.793 3.863
SGD-M, β=0.9 3.926 3.891 3.869 3.849 3.821 3.803 3.789
SGD-M, β=0.99 3.683 3.674 3.659 3.649 3.642 3.666 3.736

404M

AdamW 3.295 3.323 3.248 11.125† 11.006† 16.731† 28.241†

µ-centering 3.172 3.197 3.221 3.231 5.144† 6.088† 7.115†

z-loss 3.161 3.183 3.213 3.249 3.289 7.266† 6.588†

row-centering 3.257 3.166 3.550 4.930† 12.106† 3.310 3.452
SGD-M, β=0.9 3.335 3.319 3.304 3.280 3.268 3.255 3.244
SGD-M, β=0.99 3.186 3.183 3.180 3.173 3.169 3.167 3.167
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Figure 15: LM head SGD-M also stabilizes training at 1.4B scale and pairs well with Muon.
Training loss curves for 1.4B models at peak learning rate η = 0.07 (single seed). Replacing AdamW
with SGD-M (β = 0.99) on the LM head reaches a lower final training loss than AdamW, µ-centering,
and z-loss, and combining a Muon backbone with LM head SGD-M reaches the lowest loss of any
configuration shown.
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Table 3: Tuned SGD-M on the LM head suppresses spikes and remains competitive on evaluation
loss. Final evaluation loss and training-loss spike score (defined in Section A.6) at peak learning rate
η = 0.15 for 162M and 404M models. Values are mean ± standard error across 5 seeds; bold marks
the lowest evaluation loss for each model scale.

162M 404M

Method Eval Loss ↓ Spike Score ↓ Eval Loss ↓ Spike Score ↓
Baseline (AdamW) 3.702± 0.014 0.088± 0.029 3.916± 0.278 0.085± 0.029
z-loss 3.644± 0.006 0.064± 0.027 3.214± 0.008 0.106± 0.040
µ-centering 3.646± 0.009 0.066± 0.043 3.208± 0.004 0.064± 0.002
Row-centering 3.621± 0.016 0.038± 0.007 4.858± 1.438 0.056± 0.011
SGD-M, β = 0.9 3.855± 0.003 0.038± 0.004 3.301± 0.003 0.060± 0.002
SGD-M, β = 0.99 3.644± 0.005 0.038± 0.004 3.178± 0.002 0.069± 0.003

B ADDITIONAL TIME-BOMB RESULTS

B.1 FULL LEARNING RATE SWEEP

Figure 16 shows the complete 404M learning rate sweep previewed in Figure 3. Runs at all learning
rates follow similar loss trajectories for much of training, but higher learning rates produce substan-
tially greater growth/drift in both the output logit norm and mean, accompanied in several cases by
time-bomb spikes.
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Figure 16: Time-bomb instability emerges across the long-horizon learning rate sweep alongside
accelerating output logit growth. Evaluation loss (left), output logit norm (middle), and output
logit mean (right) for 404M-parameter models trained for 96B tokens across peak learning rates
from 3× 10−4 to 3× 10−1. Runs train similarly for much of pretraining, while higher-learning rate
settings exhibit substantially greater late stage logit norm growth and, in several cases, deterioration
in evaluation loss.

B.2 EFFECT OF TRAINING HORIZON

Figure 17 examines how the training horizon affects time-bomb instability in 28M-parameter models.
Shorter runs end before severe late stage behavior appears, while longer runs show increasingly large
output logit norms, substantial drift in the mean logit, and eventual deterioration in evaluation loss.
Time-bomb instabilities can therefore remain hidden in shorter training runs and emerge only as
training is extended.
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Figure 17: Longer training horizons are associated with increasingly severe late stage LM head
growth. Evaluation loss (left), output logit norm (middle), and output logit mean (right) for 28M
parameter models with parameterized RMSNorm, and peak LR of 0.1 trained with horizons of 4B,
8B, 12B, and 16B tokens. Extending training exposes progressively larger output logit norm growth
and late stage loss deterioration, consistent with time-bomb instability becoming more prominent
during prolonged training.

B.3 LM HEAD TUNING DETAILS

Because LM head SGD-M uses a separately tuned learning rate and momentum coefficient, we
additionally tune LM head specific AdamW hyperparameters. We consider tuning the LM head
learning rate independently of the trunk learning rate (using the grid detailed in Section 3.1), increasing
the LM head first moment coefficient from the default β1 = 0.9 to β1 = 0.99, and combining these
changes with µ-centering and z-loss. As shown in Figure 5, tuning the LM head learning rate alone
provides only modest improvement, whereas increasing β1 produces a substantially larger gain in
final evaluation loss.

These runs were performed across three hardware configurations: 4× NVIDIA B200, 8× NVIDIA
H100, and 8× NVIDIA A100 GPUs.

C PRECISION ANALYSIS

Precision settings. In BF16 mixed precision, parameters and optimizer states are stored in FP32,
while weights and activations are cast to BF16 at runtime so that matrix multiplications run on BF16
hardware units. In Flax, this corresponds to param_dtype=float32 with dtype=bfloat16,
analogous to torch.autocast in PyTorch. BF16 true stores the LM head weights and optimizer
states in BF16, removing the FP32 master copies. In the FP32 setting, both the LM head weights and
the LM head GEMM are kept in full FP32 precision. All three settings use the default GEMM routine
for their respective precision, and all non-LM-head layers use BF16 mixed precision throughout.

C.1 WHY ERROR GROWS WITH THE LOGIT MEAN

In Section 3.4, we showed that quantization error in the LM head grows alongside the output logits
before time-bomb spikes. Here we sketch why this happens, based on the fixed relative precision of
BF16.

BF16 has seven stored fraction bits and an implicit leading bit, giving eight bits of significand
precision (Kalamkar et al., 2019). For normal values x ∈ [2e, 2e+1), the spacing between consecutive
representable values is

ULP(x) = 2e−7.

This spacing grows with magnitude; between 1 and 2, adjacent BF16 values are approximately 0.008
apart, whereas between 1024 and 2048, they are 8 apart.
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Figure 18: Normalized logit error grows as the logit mean becomes large relative to variation
across logits. Across BF16 true and BF16 mixed baseline runs, the normalized RMS error between
native BF16 logits and FP32 reference logits, RMS(zbf16 − zfp32)/std(zfp32), increases with the
relative logit mean, |mean(z)|/std(z). Colors indicate precision, markers indicate peak learning rate,
and lines trace individual training trajectories.

A large logit mean can increase the magnitude of the logits without changing the differences that
determine softmax probabilities. Because BF16 spacing grows with magnitude, these differences can
become too small to represent accurately.

As a concrete example, the logits (0, 1) yield probabilities of approximately (0.27, 0.73). Shifting
both by −1025 leaves the exact probabilities unchanged, but because adjacent BF16 values near
1024 are 8 apart, both −1025 and −1024 round to −1024, collapsing the distribution to (0.5, 0.5).
Numerically stable softmax implementations, which subtract the maximum logit, cannot recover this
difference once it has been lost in the computation that produced the logits.

Because rounding error scales with the magnitude of each logit, while the softmax depends only on
the differences between logits, the relevant quantity is the logit mean relative to the spread of the
logits,

r =
|µz|
σz

.

When r ≪ 1, typical logit magnitudes are comparable to σz , so the BF16 rounding resolution is
small relative to the spread of the logits. When r ≫ 1, the logit magnitudes are instead dominated
by |µz|, and numerical errors can become much larger relative to the differences that determine the
softmax distribution.

As shown in Figure 18, the normalized numerical error

RMS(zbf16 − zfp32)

std(zfp32)

increases as r grows across both BF16 precision settings and the learning rates tested. This trend is
consistent with the loss of numerical resolution predicted by BF16’s fixed relative precision.
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C.2 LOWER PRECISION TRIGGERS TIME BOMBS AT SMALLER LEARNING RATES

Figure 19 shows the fraction of seeds that develop time-bomb spikes across the full learning rate
sweep for the 28M precision experiments in Section 3.4. Reducing precision causes time-bomb
spikes to appear at smaller learning rates, and FP32 remains stable even at the largest learning rate,
where every BF16 run fails.
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Figure 19: Lower precision triggers time-bomb spikes at smaller learning rates. Fraction of
seeds exhibiting a time-bomb instability across peak learning rates and numerical precision settings.
As precision decreases from FP32 to BF16 mixed to BF16 true, instability emerges at progressively
smaller learning rates. A time-bomb is defined as three consecutive post-midpoint evaluations at least
0.01 above the running-best evaluation loss.

C.3 MITIGATIONS UNDER BF16 TRUE

Figure 20 repeats the mitigation comparison of Figure 7 under BF16 true, where the LM head weights
and optimizer states are also stored in BF16. The same pattern holds and is more pronounced:
the unmitigated baseline fails after quantization error grows by several orders of magnitude, while
µ-centering, z-loss, and LM head SGD-M all keep the error bounded and prevent the time bomb.
In this setting, however, LM head SGD-M converges to a noticeably higher loss than the other
mitigations, even though its quantization error remains low. The gap appears early in training rather
than as a late failure, suggesting slower optimization rather than instability.
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Figure 20: Methods that prevent time-bomb spikes also suppress quantization error. For 28M-
parameter models trained in BF16 true at peak learning rate 0.1, the unmitigated baseline develops
severe unrecoverable loss spikes (left) together with orders-of-magnitude growth in logit quantization
error (middle) and predictive distribution quantization error (right). µ-centering, z-loss, and LM head
SGD-M prevent the time bomb and keep both numerical-error metrics bounded across five seeds.
Solid lines show medians and faint lines show individual runs.
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