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Training neural networks involves optimizing parameters to minimize a loss function, where the
nature of the loss function and the optimization strategy are crucial for effective training. Hyperpa-
rameter choices, such as the learning rate in gradient descent (GD), significantly affect the success
and speed of convergence. Recent studies indicate that the boundary between bounded and diver-
gent hyperparameters can be fractal, complicating reliable hyperparameter selection. However, the
nature of this fractal boundary and methods to avoid it remain unclear. In this study, we focus on
GD to investigate the loss landscape properties that might lead to fractal trainability boundaries.
We discovered that fractal boundaries can emerge from simple non-convex perturbations, i.e., adding
or multiplying cosine type perturbations to quadratic functions. The observed fractal dimensions
are influenced by factors like parameter dimension, type of non-convexity, perturbation wavelength,
and perturbation amplitude. Our analysis identifies “roughness of perturbation”, which measures
the gradient’s sensitivity to parameter changes, as the factor controlling fractal dimensions of train-
ability boundaries. We observed a clear transition from non-fractal to fractal trainability boundaries
as roughness increases, with the critical roughness causing the perturbed loss function non-convex.
Thus, we conclude that fractal trainability boundaries can arise from very simple non-convexity.
We anticipate that our findings will enhance the understanding of complex behaviors during neural
network training, leading to more consistent and predictable training strategies.

INTRODUCTION

Machine learning has become a cornerstone of modern
technology. When training a machine learning model, we
need to update the model parameters towards optimiz-
ing a loss function (usually based on the loss gradient)
to attain desired performance. To better understand and
achieve successful training, researchers have tried to cap-
ture shapes of the loss landscapes [1–3] and dynamics
that arise from optimization algorithms [4–8]. In gen-
eral, despite the considerable empirical success and broad
application of these optimization techniques in training
models, our theoretical understanding of the training
processes remains limited.

Recent empirical evidence suggests that whether a
model is trainable can be extremely sensitive to choices
in optimization. A model is said to be not trainable here
if the optimization applied leads to divergent loss func-
tion value. By convention, we call model parameters to
be optimized as parameters and other parameters in the
optimizer controlling the optimization process as hyper-
parameters. One of the most important hyperparame-
ters is learning rate, which affects the size of the steps
taken during optimization. On a simple two layer neu-
ral network, gradient descent (GD) was recently found
to have a fractal boundary between learning rates that
lead to bounded and divergent loss (fractal trainability
boundary for short) [9]. Consequently, a slight change in
hyperparameters can change the training result qualita-
tively with little hope to choose good hyperparameters
in advance.
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Here, we aim to explore the mechanisms underlying
the fractal trainability boundary and the key factors in-
fluencing its fractal dimension. Guided by the intuition
that non-convexity renders the gradient sensitive to pa-
rameter, which makes GD sensitive to varying learning
rates, we tried to quantify the relation between non-
convexity and fractal trainability. Given the difficul-
ties in describing and controlling the loss functions of
real neural networks, our approach involves construct-
ing simple non-convex loss functions and testing GD on
these to examine the boundary between learning rates
that lead to bounded versus divergent losses. We dis-
cover that even a simple quadratic function, when per-
turbed by adding or multiplying a regular perturbation
function (specifically a cosine function), exhibits a frac-
tal trainability boundary. A parameter specific to the
form of the perturbation, defined as roughness, appears
to govern the fractal dimension of the trainability bound-
ary, describing the gradient sensitivity to the parameter.
A notable difference emerges between the fractal behav-
iors of trainability in quadratic functions perturbed by
additive perturbation versus those altered by multiplica-
tive perturbation: fractal behavior disappears at a finite
roughness (when the perturbed loss becomes convex) for
additive cases but persists for multiplicative perturba-
tions (where the perturbed loss is always non-convex).
We therefore offer a perspective to explain the fractal
trainability boundaries observed in real neural networks
as a result of non-convexity, emphasizing “roughness” as
the factor controlling fractal dimensions.
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RESULTS

We first elaborate the key intuition of why certain
non-convexity may lead to the fractal trainability bound-
ary. Common ways to generate fractals involve iterating
a function sensitive to hyperparameters in the function
(e.g., Mandelbrot and quadratic Julia sets [9, 10]). We
denote the loss function as f(x) where x is the parameter
to optimize to minimize f(x). GD can be described as
iterating the function

x(k+1) = x(k+1)(x(k); s) = x(k) − s∇f(x(k)). (1)

Here, x(k) is the parameter obtained at the kth step and
s is the learning rate (hyperparameter). If non-convexity
can make the gradient ∇f(x) sensitive to parameter x,
after we shift learning rate s a little at the kth step (this
is another training process to be compared with the orig-
inal one), x(k+1) will be a little different from the one
obtained with the unchanged learning rate. However, the
gradient at the new x(k+1) will be very different, leading
to very different subsequent iterations. The sensitivity
of gradient’s dependence on parameter can therefore be
transformed to the sensitive dependence of optimization
process on the learning rate (hyperparameter), which is
the key to generate fractals. Notably, this sensitive de-
pendence on learning rate is sufficient to generate chaos
while is not obvious to yield divergent training.

We thus need to do experiments on specific functions
to test if non-convexity with sensitive gradients can lead
to fractal trainability boundaries. We started by looking
at one dimensional parameters (x ∈ Rd, d = 1) and chose
to construct our loss landscape by perturbing the convex
quadratic function f0(x) = x2. One way of perturbation
is to add a non-convex function (Fig. 1a). We used the
simplest regular perturbation ϵf1 = ϵ cos(2πx/λ), where
λ is the wavelength of the perturbation, and ϵ the am-
plitude of the perturbation. We therefore defined the
additive perturbation case in our context as

f+(x) = f0 + ϵf1 = x2 + ϵ cos(2πx/λ). (2)

An alternative way to introduce non-convexity is via mul-
tiplying a perturbation function (Fig. 1b), which will be
referred to as multiplicative perturbation case:

f×(x) = f0(1 + ϵf1) = x2(1 + ϵ cos(2πx/λ)). (3)

The two cases are qualitatively different as when x → ∞,
the additive perturbation will become small comparing to
f0 = x2 while the multiplicative perturbation is always
comparable to the unperturbed f0 = x2. Our test func-
tions have simple analytic forms and represent different
forms of non-convexity.

We next explain the idea of investigating fractal train-
ability boundaries numerically. The boundary points sep-
arating learning rates leading to finite and divergent loss
are not accessible directly. So, we need to use finite but
many grid points to locate the boundary learning rates.
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FIG. 1. On constructed loss functions, we conduct numer-
ical experiments to study the trainability boundaries. (a)
Illustration of loss landscapes with additive perturbation (f+
with ϵ = 0.2 and λ = 0.1). (b) An example of loss con-
structed having multiplicative perturbation (f× with ϵ = 0.2
and λ = 0.1). (c) On a fixed range of learning rate, we can
put in N small segments and evaluate whether training di-
verge or not at each end of the segments. We therefore can
generate a set of boundary segments, BN and count the num-
ber of boundary segments. (d) An example when we have
more segments (fine-grain), the number of boundary segments
(black segments) is increasing (figure obtained based on mul-
tiplicative perturbation case f× with parameters ϵ = 0.2 and
λ = 0.1). The colored bar at the bottom visualizes losses for
bounded (blue) and divergent training (red).

On a given range of learning rate (s ∈ [smin, smax]), we
can evenly put N +1 grid points, with which GD can be
tested to diverge or not. If two neighboring learning rate
grid point values lead to the same divergent/bounded
loss behavior, at this coarse-grain level (quantified by
N), we say there is no boundary between the two grid
points. Otherwise, we say the segment between this two
grid points is a boundary segment. We define a set BN

as the set containing all boundary segments when we
have N+1 grid points (Fig. 1c). Heuristically, we expect
each boundary segment to cover one boundary accurately
when the segment length goes to zero (i.e., N → ∞), and
thus BN becomes the set of boundary learning rates when
N → ∞. If the number of boundary segments, denoted
by |BN |, increases with respect to N as a scaling law
asymptotically

|BN | ∝ Nα, (N → ∞), (4)

we say the trainability boundary has a fractal dimension
α (by convention, the fractal dimension defined in this
way is called box dimension [11]). We observed that the
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FIG. 2. Simple non-convexity can lead to fractal trainability
boundaries, whose fractal dimensions depend on perturbation
form, wavelength, and amplitude. (a) For additive perturba-
tion case f+ with ϵ = 0.2 and λ = 0.1, we studied learning
rate in [0, 1.5], where the number of boundary segments in-
creases as a scaling law with respect to the number of seg-
ments put, suggesting a fractal trainability boundary. The
fractal dimension, i.e., the slope log |BN | against logN is fit-
ted as 0.996 ± 0.005. (b) For additive perturbation case f×
with ϵ = 0.2 and λ = 0.1, fractal trainability boundary is also
observed with fractal dimension 0.837 ± 0.004. (c, d) The
fractal dimension of trainability boundary vary with respect
to perturbation amplitude ϵ and wavelength λ. In particular,
for the additive perturbation case (c), the fractal dimension
increases with larger amplitude and smaller wavelength. For
the multiplicative case (d), the fractal dimension has no clear
dependence on the two function parameters.

number of boundary segments (black segments in Fig. 1d)
indeed increases when we do tests on the multiplicative
case and put more and more testing grid points in a fixed
learning rate range (Fig. 1d). The colored bar at the bot-
tom visualizes loss values for bounded (blue) and diver-
gent (red) training evaluated at 220 grid points in [0, 1.5]
(Fig. 1d). And the color intensity is determined by

∑
i fi

for bounded training and
∑

i f
−1
i for divergent training,

respectively [9], where fi is the loss value at ith step (to-
tally 1000 steps). Once we zoom in, we see more bound-
aries between blue and red (the original vector image can
be found online). We therefore are ready for further ex-
ploration with the numerical tool identifying fractals.

We investigated the trainability boundaries using GD
on specifically constructed loss functions. For our ex-
periments, we applied GD to the loss function with ad-
ditive perturbation, f+, starting from x(0) = 1.0 with
parameters ϵ = 0.2 and λ = 0.1. We conducted 1000
steps of GD and defined a training session as divergent
(untrainable) if the sum of losses at the 1000 steps ex-
ceeded 1016. This upper loss threshold affects misclas-
sifying slowly diverging training into bounded training;
although varying it between 1012 and 1020 did not alter

the observed fractal dimension. We adjusted the learning
rate within the range of [0, 1.5] and increased the num-
ber of intervals, N , up to 232 (see Methods). Our find-
ings reveal that the trainability boundary for this simple
function displays fractal behaviors, meaning the number
of boundary segments, |BN |, increases following a scal-
ing law with N at large values (Fig. 2a). The fractal
dimension, α, calculated via least squares as the slope of
log |BN | against logN (log base is 2 throughout this pa-
per), is approximately 0.996±0.005 (error is standard de-
viation). A similar analysis on another loss function with
multiplicative perturbation, f×, yielded a fractal dimen-
sion of α = 0.837 ± 0.004 (Fig. 2b). This suggests that
fractal boundaries are more densely packed in a narrower
range for the additive perturbation scenario, indicating a
potentially less erratic behavior. Nonetheless, the emer-
gence of fractal trainability boundaries in these trivially
simple loss functions is remarkable.

We next sought to examine factors affecting the fractal
dimension of trainability boundaries. We evaluated the
fractal dimension of the trainability boundary with ten
different amplitudes ϵ evenly picked from [0.01, 0.2] and
ten different wavelengths λ evenly picked from [0.01, 1.0].
Least square fitting is used to obtain the fractal dimen-
sions. We found that for the additive perturbation case,
the fractal dimension increases with decreasing wave-
length and increasing amplitude (Fig. 2c), while for the
multiplicative perturbation case, the fractal dimension
has no clear dependence on amplitude or wavelength
(Fig. 2d). The fractal dimension therefore depends on
the type, wavelength, and amplitude of the non-convex
perturbation in a complicated manner.

We next tried to analyze how the perturbation wave-
length and amplitude change the fractal dimension of
trainability boundary. We can rescale the parameter,
x̃ = x/b, and renormalize the loss, f̃(x̃) = f(x)/ζ, such
that we map a GD process starting at x(0) to another one
starting at x̃(0) = x(0)/b and updating with respect to

x̃(k+1) = x̃(k) − s̃∇f̃(x̃(k)). (5)

By choosing ζ = b2, we can show that s̃ = s and f̃
has the same function form (i.e., with additive perturba-
tion or multiplicative perturbation) as f while with dif-

ferent function parameters ϵ̃ and λ̃ (see Methods). This
means a GD process on our constructed loss given ϵ, λ,
and x(0) will have the same divergence property with the
same learning rate as another GD process on our con-
structed loss with ϵ̃, λ̃, and x̃(0). Therefore, trainability
boundaries are the same for the two sets of conditions,
{ϵ, λ, x(0)} and {ϵ̃, λ̃, x̃(0)}. If we further assume the frac-
tal dimension α depends mainly on loss properties rather
than initial conditions (seems to be true, see SI), we con-
clude that fractal dimensions of the trainability bound-
aries for {ϵ, λ} and {ϵ̃, λ̃} are the same.

More specifically, for the additive perturbation case,
the renormalization flow not changing the fractal dimen-

https://github.com/liuyz0/FractalBoundary/tree/main/figures
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FIG. 3. Roughness determines fractal dimension of trainabil-
ity boundaries and captures the transition to fractal trainabil-
ity boundary when the landscape is non-convex. (a) For the
additive perturbation case, the roughness θ+ found well orga-
nizes the fractal dimensions α with different amplitude and
wavelength (data in Fig. 2c), where we can see a clear transi-
tion to non-zero fractal dimensions near θ+ = 1/2π2 (dashed
line, corresponding emergence of non-convexity). (b) For the
multiplicative perturbation case, the roughness θ× found de-
termines the fractal dimensions α (data from Fig. 2d). Error
bars are standard deviations of fitting.

sion should be given by (see Methods)

ϵ̃ = ϵ/b2, λ̃ = λ/b. (6)

Note there is only one independent combination of ϵ and
λ, i.e.,

θ+ = ϵ/λ2, (7)

is invariant under the renormalization transformation, we
claim the fractal dimension can only depends on θ+ since
it only depends on {ϵ, λ} and is invariant under the renor-
malization transformations. We would call the quantity
θ+ “roughness” as it is in the pre-factor of the second
derivative of the additive perturbation, measuring the
sensitivity of gradient’s dependence on parameter. We
plotted the fractal dimension as a function of roughness
θ+ (the same set of data as Fig. 2c) and found the frac-
tal dimension shows a clear and sharp transition from
zero (i.e., no fractal behavior) to non-zero when increas-
ing roughness θ+ (Fig. 3a). We found that the critical
roughness θ+ is near 1/2π2 (dashed line in Fig. 3a), which
corresponds to the critical situation f+ begin to be non-
convex (∃x such that ∇2f+(x) = 0). The simple renor-
malization analysis yields roughness of the additive per-
turbation, which determines the fractal dimension and
shows that fractal behaviors show up when the perturbed
loss is non-convex.

Following the same renormalization procedure, we
found the roughness determining fractal dimension for
the multiplicative perturbation case is

θ× = ϵ. (8)

This quantity θ× = ϵ also shows up in the second deriva-
tive of f× and contributes to the sensitive dependence
of gradient on parameter x, while it is not the only one
(there are also ϵ/λ and ϵ/λ2) and thus just looking at

the second derivative does not suffice. For the multi-
plicative perturbation case, we found the fractal dimen-
sion decreases a little with increasing roughness (Fig. 3b;
same data as Fig. 2d). The multiplicative case is always
non-convex and always has fractal trainability boundary,
which is consistent with the previous finding that frac-
tal behaviors emerges when the perturbed loss becomes
non-convex. Note that the non-convex part of the multi-
plicative case (where the second derivatives begin to be
non-positive) has loss value around and above the order
of magnitude 1/ϵ, if we have too small ϵ while our nu-
merical upper bound to classify bounded and divergent
training is not large enough, the classification will solely
depends on the convex part of the loss. In this case, if
non-convexity is necessary for fractal behaviors, we would
expect no fractal behaviors as a numerical artifact, which
is proved to be true (see SI). We therefore conclude that
roughness found through simple renormalization deter-
mines fractal dimension of trainability boundaries and
the transition to non-zero fractal dimensions corresponds
to the loss function becoming non-convex.
Beyond simple cases we can analyze, we next studied a

slightly more complicated loss landscapes. As a first step
towards perturbations with multiple length scales, we
considered additive perturbations with two cosine func-
tions,

f+(x) = x2 + ϵ1 cos(2πx/λ1) + ϵ2 cos(2πx/λ2). (9)

The renormalization can only say ϵ1/λ
2
1 and ϵ2/λ

2
2 deter-

mine the fractal dimension and cannot yield a single vari-
able controlling the fractal behavior. In numerical tests,
we fixed λ1 = 0.3 and λ1 = 0.5, while changed ampli-
tudes ϵ1 and ϵ2. We found the fractal dimension depends
non-monotonically on each of the amplitudes (Fig. 4a).
However, the claim that fractal behaviors arise when the
loss becomes non-convex is still valid, as the boundary be-
tween convex and non-convex losses (red curve in Fig. 4a,
solved numerically) also separates zero and non-zero frac-
tal dimensions.
We next explored how the dimension of parameters x

affect the trainability boundary. For the additive pertur-
bation case, we generalize the function for x ∈ Rd as

f+(x) =
∑
i

x2
i + ϵ

∑
i

cos(2πxi/λ). (10)

Following similar numerical methods as before (see de-
tailed parameter setting in SI), we studied the fractal di-
mension of trainability boundary for f+ varying d from
1 to 100. The results suggest that the fractal dimension
does not change much with respect to d in the additive
perturbation scenario (Fig. 4b). For the multiplicative
perturbation case, we can define a class of functions

f×(x) =
(
1 + ϵ

∑
i

cos(2πxi/λ)
)∑

i

x2
i . (11)

We found the fractal dimension α slowly increases in
this case with respect to increasing d (Fig. 4c), which
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FIG. 4. Beyond simple cases we can analyze, fractal dimen-
sion of trainability boundary depends on many other param-
eters determine the loss function, while it seems to be general
that non-convexity leads to fractal behaviors. (a) For addi-
tive case with two cosine perturbations, the fractal dimension
depends complicatedly on the amplitudes, while it is true frac-
tal behaviors show up after the loss is non-convex (red line is
the boundary of convexity). (b and c) For high dimensional
optimization, the fractal dimension can depend on parame-
ter dimensions. The fractal dimension is robust to increasing
the parameter dimension d for the additive perturbation case.
(b) While the fractal dimension increases with the parameter
dimension d for the multiplicative perturbation case. Error
bars are standard deviations of fitting.

makes sense as high-dimensional optimization should be
more complicated. Our renormalization procedure can-
not connect two functions with different dimensions d,
and therefore roughness values for functions with differ-
ent dimensions d are not comparable. Future works are
needed to analyze the impact of parameter dimensions
d, e.g., defining a generalized roughness that can deter-
mine fractal dimension of trainability boundaries across
different d.

DISCUSSION

In this study, we have demonstrated that fractal train-
ability boundaries can arise from relatively simple non-
convex modifications to loss functions. Specifically, our
results show that the sensitivity of the loss gradient to
parameter changes—a consequence of non-convexity in-

troduced either through additive or multiplicative cosine
perturbation—plays a crucial role in the emergence of
fractal trainability. The fractal dimensions we observed
are influenced by several factors, including the parameter
dimension, the type of non-convexity, perturbation wave-
length, and amplitude. Notably, our use of renormal-
ization techniques in one-dimensional optimization cases
has linked various loss functions to corresponding frac-
tal dimensions of their trainability boundaries. There-
fore, we have identified “roughness of perturbation” as
a key property that quantifies this sensitivity and dic-
tates the fractal behavior. We observed a clear transi-
tion from non-fractal to fractal trainability boundaries
as roughness increases, with the critical roughness caus-
ing the perturbed loss to be non-convex. These findings
not only validate our hypothesis about the impact of non-
convexity on trainability but also open up new avenues
for understanding the dynamics of learning in complex
models.

While our method effectively characterizes fractal be-
haviors, it may not fully capture the complexity inher-
ent in the trainability boundary. We computed the box
dimension of these boundaries as a more feasible alter-
native to direct, uniform sampling from the trainability
boundary set, which remains impractical. However, the
box dimension is not without its limitations; for exam-
ple, it is known that all rational numbers between 0 and
1 technically have a box dimension of 1 [11, 12]. Conse-
quently, while the relative magnitudes of our computed
box dimensions can be informative in assessing the de-
gree of complexity, the absolute values themselves may
not be entirely reliable.

Beyond mathematical limitations, constraints in our
numerical implementation also impact the accuracy of
the fractal dimensions we obtained. For instance, com-
putational resources cap the largest feasible N , limiting
the number of data points available for accurately fitting
the fractal dimension. If a fractal boundary is densely
packed within a very narrow range, a significantly large
N is required to discern its fractal nature, potentially
causing us to overlook certain fractal behaviors when N
is limited. Interestingly, the practical significance of these
fractal boundaries also comes into question; narrowly dis-
tributed boundaries are unlikely to be encountered in
most applications, thus posing minimal risk. This obser-
vation led to a new insight: fractal dimension alone may
not suffice to assess the risk posed by fractal boundaries.
It also becomes essential to understand the distribution
breadth of these boundary points. In our experiments,
the maximum N tested did not vary widely, suggesting
that we may have consistently overlooked very narrow
fractal boundaries. However, this might not be detrimen-
tal, as such boundaries are less likely to impact practical
applications.

Our renormalization analysis, while effective in iden-
tifying roughness as a key parameter, exhibits limited
generalizability. This analysis is restricted to simple func-
tions with explicitly defined parameters, making our con-
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clusions highly specific to the cases studied. Additionally,
we cannot answer with this analysis why non-convexity
of the loss function leads to the emergence of fractal be-
haviors. My initial concept was to establish a mapping
that links different loss landscapes and learning rates,
thereby preserving unchanged trainability. This map-
ping would ideally define an updating flow for function
parameters and the learning rate. If successful, we could
potentially transform the question of trainability into an
investigation of where this updating flow stabilizes, using
familiar functions such as the quadratic function as end-
points. However, the renormalization flow falls short in
achieving this, as it cannot eliminate the perturbations.
The first time I viewed the figures in [9], they reminded
me of images of Jupiter, whose fractal-like surface arises
from some fluid dynamics. This analogy suggests a future
possibility where we might develop an updating flow for
hyperparameters that mirrors principles from fluid dy-
namics.

In conclusion, substantial future research is necessary
to more accurately capture the fractal behaviors of train-
ability boundaries. As we have discussed, developing a
theory that can predict both the critical emergence of
fractal trainability boundaries and their fractal dimen-
sions is essential. Moreover, establishing connections to
realistic loss functions from contemporary machine learn-
ing models is needed, particularly finding methods to
characterize roughness in general loss functions lacking
simple explicit formulas. Further exploration into the
mechanisms that contribute to rough non-convexity is
also required. With a deeper understanding of these phe-
nomena, we could potentially develop strategies associ-
ated to model construction, dataset management, and
optimizers that mitigate the risks associated with dan-
gerous fractal trainability boundaries. By continuing to
build on this foundation, we pave the way for more robust
and predictable machine learning methodologies.

METHODS

We conducted large scale numerical experiments with
Julia 1.8.4 on CPUs or with Python 3.9 on GPUs of MIT
Supercloud [13]. The results have no notable difference.
We ran small scale tests and analyze data with Python
3.10.9 on a laptop. All codes are available online. In
practice, we set number of segments N = 2n for inte-
ger n, and ran tests on Nmax + 1 = 2nmax + 1 learning
rates evenly distributed in [0, 1.5]. Given hyperparam-
eters and the loss function, we ran GD for 1000 steps,
and classify bounded or divergent training based on the
sum of loss values of the 1000 steps. We also classified
bounded or divergent training based on whether GD can-
not or can hit an upper bound. The latter classification
may mistake some cases where GD first diverge but then
converge. However, in the tests reported in the main
text, the two classification methods do not have notable
difference. When analyzing data, we can choose 2n + 1
(n ≤ nmax) evenly spaced points from the 2nmax+1 points
to analyze boundary segments at a coarse-grained level,

which can give |BN | with N = 2n. The largest nmax we
tested is 32. Most times, nmax = 20 is sufficient to yield
a good fitting of fractal dimensions. We ran all numerical
tests with data type float64, which is accurate enough
for our choices of nmax.
The choice of learning rate range [0, 1.5] tested relies

on the facts f0 = x2 has one trainability boundary at
s = 1.0 and we observe a lot of trainability boundaries
when s < 1.0 in practice (Fig. 1d). We prove f0 = x2 has
one trainability boundary as follows. By the definition of
GD, on f0, we have

x(k+1) = x(k) − 2sx(k) = (1− 2s)x(k). (12)

Convergence requires |1− 2s| < 1, which gives 0 < s < 1
and thus completes the proof. We applied our numerical
method to f0 for a rational check and found indeed there
is no fractal trainability boundary for f0 (SI).

Details of the renormalization procedure are given as
follows. For both additive and multiplicative perturba-
tion cases, we can write the loss function in a form

f(x) = x2 + ϕ. (13)

By substituting x̃ = x/b and f̃(x̃) = f(x)/ζ into the
original GD, we have

x̃(k+1) = x̃(k) − s̃∇f̃(x̃(k)), (14)

with s̃ = sζ/b2 and

f̃(x̃) =
b2

ζ
x̃2 +

1

ζ
ϕ(bx̃). (15)

Since we want the new function f̃ to have the same func-
tion form as f , we need the pre-factor of x̃2, i.e., b2/ζ, to
be one. Consequently, we have ζ = b2 and the learning
rate s̃ = s unchanged. And for the additive perturbation
case, where ϕ = ϵ cos(2πx/λ), if we want to write the

transformed ϕ̃ = 1
ζϕ(bx̃) = ϵ̃ cos(2πx̃/λ̃), we will arrive

the results ϵ̃ = ϵ/b2 and λ̃ = λ/b. Similarly, for the mul-
tiplicative perturbation case, since ϕ = x2ϵ cos(2πx/λ)

and ϕ̃ = 1
ζϕ(bx̃) = x̃2ϵ̃ cos(2πx̃/λ̃), we will have ϵ̃ = ϵ

and λ̃ = λ/b. Since x̃ = x/b is a one-to-one mapping, we
know that changing the set of conditions {s, ϵ, λ, x(0)} to

{s, ϵ̃, λ̃, x(0)/b} will only yield a rescaled GD trajectory
but not change whether the trajectory diverge or not.
In other words, the conditions {ϵ, λ, x(0)} have the same

trainability boundary as {ϵ̃, λ̃, x(0)/b}.
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We show two examples of training loss updating on
our constructed loss landscapes in Fig. S1. The sanity
check of our method on the quadratic function f0 = x2

is presented in Fig. S2.
The multiplicative case is always non-convex and

should always display fractal trainability boundary. But
if we study the second derivative,

∇2f×(x) =2 + 2ϵ cos

(
2πx

λ

)
− 4ϵ

2πx

λ
sin

(
2πx

λ

)
− ϵ

(
2πx

λ

)2

cos

(
2πx

λ

)
, (S1)

we find that ∇2f×(x) > 0 in a region |x| is small enough.
If we set an upper bound fmax to tell whether training is
classified to be bounded or divergent and do not care the
dynamics once it goes beyond fmax, GD actually only sees
the loss within the region |x| <

√
fmax roughly. And if ϵ is

too small, in the region |x| <
√
fmax, the loss may be con-

vex and we may not see any fractal behaviors, which is a
numerical artifact. To test the idea, we set different fmax

values and stop GD and regard it as divergent once the
loss reaches fmax. We found too small ϵ indeed will make
fractal behaviors vanish and the transition to fractal be-
haviors differs for different upper bounds fmax (Fig. S3).
We next analyze when the loss within |x| <

√
fmax can be

non-convex and see if this case corresponds to the emer-
gence of fractal behaviors. The critical situation is that
∇2f× becomes zero near |x| =

√
fmax. Since

√
fmax is

very large, the quadratic term dominants among terms
having ϵ, we have the minimum second derivative near
|x| =

√
fmax being

min∇2f× ≈ 2− ϵfmax

(
2π

λ

)2

. (S2)

By setting the above estimation to be zero, we reach the
boundary of non-convexity for loss within |x| <

√
fmax

as

ϵ =
1

fmax

λ2

2π2
. (S3)

These estimated boundaries are plotted in the (ϵ, λ) plane
for different fmax values (red curves in Fig. S3). Note
greater ϵ means non-convexity, we found it is true that
fractal behaviors only show up when the part of loss
function GD can see becomes non-convex (non-zero frac-
tal dimensions are all above the red curves). We also
note that with increasing upper bound fmax, the bound-
ary of non-convexity (red curves) tend to be smaller and
smaller than the boundary of fractal behaviors. This
might due to the fact the region |x| <

√
fmax is ex-

panding with larger fmax and near critical (ϵ, λ) for non-
convexity, it is more difficult to see the non-convex part
near |x| ≈

√
fmax. In conclusion, the numerical arti-

fact help to further prove the idea that loss becoming
non-convex leads to the emergence of fractal behaviors
in training.
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a bs=0.01
L
o
s
s

Iteration Iteration

L
o
s
s

s=0.2

FIG. S1. Training loss can be bounded or divergent. (a)
An example obtained based on the multiplicative noise case
with amplitude ϵ = 0.2, wavelength λ = 0.1, and learning
rate s = 0.01, where the loss will decay and be bounded. (b)
An example of divergent training based on the multiplicative
noise case with amplitude ϵ = 0.2, wavelength λ = 0.1, and
learning rate s = 0.2.

ba
x2

FIG. S2. Sanity check on the quadratic loss function indicates
our numerical method is not wrong. (a) The quadratic func-
tion f0 = x2, on which we know there is only one trainability
boundary s = 0. (b) We found with our numerical method
|BN | is always 1, consistent with the theory.

We checked the dependence of fractal dimension on
the initial condition of parameter x(0) in Fig. S4 and S5,
which suggest initial parameter x(0) may not affect fractal
dimension.
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Wavelength Wavelength

a b

c d
Wavelength Wavelength

FIG. S3. Numerical artifact supports that fractal behaviors
emerge when the landscape is non-convex. When we increase
the loss upper bound for classifying bounded and divergent
training, GD can run on greater regions. On different param-
eter (x) regions, the function parameters (ϵ, λ) for multiplica-
tive case (f×(x)) to be non-convex are different (red curves
in the figure is boundary of convexity and non-convexity).
Changing the upper bound from (a) 1e+3, (b) 1e+4, (c) 1e+5,
to (d) 1e+6, the fractal behaviors all show up after the region
GD runs on becomes non-convex (above the red curves).
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FIG. S4. Tests suggest that initial parameter x(0) may not affect fractal dimension. We set for the additive noise case ϵ = 0.2
and λ = 0.1, and sampled 100 different initial conditions x(0) uniformly from [−5, 5]. The fractal dimension averaged over
initial conditions is 0.98 with a standard deviation 0.08.
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FIG. S5. Tests suggest that initial parameter x(0) may not affect fractal dimension. We set for the multiplicative noise case
ϵ = 0.2 and λ = 0.1, and sampled 100 different initial conditions x(0) uniformly from [−5, 5]. The fractal dimension averaged
over initial conditions is 1.00 with a standard deviation 0.01.
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