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Abrupt learning is commonly observed in neural networks, where long plateaus in network perfor-
mance are followed by rapid convergence to a desirable solution. Yet, despite its common occurrence,
the complex interplay of task, network architecture, and learning rule has made it difficult to un-
derstand the underlying mechanisms. Here, we introduce a minimal dynamical system trained on
a delayed-activation task and demonstrate analytically how even a one-dimensional system can ex-
hibit abrupt learning through ghost points rather than bifurcations. Through our toy model, we
show that the emergence of a ghost point destabilizes learning dynamics. We identify a critical
learning rate that prevents learning through two distinct loss landscape features: a no-learning zone
and an oscillatory minimum. Testing these predictions in recurrent neural networks (RNNs), we
confirm that ghost points precede abrupt learning and accompany the destabilization of learning.
We demonstrate two complementary remedies: lowering the model output confidence prevents the
network from getting stuck in no-learning zones, while increasing trainable ranks beyond task re-
quirements (i.e., adding sloppy parameters) provides more stable learning trajectories. Our model
reveals a bifurcation-free mechanism for abrupt learning and illustrates the importance of both
deliberate uncertainty and redundancy in stabilizing learning dynamics.

Understanding the mathematical principles that gov-
ern learning dynamics is crucial for advancing the fron-
tiers in both natural and artificial neural networks [1–8].
Empirically, networks often learn to internalize the struc-
ture of tasks and exhibit sudden drops in their loss func-
tion, which mark the acquisition of new computational
capabilities [9–19]. Such abrupt transitions frequently
accompany instabilities in learning dynamics, including
exploding or vanishing gradients and abrupt shifts in net-
work behavior [20–22]. While a variety of prior works
exhibits slow learning followed by sudden performance
jumps [23, 24], the precise mechanisms underlying this
phenomenon remain poorly understood.

One recent productive approach in this direction in-
volves using dynamical systems theory to study RNNs
through the lens of dynamical systems theory [25–32].
During training, RNNs often show destabilized gradi-
ents, leading to well-documented learning instabilities
[9, 20, 21, 33, 34]. Analysis of RNNs’ attractor land-
scapes [9, 11, 25, 34–36] has identified bifurcations (i.e.,
shifts in system behavior, which alter the number or sta-
bility of fixed points, periodic orbits, or other invariant
sets [33, 37–43]) as key events facilitating the acquisi-
tion of novel capabilities [9, 11]. Traditional work in
dynamical system theory has established several mecha-
nisms that support robust system behavior without orig-
inating from bifurcations. For instance, ghost points,
where state variables change very slowly (unlike fixed-
points where no change occurs) [37], can help track time.
Therefore, limiting the analysis of learning dynamics to
bifurcations may overlook important processes that drive
abrupt learning.

We start this letter by illustrating the sudden learn-
ing phenomenon using a simple example with recurrent
neural networks (RNNs). In this “delayed-activation
task,” networks are initialized to a specific state and
must output zero for a delay period, T , after which
the output is expected to “activate” and become one.
As discussed in End Matter, (low-rank [28]) RNNs
trained on this task exhibit abrupt learning, where long
plateaus in loss value are followed by rapid convergence.
To study this phenomenon systematically, we introduce
an analytically tractable one-dimensional dynamical sys-
tem trained on the delayed-activation task and demon-
strate how this system exhibits abrupt learning despite
its simplicity. Through analysis of this system, we iden-
tify a novel mechanism underlying abrupt learning with-
out bifurcations, characterized by the rapid emergence
of ghost points (approximate saddle points [37]). Next,
we demonstrate that RNNs’ learning dynamics can be
substantially stabilized by artificially reducing the confi-
dence level of their outputs and increasing the number of
trainable ranks. The former observation underscores the
importance of secondary, not goal-directed, mechanisms
to stabilize learning, whereas the latter has implications
for learning dynamics in low-rank RNNs [28–32]: The
presence of “sloppy” (e.g., randomly connected) ranks,
which may not necessarily be part of the computation
in the fully trained (effectively low-rank) RNNs [29, 32],
may support stable learning dynamics.

Our toy model (Fig. 1) is a one-dimensional dynamical
system that follows the prototypical form of the saddle-
node bifurcation (ẋ = x2 + r, [37]). Here, x ∈ R is the
scalar state variable and r ∈ R is the learnable parameter.
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FIG. 1. Visualization of the toy model with a single
dynamical variable undergoing a saddle-node bifurca-
tion. We initialize the variable at x(0) = 0 (red dot). Left.
For r > 0, the system evolves towards x → ∞ (red arrow).
Right. For r < 0, the system evolves towards a fixed point at
−
√
−r. A pre-defined x∗ divides the model output into two

states.

This toy model has two fixed points (i.e., where ẋ = 0)
for r < 0, and none for r > 0. The change in the number
of fixed points at r = 0 signals a saddle-node bifurcation
[37]. This phenomenon has been well studied by varying
r and drawing bifurcation diagrams [37], but not within
the context of loss minimization. In this work, we take
the latter approach and train the dynamical system to
learn a delayed-activation (DA) task.

In the DA task, we set the initial condition with x(0) =
0, and define the model output as ô(x) = σ(c(x − x∗)),
where x∗ > 0 and c > 0 are pre-defined constants, and σ
is the sigmoid function. In the limit c → ∞, this output
confidently takes on binary values, either 0 or 1, hence
we call c the “confidence” parameter. The objective of
the task is for the toy model’s output (ô(x(t))) to match
the target output (o(t)) of 0 until some pre-defined time
point t < T , and transition to 1 for T < t < 2T . Since the
only learnable parameter is r, the learning process should
pick an optimal value, r∗, to ensure this condition. We
achieve this goal by minimizing a loss function:

L(r) =
∫ 2T

0

(ô(x(t))− o(t))2 dt. (1)

As we show in End Matter, in the analytical limit
(x∗, c → ∞), the loss function can be calculated as:

L(r) =

{∣∣∣T − π
2
√
r

∣∣∣ for r ≥ r∗

4 ,

T otherwise.
(2)

Here, r∗ = π2

4T 2 is the optimal value, which is small but
nonzero for large T . For the optimal parameter, the state
variable (x(t)) lingers around the origin with negligible
changes up to T , before abruptly shooting off to∞. Even
though the toy model has no fixed points for r∗ > 0 (and
thus for any T ), the origin resembles one (ẋ ≈ 0) for
times t ≪ T and is therefore termed as a “ghost” in the
traditional literature [37]. Yet, for large T , r∗ may be-
come smaller than the precision of numerical fixed point
finders, which would therefore be unable to distinguish

the ghost from a fixed point [25, 44]. Below, we rely on
analytical tools instead.
As a first step, we set out to gain qualitative insights for

whether loss minimization with a gradient-based method
would succeed. To do so, we plotted Eq. (2) and numer-
ically calculated loss function values (with finite x∗, c)
with respect to r in Fig. 2A, which revealed three
unique insights: (1) For any r < r∗/4, loss minimiza-
tion would enter a no-learning zone and cannot easily
recover due to flat loss function values, i.e., zero gradi-
ents (∇L(r < r∗/4) = 0) in the analytical limit. We
call the boundary of this regime, r = r∗/4, as the “point
of no return.” (2) Though r∗ is a global minimum, the
gradient is discontinuous at r = r∗, i.e., ∇L(r → r∗)
does not exist. As we discuss in End Matter, this
would lead to oscillatory behavior near the minimum,
which implies the existence of a maximum learning rate
for a naive gradient descent approach (i.e., updates of
the form r → r − α∇L(r), where α is the learning rate),

beyond which learning stops: α∗ = 3π4

32 T−5. For any
α ≥ α∗, the training process would eventually enter the
no-learning zone (where gradients are exactly zero in the
limit c → ∞) and can no longer recover. (3) Picking the
learning rate close to α∗ is necessary to achieve learn-
ing as the loss function quickly saturates to flat values,
i.e., L(r) → T for large r ≫ r∗. Since the loss function
also changes abruptly for r∗

4 < r < r∗ (between 0 and
T ), minimizing it would lead to a abrupt decline as r
approaches r∗.
To verify these theoretical insights, we conducted op-

timization experiments with naive gradient descent and
fixed learning rates (Fig. 2B-D), where a single epoch
corresponds to a numerical update with the analytically
computed gradient (End Matter). Starting the train-
ing from r = 10r∗ and using a learning rate α < α∗, we
observed a abrupt decay of loss function values around
epoch 1500, followed by oscillations near the global opti-
mum (Fig. 2B-C). In contrast, picking a larger learning
rate, α > α∗, pushed the network into the no-learning
zone (Fig. 2B-C). Moreover, varying the learning rate
values confirmed that there was indeed a maximum learn-
ing rate, α∗, beyond which learning did not take place
(Fig. 2D). Even though smaller learning rates led to
lower final errors, learning within few epochs was only
achieved with learning rates close to criticality, α ≈ α∗.
Finally, since r values are always positive during learn-
ing, the abrupt decays in Fig. 2B-C are not preceded by
bifurcations. This observation showcases an alternative
mechanism (here, emergence of ghost points) for acquir-
ing novel capabilities in task-trained dynamical systems.
Interestingly, even though a global minimum with zero
loss value exists, the toy model cannot easily attain it
using gradient descent due to complex learning dynam-
ics (Fig. 2). While learning instabilities are expected in
deep learning models solving complex tasks [45], here, a
simple toy model with just one state variable and one
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FIG. 2. Our toy model trained on the delayed-activation task captures abrupt learning dynamics phenomena.
A We compared the analytical loss function (black line) vs those computed from realistic parameters (colored dots), in which
the model output was defined via a sigmoid function ô(x) = σ(c(x − x∗)). The loss function had three distinct regimes: (1) a

point of no return, (2) a minimum with non-zero gradient, and (3) abrupt decay of the loss function for r ≥ r∗, where r∗ = π2

4T2

is the global minimum. Parameters: T = 100, ∆t = 0.1, and x∗ = 10. B-C Initializing at r := 10r∗, we minimized the
loss function values using gradient descent with different learning rates, recapitulating all three regimes in learning dynamics.
Notably, for α = 10−10, even though the loss function decrease abruptly around epoch 1500, the network does not undergo any
bifurcations, as evident from r not changing its sign during learning. D The toy model learned best with lower learning rates,
but at the expense of more epochs of training. As predicted by the theory, learning is no longer possible for α ≥ 9 ∗ 10−10.
Solid lines: means. Error bars: s.e.m. over 10 training instances, in which r was initialized following a normal distribution that
has the mean 10r∗ and the standard deviation r∗

10
. Parameters for (b-d): T = 100 and x∗, c → ∞ (analytical model).

parameter successfully captures several complex learning
behaviors commonly observed in practice, such as oscil-
latory minima (see blue lines in Fig. 2B-C) and a range
of effective learning rates (Fig. 2D). Thus, our toy model
in Fig. 1 may constitute a simple yet useful testbed for
future research into learning dynamics.

Next, we set out to apply the insights we learned
from our toy model to study the learning dynamics in
RNNs. Specifically, we conjectured that RNNs may ac-
quire new capabilities through bifurcation-free mecha-
nisms. Moreover, the observation of learning instabilities
in low-dimensional dynamical systems may have practi-
cal implications for recent research focused on low-rank
RNNs. Specifically, previous research has shown that
training RNNs (with many parameters, e.g., W ∈ RN×N

for some large N) often leads to effectively low-rank up-
dates after training is completed [29, 32]. However, this
can occur following two distinct strategies of parameter
changes: (1) updates may be performed across all dimen-
sions and then gradually refine the parameters into a fi-
nal low-rank structure, or (2) updates may be restricted
to low-rank components from the outset, as in FORCE
learning [46] and/or traditional low-rank RNN training
[28, 31]. Below, we refer to these training strategies (1)
and (2), respectively.

Since the strategy (2) is equivalent to training low-
dimensional systems (see Eq. (4) below), we predicted
that this strategy may face similar learning instabilities
as those seen with our toy model. To investigate these
predictions, we next studied the learning dynamics in
low-rank RNNs (with many tunable parameters) trained
to solve the DA task. Specifically, we focused on a simple,
yet powerful, class of RNNs with the following equations

[47]:

τ ẋ(t) = −x(t) + tanh(Wx(t) + b), (3)

where x(t) ∈ RN are firing rates of N neurons, τ is the
neuronal decay time, W ∈ RN×N and b ∈ RN are the
trainable weights and biases. Here, we first focus on rank-
one RNNs, in which W is constrained to have N −1 zero
singular values. These RNNs are theoretically capable
of solving the DA task due to their universal approxi-
mation property [31]. However, existing work makes no
prediction about their learning dynamics.
To fill this gap and study the learning dynamics, we

enforce the rank constraint by constructing W = mnT

for m ∈ RN and n ∈ RN . Using this relationship, we
can define a latent variable, κ(t) = nTx(t), such that the
RNN equations transform into a one-dimensional form:

τ κ̇(t) = −κ(t)+nT tanh(mκ(t) + b) = f(κ;m,n, b), (4)

which we refer to as the latent circuit. In this trans-
formed picture, training the RNN will implicitly update
the parameters of the low-dimensional circuit, leading to
the learning of any desired flow dynamics (f(κ;m,n, b))
[31]. We do not enforce any constraints on this dynam-
ical system, only that the RNN should be optimized to
solve the DA task, where we define the output as:

ô(κ) = σ(c(κ− κ∗)), (5)

for some κ∗, and once again minimize the difference be-
tween o(t) and ô(κ(t)). As we do so, we can use the
learned parameters (m,n, b) and Eq. (4) to visualize the
latent dynamical system emerging from the training.
As a first step, we confirmed that rank-one RNNs can

learn the DA task (Fig. S1). Notably, training RNNs
reproduced the same dependence on the learning rate as
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FIG. 3. A rank-one RNN trained on the delayed-activation task reproduced the main findings of the toy model.
We trained a rank-one RNN on the DA task, in which the output of the RNN was defined as ô(κ) = σ(c(κ− 1)). Here, κ is the
latent variable and c is the confidence level. A The RNN trained with a relatively low learning rate showed the abrupt jump in
the loss function (between (i) and (ii)), and had oscillatory behavior before converging to a minimum (between (ii) and (iii)).
The resulting network learned local ghost points with a small, but non-zero, distance from the y = 0 line. B When training
the same network with higher learning rate, a saddle-node bifurcation occurred, putting the network beyond the point of no
return. The network could no longer recover, as indicated by the practically zero gradient after the bifurcation. Parameters:
τ = 10ms, ∆t = 5ms, T = 100ms, N = 100 neurons, c = 10. We initialized all units to be x(0) = −0.3 and used stochastic
gradient descent. Red dots correspond to the initial values of κ(t) for the final networks.

was the case for the toy model (compare Figs. 2D and
S1). Next, we reverse-engineered an RNN trained with a
suitable learning rate (Fig. 3A). We observed the emer-
gence of a (local) ghost point (Fig. 3A), which proceeded
sharp transitions in both the loss function (abrupt decay)
and the L2 norm of the gradient (abrupt increase). Im-
portantly, the latent variable near the ghost point had
very slow time-dynamics, leading to slow changes in la-
tent activations. By finetuning the distance at the ghost
point (similar to r in our toy model above), RNN learns
to wait for a delay period of T and output one only af-
ter the latent variable escapes the ghost point. When we
studied the development of this ghost point in the latent
circuit, we uncovered that the latent dynamical system
has always had one fixed point (there was only one fixed
point after every epoch within κ ∈ [−15, 15]; data not
shown). Consequently, as in our toy model, this RNN
created the ghost point without undergoing a bifurca-
tion.

Similar to the toy model, the learning dynamics in
RNNs also showed the oscillatory behavior for low loss
function values (Fig. 3A). Yet, unlike the toy model,
we observed that the rank-one RNN was able to even-
tually escape the oscillations and decrease the loss fur-
ther. Studying the learned latent circuit revealed that
the escape was accompanied with a sharpening of the
curvature around the ghost (Fig. 3A), whereas our toy
model had a fixed curvature regardless of r. With the
increased curvature, κ(t) spent less time in uncertain
states around κ∗ and the output abruptly transitioned
between the two states. Though prior work has shown
that networks with many parameters are more expres-
sive compared to their counterparts [31], this observa-

tion suggests an added benefit: They may have desirable
loss landscapes to achieve the global minima, which may
exist, but remain unattainable, in less expressive models.

Next, we investigated the mechanism behind our find-
ing that high learning rates prevented learning altogether
in these RNNs (Fig. S1). Specifically, we examined
the latent circuit evolution in an RNN trained with a
high learning rate (Fig. 3B). Similar to our toy model,
the network underwent a saddle-node bifurcation and re-
mained stuck in a no-learning zone with a nearly zero
gradient. Though one might think that the fixed nature
of the output confidence was the reason, we observed
that another network, in which c was trainable, still got
stuck in the no-learning zone (data not shown; code avail-
able via Zenodo). In contrast, we found that artificially
lowering the confidence levels allowed the RNNs to be-
come unstuck and re-learn the task (Fig. 4). This is
in line with the toy model’s predictions, in which lower
confidence values enable small, yet non-zero, gradients
to form beyond the point of no return (Fig. 2A). Taken
together, these findings highlight the importance of im-
plementing mechanisms beyond loss minimization (e.g.,
see simulated annealing [48]) to lower confidence levels
when learning stalls in biological and artificial networks.

Finally, we tested whether our observations with rank-
one RNNs would generalize to their full-rank counter-
parts, and/or whether increasing the network’s resources
(e.g., number of ranks, following the first optimization
strategy outlined above) could help stabilize learning dy-
namics. Since additional ranks are not necessary to solve
the task, inspired by sloppy parameters in physics [49], we
call these as “sloppy ranks.” As shown in Figure S2, in-
creasing the number of trainable ranks in W consistently
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resulted in learning with fewer epoch. Notably, for low-
rank RNNs showed the rapid decrease of the loss function
within few epochs. In contrast, for full-rank RNNs, we
observed gradual decreases across extended epochs (Fig-
ure S2). However, even full-rank RNNs still exhibited
oscillatory phases and occasionally became stuck in no-
learning zones. Therefore, while utilizing sloppy ranks for
learning did partially stabilize and speed up the learning
(naively, making strategy (1) more desirable than strat-
egy (2) if the resources are not scarce), an additional
mechanism of lowering confidence levels may still be nec-
essary to prevent getting trapped in no-learning zones.

Overall, the toy model we introduced in this work is a
simple, powerful, and analytically tractable example. By
closely examining the training process of this model, we
replicated complex learning dynamics that are also ob-
served in practice. Our findings suggest that these com-
plex learning dynamics, typically associated with deep
architectures and complicated tasks [45], can originate
from the optimization process itself and be observed in
low-dimensional systems performing simple tasks when
parameters are learned via loss minimization, rather than
tuned. Similar challenges have been noted in the deep
learning literature, such as the “catapult mechanism”
[50] and “pathological curvature” [51]. Thus, our toy
model provides a simple and analytically tractable start-
ing point for exploring potential remedies. Moreover,
our analyses with rank-one RNNs suggest an alterna-
tive, bifurcation-free, mechanism for abrupt learning. By
studying the latent circuits during learning, we identified
the emergence of ghost points as the precursors of the
stereotypical trajectories that RNNs developed to solve
the DA task. While prior work has examined these latent
circuits in fully trained low-rank RNNs [28–31], our find-

ings here highlight the distinct advantages of studying
latent circuits during task training, i.e., for investigating
the full window of learning dynamics.

Finally, our findings may have potential implications
for research in biophysics and neuroscience. First, sloppy
dimensions are universally observed in many physical
models [49]. Our findings suggest that one reason for
their existence may be the need to stabilize the learning
dynamics of few well-constrained dimensions. Second, in
the traditional deep learning paradigm, the confidence
levels would be optimized, not artificially controlled, and
therefore the training process would be susceptible to no-
learning zones. We presented a potential remedy in Fig.
4, i.e., different mechanisms may be crucial for learning
(practicing) versus inference (performing). This observa-
tion mirrors seminal work on adult zebra finch, where
males exhibit variability during practice, but perform
with precision and reduced neural variability in the pres-
ence of a female [52, 53]. Therefore, our theoretical ob-
servations of no-learning zones and their dependency on
confidence levels constitute biologically testable predic-
tions about the nature of learning.
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End Matter

Derivations of the toy model results

In this section, we perform the analytical derivations
of the toy model we introduced in the main text in the
limit c → ∞ such that the toy model output takes the
form:

ô(x(t)) = Θ(x(t)− x∗), (6)

for some pre-defined x∗ > 0, where Θ(x) is Heaviside
function with Θ(x) = 1 if x > 0, and zero otherwise.
Using this output, for r < 0, the loss function in Eq.
(1) is trivially T , since the model output is always 0.
Therefore, we will focus on the case with r > 0.

Since the toy model has a simple quadratic form, we
can compute x(t) as a function of time t, with the initial
condition x(0) = 0. After straightforward algebra, x(t)
becomes:

x(t) =

{√
r tan(

√
rt) for t ≤ t∗,

∞ otherwise,
(7)

where we define t∗ = π
2
√
r
as the escape time for which

x(t∗) → ∞. In the limit x∗ → ∞, we will simply assume
that the network output is 0 before the escape, e.g., t ≤
t∗, and 1 after the escape, e.g., t ≥ t∗. Using this, we can
explicitly compute the loss function:

L(r) =
∫ 2T

0

dt(ô(t)− o(t))2,

=

∫ T

0

dt(ô(t))2 +

∫ 2T

T

dt(ô(t)− 1)2.

(8)

There are three important regimes here: i) t∗ ≤ T , ii)
T ≤ t∗ ≤ 2T , and iii) 2T ≤ t∗. Let us start with the first
case, t∗ ≤ T :

L(r) =
∫ t∗

0

dt(ô(t))2︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

+

∫ T

t∗
dt(ô(t))2 +

∫ 2T

T

dt(ô(t)− 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

,

=

∫ T

t∗
dt = T − t∗ = T − π

2
√
r
, for r ≥ π2

4T 2

(9)

Next, we consider the second case, T ≤ t∗ ≤ 2T :

L(r) =
∫ T

0

dt(ô(t))2︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

+

∫ 2T

t∗
dt(ô(t)− 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸

0

+

∫ t∗

T

dt(ô(t)− 1)2

=

∫ t∗

T

dt =
π

2
√
r
− T, for

π2

16T 2
≤ r ≤ π2

4T 2

(10)
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FIG. S1. We performed the analysis in Fig. 2D for the rank-
one RNNs trained on the DA task. Parameters: τ = 10ms,
∆t = 5ms, T = 100ms, N = 100 neurons, c = 10. We
initialized all units to be x(0) = −0.3 and used stochastic
gradient descent.

Finally, we consider the case t∗ ≥ 2T :

L(r) =
∫ T

0

dt(ô(t))2︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

+

∫ 2T

T

dt(ô(t)− 1)2,

= T.

(11)

Bringing all cases together, we find the loss function:

L(r) =

{∣∣∣T − π
2
√
r

∣∣∣ for r ≥ π2

16T 2 = r∗

4 ,

T otherwise.
(12)

When r∗ = π2

4T 2 , this loss function is zero, achieving the
global optimum.
An important observation is that there is a kink at the

optimal value, r∗ = π2

4T 2 . This means that the gradient is
never truly zero, even when the loss function is zero. To
see this, let us compute the gradient of the loss function:

dL
dr

=


− π

4r3/2
for π2

16T 2 < r < π2

4T 2 ,
π

4r3/2
for r > π2

4T 2 ,

0 for r < π2

16T 2 .

(13)

The derivative at r = r∗ = π2

4T 2 becomes:

At r =
π2

4T 2
:

dL
dr

=

{
− 2T 3

π2 from the left,
2T 3

π2 from the right.
(14)

Now, with a learning rate α∗, the model would be
thrown from the global minimum to the point of no re-
turn boundary and get stuck in the no-learning zone dur-
ing the oscillations if it receives the following update:

α∗
∣∣∣∣dLdr

∣∣∣∣
r→r∗+

=
3

4
r∗ =

3π2

16T 2
=⇒ α∗ =

3π4

32
T−5. (15)

Any α ≥ α∗ ∼ O(T−5), the model would eventually pass
the point of no return and output only zeros. For Fig. 2
with T = 100, this corresponds to roughly 9 ∗ 10−10.
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FIG. S2. Increasing the ranks of the RNNs available for training partially stabilized learning dynamics. We
trained RNNs with varying ranks (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 30, 50, 100) on the DA task. The output of each RNN was defined as
ô(r) = σ(wT

outr + bout), where, wout and bout are output weights and biases, respectively. Left. The RNN trained with a
relatively low learning rate showed the abrupt jump in the loss function values and the following oscillations, similar to Fig.
3A. Increasing the number of trainable ranks shortened the learning process, with milder and sustained decreases in the loss
function, but still substantial oscillations. Middle. When training the same networks with higher learning rates, we observed
occasional entrance to no-learning zones (with negligible gradients). Right. For a substantially high learning rate, few RNNs
that could train without entering the no-learning zone had either 50 or 100 available ranks. Parameters: τ = 10ms, ∆t = 5ms,
T = 100ms, and N = 100 neurons. We initialized all units to be x(0) = −0.3 and used stochastic gradient descent. Each line
corresponds to a run with a different seed.

Analysis with recurrent neural networks

For the RNN model described in the main text, we set
κ∗ = 1 and c = 10 in our experiments. Practically, we de-
fined a Pytorch model [54] and performed minimization
with a stochastic gradient descent, using a single trial,
where all neurons are initialized with x(0) = −0.3.

There are several important distinctions between the
trained RNNs and our toy model. First, for large κ, the
time evolution equations asymptotically becomes:

τ κ̇(t) → −κ(t) +O(1), |κ| → ∞, (16)

where O(1) refers to the κ independent saturation term
due to the saturation of tanh(.) non-linearities. Thus,
unlike the toy model, RNN equations cannot generate a
global ghost point, as there is always at least one fixed
point to accommodate f(κ;m,n, b) → −κ limit as κ →
±∞. Instead, as we show in Fig. 3, the ghost point
emerges locally.

Second, the RNN equations have a characteristic time-
scale, τ , with respect to which we perform an Euler dis-
cretization and design the delay period T . Specifically,
we pick ∆t = 5ms such that ∆ = ∆t/τ = 0.5 and the
time evolution equations become:

x[t+∆t] = (1−∆)x[t] + ∆ tanh(Wx[t] + b). (17)

Finally, the rank-one RNN, despite being characterized
by a single dynamical variable, has O(N) parameters.
This means there are far more knobs to turn, effectively
creating redundancy and sloppy dimensions. Thus, we do
not expect the critical learning rate in RNNs to follow
Eq. (15), as the RNNs are more expressive than the
toy model. For example, they can learn to change the
curvature of the ghost point as shown in Fig. 3A. But, as
shown in Fig. S1, we did recover the same trend between
the learning rates and the final loss function values.
For our analysis with increasing ranks in Fig. S2, we

used the RNNs described by Eq. (3), but with the fol-
lowing output:

ô(t) = wT
outx(t) + bout, (18)

where wout ∈ RN and bout ∈ R are trainable parameters.
Unlike the rank-one RNNs, this choice allows to train
the confidence parameter (c for the previous models) and
the threshold value (κ∗ or x∗ for previous models). We
enforce the rank constraints by defining M ∈ RN×K and
N ∈ RK×N such that

W = MN (19)

is a low-rank matrix. We train these networks by first
computing the forward evolution using the same dis-
cretization procedure explained in Eq. (17) and perform-
ing stochastic gradient descent on the discretized version
of the loss function in Eq. (1).
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