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ABSTRACT

Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) is the de facto optimizer in deep learning, yet its
theoretical understanding remains limited. Prior analyses show that Adam favors
solutions aligned with ¢.,-geometry, but these results are restricted to the full-batch
regime. In this work, we study the implicit bias of incremental Adam (using one
sample per step) for logistic regression on linearly separable data, and show that its
bias can deviate from the full-batch behavior. As an extreme example, we construct
datasets on which incremental Adam provably converges to the /5-max-margin
classifier, in contrast to the /.,-max-margin bias of full-batch Adam. For general
datasets, we characterize its bias using a proxy algorithm for the S — 1 limit. This
proxy maximizes a data-adaptive Mahalanobis-norm margin, whose associated
covariance matrix is determined by a data-dependent dual fixed-point formulation.
We further present concrete datasets where this bias reduces to the standard ¢5- and
{~-max-margin classifiers. As a counterpoint, we prove that Signum (Bernstein
et al., 2018) converges to the /,-max-margin classifier for any batch size. Overall,
our results highlight that the implicit bias of Adam crucially depends on both the
batching scheme and the dataset, while Signum remains invariant.

1 INTRODUCTION

The implicit bias of optimization algorithms plays a crucial role in training deep neural net-
works (Vardi, 2023). Even without explicit regularization, these algorithms steer learning toward
solutions with specific structural properties. In over-parameterized models, where the training data
can be perfectly classified and many global minima exist, the implicit bias dictates which solutions are
selected. Understanding this phenomenon has become central to explaining why over-parameterized
models often generalize well despite their ability to fit arbitrary labels (Zhang et al., 2017).

A canonical setting for studying implicit bias is linear classification on separable data with logistic
loss. In this setup, achieving zero training loss requires the model’s weights to diverge to infinity,
making the direction of convergence—which defines the decision boundary—the key object of study.
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Figure 1: Mini-batch Adam loses the /.,-max-margin bias of full-batch Adam. Cosine similarity
between the weight vector and the /5-max-margin (left) and /.,-max-margin (right) solutions in
a linear classification task on 10 data points drawn from the 50-dimensional standard Gaussian.
Full-batch Adam with (51, 82) = (0.9,0.95) converges to the {,-max-margin solution, whereas
mini-batch variants with batch size 1 converge to the different direction (see Section 4 for the detailed
characterization). See Appendix C for experimental details.
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Seminal work by Soudry et al. (2018) establishes that gradient descent (GD) converges to the /-
max-margin solution. This foundational result has inspired extensive research extending the analysis
to neural networks, alternative optimizers, and other loss functions (Gunasekar et al., 2018b; Ji &
Telgarsky, 2019; 2020; Lyu & Li, 2020; Chizat & Bach, 2020; Yun et al., 2021). In this work, we
revisit the simplest setting—linear classification on separable data—to examine how the choice of
optimizer shapes implicit bias.

Among modern optimization algorithms, Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) is one of the most widely used,
making its implicit bias particularly important to understand. Zhang et al. (2024a) show that, unlike
GD, full-batch Adam converges in direction to the ¢,-max-margin solution. This behavior is closely
related to sign gradient descent (SignGD), which can be interpreted as normalized steepest descent
in the {,,-norm and is also known to converge to the ¢,,-max-margin direction (Gunasekar et al.,
2018a; Fan et al., 2025). Xie et al. (2025) further attribute Adam’s empirical success in language
model training to its ability to exploit the favorable ¢.-geometry of the loss landscape.

Yet, prior work on implicit bias in linear classification has almost exclusively focused on the full-batch
setting. In contrast, modern training relies on stochastic mini-batches, a regime where theoretical
understanding remains limited. Notably, Nacson et al. (2019) show that SGD preserves the same
{2-max-margin bias as GD, suggesting that mini-batching may not alter an optimizer’s implicit bias.
But does this extend to adaptive methods such as Adam?

Does Adam’s characteristic {,-bias persist under the mini-batch setting?

Perhaps surprisingly, we find that the answer is no. Our experiments (Figure 1) illustrate that when
trained on Gaussian data, full-batch Adam converges to the /,,-max-margin direction, whereas
mini-batch Adam variants with batch size 1 converge to the different direction, which is even closer
to the /5-max-margin solution. To explain this phenomenon, we develop a theoretical framework for
analyzing the implicit bias of mini-batch Adam, focusing on the batch size 1 case as a representative
contrast to the full-batch regime. To the best of our knowledge, this work provides the first theoretical
evidence that Adam’s implicit bias is fundamentally altered in the mini-batch setting.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

* We analyze incremental Adam, which processes one sample per step in a cyclic order. Despite
its momentum-based updates, we show that its epoch-wise dynamics can be approximated by a
recurrence depending only on the current iterate, which becomes a key tool in our analysis (see
Section 2).

* We demonstrate a sharp contrast between full-batch and mini-batch Adam using a family of
structured datasets, Scaled Rademacher (SR) data. On SR data, we prove that incremental Adam
converges to the 5-max-margin solution, while full-batch Adam converges to the ¢,-max-margin
solution (see Section 3).

* For general dataset, we introduce a uniform-averaging proxy that characterizes the limiting behavior
of incremental Adam as 85 — 1. We identify its convergence direction as the solution of a data-
adaptive margin-maximization problem, induced by a Mahalanobis norm whose covariance matrix
determined by a data-dependent dual fixed-point equation. We further present concrete datasets
where this bias reduces to the standard /- and /,-max-margin classifiers (see Section 4).

* Finally, we prove that Signum (SignSGD with momentum; Bernstein et al. (2018)), unlike Adam,
maintains its bias toward the ¢,-max-margin solution for any batch size when the momentum
parameter is sufficiently close to 1 (see Section 5).

2 How CAN WE APPROXIMATE WITHOUT-REPLACEMENT ADAM?

Notation. For a vector v, let v[k] denote its k-th entry, v; its value at time step ¢, and v s Nets
unless stated otherwise. For a matrix M, let M[i, j] denote its (i, j)-th entry. We use AN~! to
denote the probability simplex in R™V. Let [N] = {0,1,--- , N — 1} denote the set of the first N

non-negative integers. For a PSD matrix M, define the Mahalanobis norm as [|x|pm £ Vx T Mx.
For vectors, /-, (-)2, and - operations are applied entry-wise unless stated otherwise. Given two
functions f(t), g(t), we denote f(t) = O(g(t)) if there exist C,T > 0 such that ¢ > T implies
|f ()] < C|g(¢)|. For two vectors v and w, we denote v o< w if v = ¢ - w for a positive scalar ¢ > 0.
Let r = a mod b denote the remainder when dividing a by b, i.e., 0 < r < b.
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Algorithm 1 Det -Adam Algorithm 2 ITnc-Adam
Hyperparams: Learning rate schedule {7, };_,', Hyperparams: Learning rate schedule {n;}/_',
momentum parameters 31, 82 € [0, 1) momentum parameters 31, 32 € [0, 1)
Input: Initial weight wyo, dataset {X; };c[n] Input: Initial weight wo, dataset {X; };c[n]
1: Initialize momentumm_; =v_; =0 1: Initialize momentumm_; =v_; =0
2: fort=0,1,2,..., T —1do 2: fort=0,1,2,..., 7 —1do
3: gt — VL‘(Wt) 3: g — V£it (Wt), iy =t mod N
4 my < fimy_g + (1 - Br)gy 40 my < fimy_q + (1 - f51)gy
S: 0 v Poviir + (1 — Bo)g? 50 v+ Bovisi 4 (1 — Bo)g?
6: Wil <= Wy — 1) \r}‘l‘% 6: Wil < W — 1 %
7: end for 7: end for
8: return wp 8: return wp

Algorithms. We focus on incremental Adam (Inc-Adam), which processes mini-batch gradients
sequentially from indices 0 to N — 1 in each epoch. Studying Inc-Adam provides a tractable way
to understand the implicit bias of mini-batch Adam: our experiments show that its iterates converge
in directions closely aligned with mini-batch Adam of batch size 1 under both with-replacement and
random-reshuffling sampling. Sharing the same mini-batch accumulation mechanism, Inc—Adam
serves as a faithful surrogate for theoretical analysis. Pseudocodes for Inc—Adam and full-batch
deterministic Adam (Det -Adam) are given in Algorithms 1 and 2.

Stability Constant e.  In practice, we often consider an additional e term for numerical stability and
update with w1 = wy — 1, \/‘% In fact, when investigating the asymptotic behavior of Adam,

the stability constant significantly affects the converging direction, since vy — 0 as ¢ — oo and €
dominates v;. Wang et al. (2021) investigate RMSprop and Adam with the stability constant, yielding
their directional convergence to {5-max-margin solution. More recent approaches, however, point
out that analyzing Adam without the stability constant is more suitable for describing its intrinsic
behavior (Xie & Li, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024a; Fan et al., 2025). We adopt this view and consider the
version of Adam without e.

Problem Settings. We primarily focus on binary linear classification tasks. To be specific, training
data are given by {(x;, ¥i) }ie[n], Where x; € R?, y; € {—1,+1}. We aim to find a linear classifier
w which minimizes the loss

L(w) = széyzwxz NZL

1E[N]

where £ : R — R is a surrogate loss for classification accuracy and £,(w) = ¢(y;(w,x;)) denotes
the loss value on the ¢-th data point. Without loss of generality, we assume y; = +1, since we
can newly define X; = y;x;. In this paper, we consider two loss functions ¢ € {/eyp, f1¢ }, Where
lexp(2) = exp(—z) denotes the exponential loss and {15, (2) = log(1 + e~#) denotes the logistic loss.

To investigate the implicit bias of Adam variants, we make the following assumptions.
Assumption 2.1 (Separable data). There exists w € R such that w'x; > 0, Vi € [N].
Assumption 2.2. x;[k] # 0 forall i € [N], k € [d].

Assumption 2.3 (Learning rate schedule). The sequence of learning rates, {n; }$°,, satisfies

(a) {m}2; is decreasingint, > .-, m = 0o, and limy_,o 7y = 0.

(b) Forall 8 € (0,1),c; > 0, there exist t; € N4, co > 0 such that Zi:o BT (e 27 =1 e—r! —
1) < comy forall t > ¢;.

Assumption 2.1 guarantees linear separability of the data. Assumption 2.2 holds with probability 1
if the data is sampled from a continuous distribution. Assumption 2.3 originates from Zhang et al.
(2024a) and it takes a crucial role to bound the error from the movement of weights. We note that
a polynomial decaying learning rate schedule n, = (¢ +2)~%,a € (0, 1] satisfies Assumption 2.3,
which is proved by Lemma C.1 in Zhang et al. (2024a).
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The dependence of the Adam update on the full gradient history makes its asymptotic analysis
largely intractable. We address this challenge with the following propositions, which show that the
epoch-wise updates of Inc—Adam and the updates of Det ~Adam can be approximated by a function
that depends only on the current iterate. Detailed proofs are deferred to Appendix D.

Proposition 2.4. Let {w;}:° be the iterates of Det—Adam with 31 < 5. Then, under Assump-

1/2
tions 2.2 and 2.3, if limy_, o, % = 0, then the update of k-th coordinate wy1[k] — w[k]

can be represented by
wip1[k] — wi[k] = —m (sign(VL(we)[k]) + &) , ¢))

Sfor some lim;_, ., ¢, = 0.

Proposition 2.5. Let {w,}:2 be the iterates of Inc—Adam with 31 < [5. Then, under Assump-
tions 2.2 and 2.3, the epoch-wise update w° 11— w' can be represented by

Yjem A1 VL (WD)
W?‘—‘,—l - Wg = —1NrN CinL‘(ﬂl?BQ) Z ]E[N] 1(i J) ! + € ) (2)
i€[N] \/Zje[N] By 'V Li(wy)?

where {7 = g med N, g{ia) — gEI AN, G (8, By) = 1By JA0 s a function of

Bi, B2, and lim, o €, = 0. If n; = (t + 2)~% for some a € (0, 1], then ||€,||oc = O(r=%/2).

Discrepancy between Det—Adam and Inc—Adam. Propositions 2.4 and 2.5 reveal a fundamental
discrepancy between the behavior of Det —~Adam and one of Inc-Adam. Proposition 2.4 demon-
strates that Det —~Adam can be approximated by SignGD, which has been reported by previous works
(Balles & Hennig, 2018; Zou et al., 2023). Note that the condition is not satisfied when V.L(w)[k]

decays at a rate on the order of 77,51 / 2/J(wt), which often calls for a more detailed analysis (see Zhang
et al. (2024a, Lemma 6.2)). Such an analysis establishes that Det —Adam asymptotically finds an ¢..-
max-margin solution, a property that holds regardless of the choice of momentum hyperparameters
satisfying 81 < (5 (Zhang et al., 2024a).

In stark contrast, our epoch-wise analysis illustrates that Inc—Adam’s updates more closely follow
a weighted, preconditioned GD. This makes its behavior highly dependent on both the momentum
parameters and the current iterate. The discrepancy originates from the use of mini-batch gradients;
the preconditioner tracks the sum of squared mini-batch gradients, which diverges from the squared
full-batch gradient. This discrepancy results in the highly complex dynamics of Inc—-Adam, which
are investigated in subsequent sections.

3  WARMUP: STRUCTURED DATA

Eliminating Coordinate-Adaptivity. To highlight the fundamental discrepancy between
Det-Adam and Inc-Adam, we construct a scenario that completely nullifies the coordinate-wise
adaptivity of Inc—Adam’s preconditioner by introducing the following family of structured datasets.

Definition 3.1. We define Scaled Rademacher (SR) data as a set of vectors {X; };c|y) Which satisfy
Ix;[k]| = |x:[l]|, Vk, € [d], for each i € [N]. We also assume that SR data satisfy Assumptions 2.1
and 2.2, unless otherwise specified.

Applying Proposition 2.5 to the SR dataset, we obtain the following corollary.
Corollary 3.2. Consider Inc—Adam iterates {w:}>, on SR data. Then, under Assumptions 2.2

and 2.3, the epoch-wise update w? 1= wV can be approximated by weighted normalized GD, i.e.,

w0 w0 = 4l Grwdte | 3)
+1 % V(w2

where lim, _, o €. = 0 and ¢ < a;(r) < cq for some positive constants c1, ca only depending on
Br, Ba, {xi}ierny. If e = (t +2)~ for some a € (0,1], then ||€,]|c = O(r=*/?).



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Cosine Similarity with £,-Max-Margin Solution Cosine Similarity with £,-Max-Margin Solution
100 mmmmmmmmm e o oo oo oo ey -
0.98
20.96 7’
K]
‘£0.94
&
20.92
@
So.90 —— oD —— oD
Full-batch Adam Full-batch Adam
0.88 —=— With-replacement Stochastic Adam —=— With-replacement Stochastic Adam
—4+— Random Reshuffling Stochastic Adam —4— Random Reshuffling Stochastic Adam
0.86 +— Incremental Adam +— Incremental Adam
103 10% 10° 10° 103 10% 10° 10°
Iterations Iterations

Figure 2: Mini-batch Adam converges to the />-max-margin solution on the SR dataset. We train
on the dataset xo = (1,1,1,1), x1 = (2,2,2,-2), x2 = (3,3,-3,-3), and x; = (4,—4,4,—4).
Variants of mini-batch Adam with batch size 1 consistently converge to the ¢5-max-margin direction,
while full-batch Adam converges to the /..-max-margin direction.

Although using a structured dataset simplifies the denominator in Equation (2), the dynamics are still
governed by weighted GD, which requires careful analysis. Prior work studies the implicit bias of
weighted GD, particularly in the context of importance weighting (Xu et al., 2021; Zhai et al., 2023),
but these analysis typically assume that the weights are constant or convergent. In our setting, the
weight a;(r) varies with the epoch count r. We address this challenge and characterize the implicit
bias of Inc-Adam on the SR data as follows.

Theorem 3.3. Consider Inc—-Adam iterates {w;}32, with 1 < 3 on SR data under Assump-
tions 2.1 to 2.3. If (a) L(w:) — 0 ast — oo and (b) ny = (t + 2)° for a € (2/3,1], then it
satisfies

lim = Wy,,

100 [|wi[l

where Wy, denotes the (unique) {2-max-margin solution of SR data {X;}c|n)-

The analysis in Theorem 3.3 relies on Corollary 3.2, which ensures that the weights a;(r) are bounded
by two positive constants, ¢; and cy. This condition is crucial to prevent any individual data from
having a vanishing contribution, which could cause the Inc—Adam iterates to deviate from the
£o-max-margin direction. Furthermore, the controlled learning rate schedule is key to bounding the
€, term in our analysis. The proof and further discussion are deferred to Appendix E. As shown in
Figure 2, our experiments on SR data confirm that mini-batch Adam with batch size 1 converges in
direction to the ¢5-max-margin classifier, in contrast to the ¢,-bias of full-batch Adam.

Notably, Theorem 3.3 holds for any choice of momentum hyperparameters satisfying 51 < (2; see
Figure 9 in Appendix B for empirical evidence. This invariance of the bias arises from the structure of
SR data, which removes the coordinate adaptivity that momentum hyperparameters would normally
affect. For general datasets, the invariance no longer holds; the adaptivity persists and varies with the
choice of momentum hyperparameters, as discussed in Appendix A. In the next section, we introduce
a proxy algorithm to study the regime where (5 is close to 1 and characterize its implicit bias.

4 GENERALIZATION: ADAMPROXY

Uniform-Averaging Proxy. A key challenge in characterizing the limiting predictor of Inc-Adam
for a general datasets is that its approximated update (Proposition 2.5) is difficult to analyze directly.
To address this, we study a simpler uniform-averaging proxy, derived in Proposition 4.1 under the
limit B2 — 1. This approximation is well-motivated, as 35 is typically chosen close to 1 in practice.

Proposition 4.1. Let {w}{°, be the iterates of Inc—Adam with 81 < 5. Then, under Assump-

tions 2.2 and 2.3, the epoch-wise update w®,_ | — w? can be expressed as

1- By

0 0 _
Wrt1 — Wy = —1rN + 6,82 s

1_52 \/Zz 1v‘C

where lim sup,._, . ||€3, ()| 0o < €(B2) and limg,_,1 €(B2) = 0.
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Definition 4.2. We define an update of AdamProxy as

d; = Prx(w;) & VEL(wi) ,

Sy VLi(wy)?2 “

Wiyl = Wy — 104

Proposition 4.3 (Loss convergence). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, there exists a positive constant
n > 0 depending only on the dataset {X;};c[n), such that if the learning rate schedule satisfies

ne < mand Y2 n = oo, then AdamP roxy iterates minimize the loss, i.e., lim;_, oo L(w;) = 0.

To characterize the convergence direction of AdamProxy, we further assume that the weights
{w:}22, and the updates {d;}5°, converge in direction.
Assumption 4.4. We assume that: (a) learning rates {n; } 72, satisfy the conditions in Proposition 4.3,
(b) Lm0 o 2 W, and (¢) Flims_, 0 i (;5;“2 L5,

Lemma 4.5. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 4.4, there exists ¢ = (cg, -+ ,en—_1) € AN~ such
that the limit direction W of AdamP roxy satisfies
) CiX;
W o E’LE[N] (aind (5)

\/ Eie[N] ix;

and c; = 0 fori ¢ S, where S = arg min, ey W | x; is the index set of support vectors of W.

Prior research on the implicit bias of optimizers has predominantly focused on characterizing the
convergence direction through the formulation of a corresponding optimization problem. For example,
the solution to the £,-max-margin problem,

1
max §HWHI2) subjectto w'x; —1>0, Vi € [N],

describes the implicit bias of the steepest descent algorithm with respect to the £,-norm in linear
classification tasks (Gunasekar et al., 2018a). However, Equation (5) does not correspond to the KKT
conditions of a conventional optimization problem. To address this, we introduce a novel framework
to describe the convergence direction, based on a parametric optimization problem combined with
fixed-point analysis between dual variables.

Definition 4.6. Given c € AN~1, we define a parametric optimization problem Pag,m(c) as

1
Pagam(c) : min §||w||§4(c) subjectto w'x; —1 >0, Vi € [N], (6)
weR

where M(c) = diag(y/> ;1w cx?) € R?¥4, We define p(c) as the set of global optimizers of

Pagam(c) and d(c) as the set of corresponding dual solutions. Let S(w) = {i € [N] | w 'x; = 1}
denote the index set for the support vectors for any w € X (c).

Assumption 4.7 (Linear Independence Constraint Qualification). For any c € AVN~! and w € p(c),
the set of support vectors {X; };c s(w) is linearly independent.

Assumption 4.7 ensures the uniqueness of the dual solution for Pag,m(c), which is essential for our
framework. This assumption naturally holds in the overparameterized regime where the dataset
{Xi}ie[n) consists of linearly independent vectors.

Theorem 4.8. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 4.7, Pigam(c) admits unique primal and dual solutions,
so that p(c) and d(c) can be regarded as vector-valued functions. Moreover, under Assumptions 2.1,
2.2, 4.4 and 4.7, the following hold:

(a) p: ANt — R? is continuous.

d(c)

COI s continuous.

() d: AN~ R]ZVO\{O} is continuous. Consequently, the map T(c) =

(c) The map T : AN=1 — AN=1 admits at least one fixed point.
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Algorithm 3 Fixed-Point Iteration

Input: Dataset {X;};cn), initialization co € AN, threshold €, > 0
1: repeat
2: Solve Padam(co) : min 3 [|w]|a(c,) Subjectto w'x; — 1> 0,Vi € [N]
W — Primal(PAdam)
C1 < Dual(PAdam)
§ ¢ [ler — coll2
Cp < C1
until § < e,
return w

AN A

(d) There exists c* € {c € AN=Y : T(c) = c} such that the convergence direction W of
AdamProxy is proportional to p(c*).

Theorem 4.8 shows how the parametric optimization problem Ppg,m(c) captures the characterization
from Lemma 4.5. The central idea is to treat the vector ¢ from Equation (5) in a dual role: as both
the parameter of Pagam(c) and as its corresponding dual variable. The convergence direction is then
identified at the point where these two roles coincide, leading naturally to the fixed-point formulation.
Detailed proofs are deferred to Appendix F.

To computationally identify the convergence direction of AdamProxy based on Theorem 4.8, we
introduce the fixed-point iteration described in Algorithm 3. Numerical experiments confirm that the
resulting solution accurately predicts the limiting directions of both AdamProxy and Inc—-Adam
(see Example 4.10). However, the complexity of the mapping 7' makes it challenging to establish a
formal convergence guarantee for Algorithm 3. A rigorous analysis is left for future work.

Data-dependent Limit Directions. We illustrate how structural properties of the data shape the
limit direction of AdamP roxy through three case studies. These examples demonstrate that both
AdamProxy and Inc—-Adam converge to directions that are intrinsically data-dependent.

Example 4.9 (Revisiting SR data). For SR data {x;},c|n], the matrix M(c) reduces to a scaled

identity for every c € AV ~!. Hence, the parametric optimization problem Pjgam(c) narrows down
to the standard SVM formulation

1
min§||w||§ subjectto w'x; —1>0, Vi € [N].

Therefore, Theorem 4.8 implies that AdamProxy converges to the /5-max-margin solution. This
finding is consistent with Theorem 3.3, which establishes the directional convergence of Inc—Adam
on SR data. Together, these results indicate that the structural property of SR data that eliminates
coordinate adaptivity persists in the limit S, — 1.

Example 4.10 (Revisiting Gaussian data). We next validate the fixed-point characterization in
Theorem 4.8 using the Gaussian dataset from Figure 1. The theoretical limit direction is given by
the fixed point of T" defined in Theorem 4.8, which we compute via the iteration in Algorithm 3. As
shown in Figure 3, both AdamProxy and mini-batch Adam variants with batch size 1 converge to
the predicted solution, confirming the fixed-point formulation and the effectiveness of Algorithm 3.
Furthermore, this demonstrates that, depending on the dataset, the limit direction of mini-batch Adam
may differ from both the conventional /- and ¢.,-max-margin solutions.

Example 4.11 (Shifted-diagonal data). Consider N = d and {x;}c[q) C R? with x; = x;e; +
521.# e; forsome § > 0and 0 < 29 < --- < x4—1. Then, the {,,-max-margin problem

1
minﬁHngo subjectto  w'x; > 1, Vi € [N]

has the solution W, =

(I0+(<1i*1)5’ - w0+(271)§) € R?. Notice that c* = (1,0,--- ,0) € A1
is a fixed point of 7" in Theorem 4.8, and W, = p(c*); detailed calculations are deferred to
Appendix F. Consequently, the ¢.,-max-margin solution serves a candidate for the convergence
direction of AdamProxy as predicted by Theorem 4.8. To verify this, we run AdamProxy and
mini-batch Adam variants with batch size 1 on shifted-diagonal data given by xo = (1,6, 9, d),
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Figure 3: Mini-batch Adam converges to the fixed-point solution on Gaussian data. We train on
the same Gaussian data as in Figure 1 and plot the cosine similarity of the weight vector with the
£5-max-margin solution (left) and the fixed-point solution (right). The results show that variants of
mini-batch Adam with batch size 1 converge to the fixed-point solution obtained by Algorithm 3,
consistent with our theoretical prediction (Theorem 4.8).
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Figure 4: Mini-batch Adam converges to the /., -max-margin solution on a shifted-diagonal
dataset. We train on the dataset xg = (1,4,4,0), x1 = (4,2,4,9), x2 = (6,4,4,9), and x3 =
(6,6,0,8) with 6 = 0.1. Variants of mini-batch Adam with batch size 1 converge to the £,-max-
margin direction.

x1 = (6,2,6,9), xo = (6,0,4,6), and x3 = (,6,0,8) with § = 0.1. As shown in Figure 4, all
mini-batch Adam variants converge to the /,-max-margin solution, consistent with the theoretical
prediction.

A key limitation of our analysis is that it assumes 52 — 1 and a batch size of 1. In Appendix A, we
provide a preliminary analysis of how batch size and momentum hyperparameters affect the implicit
bias of mini-batch Adam. In particular, Appendix A.2 explains why our fixed-point framework does
not directly extend to finite 3.

5 SIGNUM CAN RETAIN /..-BIAS UNDER MINI-BATCH REGIME

In the previous section, we showed that Adam loses its £,,-max-margin bias under mini-batch updates,
drifting toward data-dependent solutions. This motivates the search for a SignGD-type algorithm
that preserves /.,-geometry even in the mini-batch regime. We prove that Signum (Bernstein et al.,
2018) satisfies this property: with momentum close to 1, its iterates converge to the £,,-max-margin
direction for arbitrary mini-batch sizes.

Theorem 5.1. Let & > 0. Then there exists € > 0 such that the iterates {w;}{2, of Inc-Signum
(Algorithm 4) with batch size b and momentum 3 € (1 — €, 1), under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3, satisfy

: T
min,; e [N] X, Wt

lim inf > Yoo — 6, @)
t—o00 [Welloo

where

Yoo & max min w' x;, D = max ||x;|1,

[Wlloo <1 i€[N] i€[N]

and 1

€= ————————min{¢, L= ifb <N, e=1 ifb=N.
TR R ¢
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Theorem 5.1 demonstrates that, unlike Adam, Signum preserves {,-max-margin bias for any batch
size, provided momentum is sufficiently close to 1. This generalizes the full-batch result of Fan et al.
(2025). Moreover, the requirement 5 = 1 is not merely technical but necessary in the mini-batch
setting to ensure convergence to the ¢.,-max-margin solution; see Figure 10 in Appendix B for
empirical evidence. As shown in Figure 5, our experiments on the Gaussian dataset from Figure 1
show that Inc—Signum (8 = 0.99) maintains ¢..-bias, regardless of the choice of batch size. Proofs
and further discussion are deferred to Appendix G.

Cosine Similarity with £,-Max-Margin Solution Cosine Similarity with £.-Max-Margin Solution
B e o000t T Bt BT T R -
209t —— %
£
s
‘£0.8
@ —+— GD —— GD
g 0.7 Full-batch Signum Full-batch Signum
2 —=— Incremental Signum (batch size 5) —=— Incremental Signum (batch size 5)
o —&— Incremental Signum (batch size 2) —+— Incremental Signum (batch size 2)
0.6 —&— Incremental Signum (batch size 1) —&— Incremental Signum (batch size 1)
—— Incremental Adam (batch size 1) —— Incremental Adam (batch size 1)
05 10° 10* 10° 10° 10° 10* 10° 10°
Iterations Iterations

Figure 5: Mini-batch Signum converges to the /. -max-margin solution. We train on the same
Gaussian data (N = 10, d = 50) as in Figure 1, using full-batch Signum and incremental Signum
with 8 = 0.99, for batch sizes b € {5,2,1}. Across all batch sizes, incremental Signum consistently
converges to the /.,-max-margin solution, in sharp contrast to incremental Adam.

6 RELATED WORK

Understanding Adam. Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) and its variant AdamW (Loshchilov &
Hutter, 2019) are standard optimizers for large-scale models, particularly in domains like language
modeling where SGD often falls short. A significant body of research seeks to explain this empirical
success. One line focuses on convergence guarantees. The influential work of Reddi et al. (2018)
demonstrates Adam’s failure to converge on certain convex problems, which motivates numerous
studies establishing its convergence under various practical conditions (Défossez et al., 2022; Zhang
et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023; Hong & Lin, 2024; Ahn & Cutkosky, 2024; Jin et al., 2025). Another line
investigates why Adam outperforms SGD, attributing its success to robustness against heavy-tailed
gradient noise (Zhang et al., 2020), better adaptation to ill-conditioned landscapes (Jiang et al., 2023;
Pan & Li, 2023), and effectiveness in contexts of heavy-tailed class imbalance or gradient/Hessian
heterogeneity (Kunstner et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024b; Tomihari & Sato, 2025). Ahn et al. (2024)
further observe that this performance gap arises even in shallow linear Transformers. Recent works
investigate how the choice of momentum hyperparameters (Orvieto & Gower, 2025) and the rotation
operation (Zhang et al., 2025) affect the performance of Adam.

Implicit Bias and Connection to /.,-Geometry. Recent work increasingly examines Adam’s
implicit bias and its connection to {,,-geometry. This link is motivated by Adam’s similarity to
SignGD (Balles & Hennig, 2018; Bernstein et al., 2018), which performs normalized steepest descent
under the /..-norm. Kunstner et al. (2023) show that the performance gap between Adam and SGD
increases with batch size, while SignGD achieves performance similar to Adam in the full-batch
regime, supporting this connection. Zhang et al. (2024a) prove that Adam without a stability constant
converges to the /,,-max-margin solution in separable linear classification, later extended to multi-
class classification by Fan et al. (2025). Tsilivis et al. (2025) investigate implicit bias of steepest
descent in homogeneous neural networks, supporting that SignGD describes a typical dynamics
of Adam. Complementing these results, Xie & Li (2024) show that AdamW implicitly solves an
{~o-norm-constrained optimization problem, connecting its dynamics to the Frank-Wolfe algorithm.
Exploiting this /.,-geometry is argued to be a key factor in Adam’s advantage over SGD, particularly
for language model training (Xie et al., 2025). Vasudeva et al. (2025) examine how Adam and GD
show different implicit biases when training two-layer ReLU networks, describing Adam’s richer and
more diverse decision boundary.

7 DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

We studied the convergence directions of Adam and Signum for logistic regression on linearly
separable data in the mini-batch regime. Unlike full-batch Adam, which always converges to the
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{.-max-margin solution, mini-batch Adam exhibits data-dependent behavior, revealing a richer
implicit bias, while Signum consistently preserves the ¢,,-max-margin bias across all batch sizes.

Toward understanding the Adam-SGD gap. Empirical evidence shows that Adam’s advan-
tage over SGD is most pronounced in large-batch training, while the gap diminishes with smaller
batches (Kunstner et al., 2023; Sreckovié et al., 2025; Marek et al., 2025). Our results suggest a
possible explanation: the /,-adaptivity of Adam, proposed as the source of its advantage (Xie et al.,
2025), may vanish in the mini-batch regime. An important direction for future work is to investigate
whether this loss of /.-adaptivity extends beyond linear models and how it interacts with practical
large-scale training.

Limitations. Our analysis for general dataset relies on the asymptotic regime 52 — 1 and on
incremental Adam as a tractable surrogate. Extending the framework to finite 35, larger batch sizes,
and common sampling schemes (e.g., random reshuffling) would make the theory more complete.
See Appendix A for further discussion. Relaxing technical assumptions and developing tools that
apply under broader conditions also remain important directions.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

All assumptions and theorems for our theoretical results are stated in the main paper, with their
complete proofs deferred to Appendices D to G. The primary experimental setups are described
in the main paper and Appendix C, while details for supplementary experiments are provided in
Appendices B and C.
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A FURTHER DISCUSSION

A.1 EFFECT OF HYPERPARAMETERS ON MINI-BATCH ADAM

The scope of our analysis does not fully encompass the effects of batch sizes and momentum
hyperparameters on the limit direction of mini-batch Adam. To motivate further investigation, this
section presents preliminary empirical evidence that shows the sensitivity of the limit direction to
these choices.

Effect of Batch Size. To investigate the effect of batch size on the limiting behavior of mini-batch
Adam, we run incremental Adam on the Gaussian data with N = 10, d = 50, varying batch sizes
among 1, 2, 5, and 10. Figure 6 shows that as the batch size increases, the cosine similarity between
the iterate and ¢,,-max-margin solution increases. This result suggests that the choice of batch size
does affect the limiting behavior of mini-batch Adam, wherein larger batch sizes yield dynamics
that converge towards those of the full-batch regime. A formal characterization of this dependency
presents a compelling direction for future research.

Cosine Similarity with £,-Max-Margin Solution Cosine Similarity with £,-Max-Margin Solution
1.0
i —,
——
209 — —
£ —_— —
2 EE——Y
‘£0.8
:
o
£0.7
2 —=~— Full-batch Adam —+— Full-batch Adam
© Incremental Adam (batch size 5) Incremental Adam (batch size 5)
0.6 —s— Incremental Adam (batch size 2) —s— Incremental Adam (batch size 2)
—+— Incremental Adam (batch size 1) —+— Incremental Adam (batch size 1)
5
05 10 10% 10° 10° 10 10% 10° 10°
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Figure 6: The choice of batch size influences the limit direction of mini-batch Adam. We train
on the same Gaussian data (N = 10,d = 50) as in Figure 1 and plot the cosine similarity of the
weight vector with the £2-max-margin solution (left) and the ¢,-max-margin solution (right), varying
batch sizes in {1, 2,5, 10}. As the choice of batch size becomes closer to 10 (full-batch), the limit
direction aligns closer to {,-max-margin solution.

Effect of Momentum Hyperparameters. Theorem 4.8 characterizes the limit direction of
AdamProxy, which approximates mini-batch Adam with a batch size of one in the high-35 regime.
We investigate how this approximation fails in the different choice of momentum hyperparameters.
Revisiting the Gaussian data with N = 10, d = 50, we run mini-batch Adam with a batch size of 1
(including Tnc—Adam) using LR schedule 7, = O(t~98), varying the momentum hyperparameters
(61, 82) € {(0.1,0.95), (0.5,0.95), (0.9,0.95), (0.1,0.1), (0.1,0.5), (0.1,0.9) }.

The first experiment investigates the influence of 51 by varying 8; € {0.1,0.5,0.9} while maintaining
a high choice of 52 = 0.95. The results, presented in Figure 7, demonstrate that 5; does not affect
the convergence direction. This finding validates Proposition 4.1, which posits that our AdamProxy
framework accurately models the high-3, regime, regardless of the choice of ;.

Conversely, the choice of S2 shows to be critical. We sweep 2 € {0.1,0.5,0.9} while maintain-
ing 81 = 0.1 and plot the cosine similarities in Figure 8. The results illustrate that for choices
of B2 € {0.1,0.5}, the trajectory of mini-batch Adam deviates from the fixed-point solution of
Theorem 4.8. It indicates that the high-35 condition is crucial for the approximation via AdamProxy
and characterizing the limit direction of mini-batch Adam in the low-, regime remains an important
future direction.

A.2 CAN WE DIRECTLY ANALYZE INC—ADAM FOR GENERAL (357

As empirically demonstrated in Appendix A.1, the selection of 5, alters the limiting behavior of
Inc—-Adam. This observation motivates an inquiry into whether our fixed-point formulation can
be directly generalized to accommodate general choices of 32, based on a more general proxy
algorithm. We proceed by outlining the technical challenges that prevent such a direct application of
our framework, even under a stronger assumption on (3; and the behavior of w,.
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Figure 7: 51 does not affect the convergence direction of mini-batch Adam for large 35. We train
on the same Gaussian data as in Figure 1, varying 3 € {0.9,0.5,0.1} with fixed 82 = 0.95, and
plot the cosine similarity between the weight vector and the fixed-point solution (Algorithm 3). All
mini-batch Adam variants with batch size 1 consistently converge to the fixed-point solution.
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Figure 8: (3, affects the convergence direction of mini-batch Adam. We train on the same Gaussian
data as in Figure 1, varying 85 € {0.9,0.5,0.1} with fixed 5; = 0.1, and plot the cosine similarity
between the weight vector and the fixed-point solution (Algorithm 3). Mini-batch Adam variants
with batch size 1 deviate increasingly from the fixed-point solution as > decreases.

Let {w;} be the Inc—-Adam iterates with $; = 0. For simplicity, we only consider the epoch-wise
update and denote w,. = w?, N = Cinc(0, B2)1,- N as an abuse of notation. By Proposition 2.5, w,.
can be written by

VLi(w,)
@76 $IvL(w,)?

()

>
\ >

+€;

Wyyp1 — Wy = *777'67'

for some €, — 0. Note that (#) replaces AdamP roxy in Section 4, incorporating the rich behavior
induced by a general 5. Then, we provide a preliminary characterization of the limit direction of
Inc—-Adam as follows.

Lemma A.l. Suppose that (a) L(w,) — 0 and (b) w, = ||w,|2W + p(r) for some W with
Jlim,._, p(r). Then, under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, there exists ¢ = (co, -+ ,cn—1) € AN71 such
that the limit direction W of Inc—-Adam with 51 = 0 satisfies

A CiXy

W X (®)
i€[N] \/de[zv] 52 (4.9 2 2

and c; = 0 for i ¢ S, where S = arg min, ey W | x; is the index set of support vectors of W.

We recall that the fixed-point formulation in Theorem 4.8 arises from constructing an optimiza-
tion problem whose KKT conditions are given by Equation (5) fixing the ¢;’s in the denomi-
nator; the convergence direction is then characterized when the dual solutions of the KKT con-
ditions coincide with the ¢;’s in the denominator. Therefore, to establish an analogous fixed-

point type characterization, we should construct an optimization problem whose solution is given
dix;

by w* = Ziem with dual variables d; > 0 satisfying that d; = 0 for

J €5 =argmincyw* X;.

However, this cannot be formulated via KKT conditions of an optimization problem. The in-
dex set S indicates support vectors with respect to x;, while our dual variables are multiplied to
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X b

e B 22 = X;(c). A notable direction for future work is to generalize the proposed
JE[N] By cixy

methodology for arbitrary values of 3.

B ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

Supplementary Experiments in Section 3. To investigate the universality of Theorem 3.3 with
respect to the choice of the momentum hyperparameters, we run mini-batch Adam (with batch size
1) on SR dataset xg = (1,1,1,1), x5 = (2,2,2,—-2), x2 = (3,3,—3,—3), and x5 = (4, —4, 4, —4),
varying the momentum hyperparameters (51, 52) € {(0.1,0.1),(0.5,0.5),(0.9,0.95)}. Figure 9
demonstrates that its limiting behavior toward ¢2-max-margin solution consistently holds on the
broad choices of (1, 82).

Supplementary Experiments in Section 5. Theorem 5.1 demonstrates that Tnc—Signum main-
tains its bias to ¢,,-max-margin solution, while the momentum hyperparameter 5 should be close
enough to 1 depending on the choice of batch size; the gap between 3 and 1 should decrease as
batch size b decreases. To investigate this dependency, we run Inc-Signum on the same Gaus-
sian data as in Figure 1, varying batch size b € {1,2,5,10} and the momentum hyperparameter
B €40.5,0.9,0.95,0.99}. Figure 10 shows that to maintain the ¢..-bias, the choice of 3 should be
closer to 1 as the batch size decreases.

C EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

This section provides details for the experiments presented in the main text and appendix.

We generate synthetic separable data as follows:

* Gaussian data (Figures 1, 3, 5, 6 to 8 and 10): Samples are drawn from the standard Gaussian
distribution V' (0, ). We set the dimension d = 50 and sample N = 10 points, ensuring a positive
margin so that the data is linearly separable.

* Scaled Rademacher (SR) data (Figures 2 and 9): We use xo = (1,1,1,1), x1 = (2,2,2, -2),
x5 = (3,3,—3,—3), and x5 = (4, —4, 4, —4).

* Shifted-diagonal data (Figure 4): We use xo = (1,4, 4,9),x1 = (4,2,6,9), x2 = (4,0,4,6), and
x5 = (6,4,0,8) with § = 0.1.

We minimize the exponential loss using various algorithms. Momentum hyperparameters are
(81, B2) = (0.9,0.95) for Adam and 5 = 0.99 for Signum unless specified otherwise. For Adam
and Signum variants, we use a learning rate schedule 1, = ny(t + 2)~* with 79 = 0.1 and a = 0.8,
following our theoretical analysis. Gradient descent uses a fixed learning rate 1, = 1y = 0.1. Margins
with respect to different norms are computed using CVXPY (Diamond & Boyd, 2016).

The fixed-point solution (Theorem 4.8) is obtained via fixed-point iteration (Algorithm 3) for Figures 3,
7 and 8. We initialize ¢y = (1/N,...,1/N) € AN~ set the threshold ey, = 1078, and converge
to the fixed-point solution within 20 iterations in all settings.
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Figure 9: Mini-batch Adam converges to the max ¢>-margin solution for SR data. We train
on SR dataset xg = (1,1,1,1), x; = (2,2,2,-2), xo = (3,3, -3, -3), and x5 = (4, —4, 4, —4),
varying the momentum hyperparameters. In all tested configurations, the family of mini-batch Adam
algorithms with batch size 1 converge to the /5 max-margin solution, which deviate significantly
from the ¢, bias of full-batch Adam.
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Figure 10: Effect of Batch Size on Inc-Signum. We run Inc-Signum on the same Gaussian
data (N = 10,d = 50) as in Figure 1 and plot the cosine similarity of the weight vector with
the /5-max-margin solution (left) and the ¢.,-max-margin solution (right), varying batch size b €
{1,2,5,10} and the momentum hyperparameter 5 € {0.5,0.9,0.95,0.99}. As the batch size
decreases, we should choose 3 closer to 1 to maintain the limit direction toward /.,-max-margin

solution.
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D MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 2

In this section, we provide the omitted proofs in Section 2, which describes asymptotic behaviors of
Det-Adamand Inc—Adam. We first introduce Lemma D.1 originated from Zou et al. (2023, Lemma
A.2), which gives a coordinate-wise upper bound of updates of both Det ~Adam and Inc-Adam.
Then, we prove Propositions 2.4 and 2.5 by approximating two momentum terms.

Notation. In this section, we introduce the proxy function G : R? — R defined as
1
w) = N Z 0 (w'x;).
1€[N]
Lemma D.1 (Lemma A.2 in Zou et al. (2023)). Assume 32 < B and let o = B2(1—p1)°

(1-B2)(B2—B1)"
Then, for both Det -Adam and Inc—-Adam iterates, my[k] < a+/v:[k] for all k € [d]

Proof. Following the proof of Zou et al. (2023, Lemma A.2), we can easily show that the given
upper bound holds for both Det —Adam and Inc-Adam. We prove the case of Inc—Adam, while it
naturally extends to Det ~Adam. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we get

k]| = D BT (1= B1)V L, (we—r ) K]
7=0

<D BT = B)IVL, (wir) K]

7=0

t 1/2 1/2
< <Z B3(1— 62)|V£i”(wu)[k]|2> (Z BT . 1 :fgz ) (CS inequality)
7=0

7=0
< an/vilk].
The last inequality is from
51 1—ﬁ1 (1—ﬁ1)2 — <ﬁ%>7_ ﬁ2(1—51)2 2
;J 7(1—B2) = 1— 052 Tz::o B2 _(1—ﬁ2)(52—5%)_a7

where the infinite sum is bounded from 57 < f3,. O

D.1 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.4

Proposition 2.4. Let {w}{° be the iterates of Det—Adam with 81 < [3. Then, under Assump-

1/2
tions 2.2 and 2.3, if lim;_, o % = 0, then the update of k-th coordinate wy1[k] — wy[k]
can be represented by

wir1[k] — wilk] = —n; (sign(VL(wy)[k]) + ), (D

for some lim;_,  €; = 0.

Proof. We recall Lemma 6.1 in Zhang et al. (2024a), stating that
jmy[k] — (1= BT VL(W)[K]| < cnmeG(we),

- VT 7 9L < )

for all t > t; and k € [d]. Based on these results, we can rewrite m?[k] and /v:[k] as
my[k] = (1= B VL(W) K] + em(D)G(we),
VVvilk] = /1= BT VLW [K]| + e (8)G (W),
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where en(t) = O(n),ev(t) = O(/n;). Note that % < 1 from Lemma I.1 and
‘Zj:; — % bi—; + % . bf@ < |%1| + |% . %2| for positive numbers €1, €5,b. Therefore,
2 L(wy)

if llmt*)oo m = 0, then we get

my []i)] t+1

V/Vilk] \/1 L1

sign (VL(wy)[k])

_ g+l
< em (1)G(We) + 1 L sign (VL(wy)[K]) - ev(t)G(we)
L= By VL(wo)k]l | |y/1- 65+ 1= By [VL(we)[K]|
—0 bounded —0
—0
From j%, 8% — 0, we get wyi1[k] — wy[k] = —n; :/":[_k] = 1 (sign (VL(wy)[k]) + €;) for some
limt_mo € = 0. O

D.2 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.5

To prove Proposition 2.5, we start by characterizing the first and second momentum terms m;, v
in Inc-Adam, which track the exponential moving averages of the historical mini-batch gradients
and square gradients. As mentioned before, a key technical challenge of analyzing Adam is its
dependency in the full gradient history. The following lemma approximates momentum terms with
respect to a function of the first iterate in each epoch w”, which is crucial for our epoch-wise analysis.

Lemma D.2. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, there exists t1 only depending on 31, B2 and the
dataset, such that

k]~ T ST BV | < ¢ (1) ma [V.; (w4
e Jely

s[k] — L -0 2~ 3 BEIVL (WK < e max|V£ 1k

r 1_ 2 , [N] 2 V 7€[N )

Sorall r, s satisfying rN + s >ty and k € [d], where

Em(t) 4 (1 o ﬁl)euNDnrNCQnt + (e(YND”]rN o )+ﬁt+17
v (t) 2 (1 = Ba)e NP dyy 1 3(2NPIN 1) 4 G,

D = max;cn [|%;]1, and cz, ¢, are constants only depend on By, 3, and the dataset.
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Proof. Consider t = rN + s and the gradient at time ¢ is sampled from data with index s in 7-th
epoch. Then we can decompose the error between m? [k] and = = 5N Z]E[N] 51 S L. S (WO)[] as

m k] Z BN L(wO) k]|

]E[N

S B = BV (W) - I I
=0

B JE[N]

t
<Y BT = B)VL,  (Wir) 251 1= B1)VL,_. (wi)[K]]
7=0

(A): error from movement of weights

+1D BT = B)VL, 251 1= B)VLi,_ (w)[K]
7=0

(B): error between w and w

1-— 5.4
+|Zm L= BV, (WO~ 1ok 37 AV (K]

(C): error from infinite-sum approximation

Note that

t
A) < Z BT =Bl (Wi oxi, ) = €/ (wi %, )i, [K]]

—Zﬂl

*

S (1—51)maX|V£ Wt |Zﬁ7— (’DZ/ —1 Me—~/ _1)|

el(wt X 7—)

O(wixi,_.)

- 1\ 10T i, )1 K]

—
=

(%)

IA

(1= Br)cam max [VL;(we)[K]],

(k%)

< (1= Br)e PN eomy max [V.L; (w) K]
Je[N]
for some ¢y > 0 and ¢ > ¢1. Here, (%) is from Lemma 1.3 and
€|(Wt*Wt—7)Txit,T\ -1 S e|\Wt*Wt—T||oo|\Xi,,T|\1 -1 S eozD Z:/:l Memr! _ 1.

Also, (*x) is from Assumption 2.3, and () is from

Vﬁ'(Wt)[k]‘
\V < VL; k]| - :
e (VL (w) ]| < e [V (w)[H]]- mme | = e
! T
= max [V.L;(wO)[K]| - max E(WthJ)
FE[N] JEINT | /(W) %)
< aNDn.n V,C k )
<e ;2%' S (wW)[E]]

where the last inequality is from Lemma 1.3 and

'(wy )

< max e|(w‘_W?‘)ij| < e®NDnN
0w %) | T a

JE[N]

max
JE[N]
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Also, observe that

t
B) <Y AT(1= Bl (wlxi, ) — (W xi, )i, [K]]

=0

W X7t T /
—Zﬁl e T A T 1

(W) xi, )
(%)
< (1= By) mavx [VL, (w0 ] (VP — 1 Zﬁl
JE[N]

(%)
2 (NP1 — 1) mmax [V, () 4],

JE[N]

where () is from Lemma 1.3 and
U(w) xi,_,)

-
7[ ( T ) < e\(Wt—wE) il 1 < eHWt—Wguoonit_THl < e@NDnry
/
W, X;
T U —7

-1

and (x) is from ' _ BT < ﬁ

Furthermore,
[(1=B)VL, . 2/31 1= B)VL;, (w))[K]
< Z BT(1 = B1) | VL, (W) [K]|
T=t+1
t+1
< B ma [, (W[

Therefore, we can conclude that

| S
T

SIL;(wO) k)|

< (1= Br)e™N PN eomy 4 (e*NPN — 1) 4 pit!) max VL (wO)[K]|.
VIS

Ay

Zem(t)

Similarly,

vy

Z B L (w) k|

JEIN

=| Zﬁ%(l — B2)VLi,_ (Wi )[K]* -
7=0

1—52

1—32
- By

S BEIVL (W) [k

JE[N]

t
<Y B3(1 = B2)VLi, ., (Wir) Zﬁg 1= Bo)VLi,_, (wy) k]|
T7=0

(D): error from movement of weights

t
130870 - BV L, Zﬁz 1= B VL, (WO
=0
(E): error between w and w?
t
1- .
FIY B0 = )V (WP~ 222 S AL (wh) K.
=0 b jem

(F): error from infinite-sum approximation
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Observe that

t
D)<Y B5(1—=B) |l (wioxi, . )* = 0w/ xi,_ )i, K]
7=0
oy U(wloxi,_,)
B Tz:%ﬁz(l ) ( U(wixi,_,) )

(1—52)maX|VE Wt | Zﬁ'f QO‘DZ/ 1 Me—r! _1)|
7=0

2
= 1w i )PP, K]

()
< 31— 52)027% e VL (we) K],

(k)

< 3(1 = By)e? N PN ey, max [VL;(w oIt

for some ¢, > 0 and ¢t > t}. Here, (x) is from Lemma .4 and
Cwlxi )\
gl(Wthit—r)

() is from Assumption 2.3, and () can be derived similarly. Also, we get

1 < 3(82|(Wt*w2)7xit77_‘ o 1) < 3(62(1D E:/:l Ne 7t __ 1)7

t

E) <3830 = )l (w/ xi, )P = (w0 i, )i, [K]]?

7=0
2aNDn,.n _ 2
< 3(e K )jrg%IVﬁ w)[k]|?,
(F) = 71— B2)VLi, ( 262 1— B)VL;,  (w)[k]?

< Y B0 B) VL, (WK

T=t+1

< A5 max [VL; (w))[K]|?,
JE[N]

which can also be derived similarly to the previous part. Therefore, we can conclude that

1- s
valk] — /3 Z BN L (wO) k]2
JE[N]
< ( (1 _62) 2(){ND"77‘N /17 +3( 2aNDnyN _ 1) +ﬁ;+1) Hel[a;\)ii]|V£](W2)[kH2
J

ée\,(t)

O

Notice that €, (¢) and €y (t) defined in Lemma D.2 converge to 0 as ¢ — oo, implying that each
coordinate of two momentum terms can be effectively approximated by a weighted sum of mini-batch
gradients and gradient squares, which emphasizes the discrepancy with Det -Adam and Inc-Adam.
We also mention that the bound depends on max;¢(y] |VL;(wy)[k]|, which converges to 0 as
L(w?) — 0. Such approaches provide tight bounds, which enables the asymptotic analysis of
Inc—Adam.

Proposition 2.5. Let {w,}{2 be the iterates of Inc—Adam with 81 < [5. Then, under Assump-
tions 2.2 and 2.3, the epoch-wise update w° - wV can be represented by

5 Lsew VL (w)
0 —wl=— r C1inc ’ JEN] 4
Ve T Wr N (B, B2) . (4.9) (w0)2
i€[N] Zje[N] By IV Li(wY)

tel, @

24



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

where ,B(W) Y 3) mod N, ﬁgi’j) = ;i_j) mod N, Cinc(B1, B2) = 51 11_% is a function of

B1, Ba, and lim, o0 €, = 0. If ny = (t + 2)~* for some a € (0, 1], then HeTHOO = O(r—%/?).

Proof. Since both v[k] and 1 5N 2 el ﬁQS’j)Vﬁ (w)[k]? are positive and |a? — b?| = |a —
blla + b| > |a — b|* holds for two positive numbers a and b, Lemma D.2 implies that

€]

Therefore, we can rewrite m?[k] and \/vs[k] as

milk] = {0k 37 AVL (WO + (1) mivs [V (WO,

A AR JE[N]

(e1)

ST = — B Z 525] VL (w9)] +\/7max\vﬁ DK,

52 JE[N]

(e2)

for some error terms €, (t), €. (t) such that |e, (t)] < em(t),|e,(t)] < e (t). Note that

Zj:; — % @ + % bi—ez < ‘ | + ‘b | for positive numbers €1, €5,b. Thus, we
can conclude that
m; |k a € a) (e
since
@ o
(b) g]% \/ﬁj ’
((a; : ilﬂz VN,
1—ﬁ§
()] o,
(b) \/*‘Eggx/zg*

Now consider the epoch-wise update. From above results, we get

S

(]
wl [k — wOk] = — s
alk] - Wil = = 3 T

= - Z Mrn+s mc 61562)

e BTV L (wO) K]

- + erN-l-s[k;] 5
Ve 5 VL (w0 k)2

(10)
for some €; — 0. Since lim;_,o, n; = 0, the difference between 7,y for different s € [N]
converges to 0, which proves the claim.
Next, we consider the case 7, = (¢t + 2)~* for some a € (0, 1]. Then it is clear that
em(t) = (1= Br)e™™ D1 ey + (¢*NP1e 1) 4 = O(17%),
ev(t) = 3(1 — fo)e2NDN b 4 3(2aNDmen 1) 4 AL = O,
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where D = max¢(n ||X;||1. Therefore, from Equation (9), we get

S iepv BTV L (w0 [K]

m? k] —a/2
L - Cinc(ﬂlvﬁ2) . = O(t a/ )7
‘vvr[’ﬂ Ve B VL (w0 k)2
which implies €;[k] = O(t~%/?) in Equation (10). Note that
N-1 S (S’j)V£-(WO)[k]
Z Nrn+s Cinc(ﬂlvﬁQ) ESR) 1(9 D ! +€rN+s[k]
= Ve B8 VL (w0 k)2
£p(s)
= n n n
rN+s — /I[rN rN—+s
=N §)+ ———p(s) + €-N+slk
NrN ;) p(s) - p(s) - NtsK]
=€ N skl

Furthermore,

NrN — N(r+1)N N - 1
TN < +rN+2) ),

from Lemma L.7. Since p(s) is upper bounded by a constant from CS inequality, we get €], [k] =
O(r~%/?), which ends the proof. O

E MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 3

In this section, we provide the omitted proofs in Section 3. We first introduce the proof of Corollary 3.2
describing how SR datasets eliminate coordinate-adaptivity of Inc—Adam. Then, we review previous
literature on the limit direction of weighted GD and prove Theorem 3.3.

E.1 PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.2

Corollary 3.2. Consider Inc—Adam iterates {w;}?2, on SR data. Then, under Assumptions 2.2
and 2.3, the epoch-wise update w? 1= wV can be approximated by weighted normalized GD, i.e.,

w0, —w = 4l G te | 3)
g 2 VLT |

where lim, _, o €. = 0 and ¢ < a;(r) < cq for some positive constants c1, ca only depending on
Br, Ba, {xi}ierny. If e = (t +2)~ for some a € (0,1], then ||€,]|c = O(r=*/?).
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Proof. Given SR data {x;};cn]. let 2; = |x;[0]|. Notice that

Z ZJG[ (w VL; ( ) ZjE[N] Bli’j)v'cj(wg)

i€ @jem BEIVL (W2 R A Siew B8O (w0,3x0)) 207

gy
> >

il
i €Ky Sieim A1 (w0, 1)) 27
(i,9)
DS L VL, (w?)
S e o/ Siepn B D1 (w0, x1)) 22

- BV LW VL (w?)
i L(w0 ’

5o \ie y/Siew AV 10w, )2 ) VAWl
aj(r)

VL;(w))

Therefore, it is enough to show that a;(r) is bounded. Note that
N IVLW)|2 1 e 1w %) [xil2
TS =
\/ﬂév_l \/Ele[N] [0 ((w, %)) 27 \/55_1 \/EIG[N] [0 (w9, x;))|%2?
Vi S Clsdxln_ Vaw

< \/52 e (e fay

To find lower bound of a;(r), we use Assumption 2.1. Take v € R? such that ||v||z = 1 and
vix; >0,Vi € [N]. Lety = min; e[y v x; > 0. Note that

() TVE) = 1 S0 () v 2 3 S (),

IE[N] lE[N]
and by CS inequality,

IVLWD)ll2 = || = vll2[[VL(WD)]|2 > (—v, VL(W Z ¢ (W), %)) (11)

le[N
Therefore, we can conclude that
L£(wO (%) (w0 x
a;(r) > NBN-1 VLW |l2 Y g e 10 )l
i 10/ (w0 x0)) 2 Vtem 10 (w0, x0) Pa?
S
maXje[N] i

where () is from Equation (11). Now we can take ¢; = #{;m and co = \/‘2% only depending
on ﬁlaﬁQv{xi}- D

E.2 PROOF OF THEOREM 3.3

Related Work. We now turn to the proof of Theorem 3.3, building upon the foundational work of
Ji et al. (2020), who characterized the convergence direction of GD via its regularization path. Sub-
sequent research has extended this characterization to weighted GD, which optimizes the weighted
empirical risk Lg() (W) = 3¢/ ¢;()0(wTx;). Xu et al. (2021) proved that weighted GD con-
verges to {o-max-margin direction on the same linear classification task when the weights are fixed
during training. This condition was later relaxed by Zhai et al. (2023), who demonstrated that the
same convergence guarantee holds provided the weights converge to a limit, i.e., 3lim;_, q(t) = q.
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Our setting, however, introduces distinct technical challenges. First, the weights are bounded but not
guaranteed to converge. The most relevant existing result is Theorem 7 in Zhai et al. (2023), which
establishes the same limit direction but requires the stronger combined assumptions of lower-bounded
weights, loss convergence, and directional convergence of the iterates. A further complication in
our analysis is an additional error term, €, in Corollary 3.2, which must be carefully controlled.
Our fine-grained analysis overcomes these issues by extending the methodology of Ji et al. (2020),
enabling us to manage the error term under the sole, weaker assumption of loss convergence.

Definition E.1. Given a = (aj, -+ ,ay) € R, we define a-weighted loss as £%(w) =

> iev) @iLi(w). We denote the regularized solution as w*(B) 2 arg min ., < £4(W).

By introducing a-weighted loss, we can regard weighted GD as vanilla GD with respect to weighted
loss. To follow the line of Ji et al. (2020), we show that the regularization path converges in direction
to {3-max-margin solution, regardless of the choice of the weight vector a if it is bounded by two
positive constants, and such convergence is uniform; we can take sufficiently large B to be close the
¢y solution for any a € [cy, ca]V.

Lemma E.2 (Adaptation of Proposition 10 in Ji et al. (2020)). Ler 1 =
arg max ||y, <1 min;e[nj (v,x;) be the (unique) ls-max-margin solution and ci,cy be two
positive constants. Then, for any a € [c1, ca]™,

w?(B)
li =1u.
Bl—r>noo B u
Furthermore, given € > 0, there exists M (c1,ca,€, N) > 0 only depending on c1, c2, €, N such that
B > M implies ||~ éB) — 1| < eforany a € [c1, o)V

Proof. We first have to show the uniqueness of ¢5-max-margin solution. This proof was introduced
by Ji et al. (2020, Proposition 10), but we provide it for completeness. Suppose that there exist two
distinct unit vectors u; and us such that both of them achieve the max-margin 4. Take us = %
as a middle point of u; and us. Then we get

1 N
5( [Xi+uyx;) >4,

for all i € [N], which implies that min;¢ ] ug x; > 4. Since u; # u, we get |lus|| < 1, implying

that m achieves a larger margin than 4. This makes a contradiction.

T
us X; =

Now we prove the main claim. Let ¥ = min;e[y}(1@, X;) be the margin of . Then, it satisfies

clﬁ(m[i]{[lﬁv’va(B),xQ) < L%(w®(B)) < L%(Bu) < Neol(BY). (12)
[4S]
For £ = lexp, we get min;cn)(W*(B), x;) > By — log Aé? , which implies
. V_VU'(B) N 1 NCQ
i) > — =log—=. 13
(g 27 - gl a3
Since /5-max-margin solution is unique, WaéB) converges to i. Note that the lower bound in

Equation (13) does not depend on a € [cy, c2]". Therefore, the choice of M in Lemma E.2 only
depends on ¢y, co, €, N.

For { = /g, Equation (12) implies that £(min;c[n1(W®(B),x;)) < NC—TQK(Bﬁ). Notice that ]\2? >1

and min,; ¢y (W*(B),x;) > 0,85 > 0 hold for sufficiently large B from Lemma I1.2. From
Lemma .5, we get

. wW*B . 1 Neg
Zrél[lje]( B ),x7;> >q— B log(27r —1).
Following the proof of the previous part, we can easily show that the statement also holds in this
case. O

Lemma E.3 (Adaptation of Lemma 9 in Ji et al. (2020)). Let o, c1,co > 0 be given. Then, there
exists p(a) > 0 such that |w||s > p(a) = L2((1 + a)||wl|l21) < L2(w) for any a € [c1, ca]Y
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Proof. Let 0 be the f;-max-margin solution and ¥ = max;c[y)(1,X;) be its margin. From the

uniform convergence in Lemma E.2, we can choose p(«) large enough so that

Wi|2 N “
Il > ple) = | - g <
[[wll2 2
forany a € [c1,co]N. For 1 <i < n, we get
(We([[wll2), xi) = (W*([lwll2) — [[wll21, x:) + ([[w([20, x;)

< affwllz + {[[wll20, %)
< (1 + a)wll2(t, x;).
This implies that
LY+ a)[wla0) < L2 (W ([[w]l2)) < L%(w),

for any a € [c1, ca]Y

Theorem 3.3. Consider Inc-Adam iterates {w;}2, with 1 < 3 on SR data under Assump-
tions 2.1 to 2.3. If (a) L(w¢) — O ast — oo and (b) n, = (t +2)~* for a € (2/3,1], then it

satisfies

lim Wy N
1im =W
oo [[wells

where Wy, denotes the (unique) {2-max-margin solution of SR data {X;};c|n)-

Proof. From Corollary 3.2, we can rewrite the update as

0 _wo—___ "IN
Wrt1 W ||VE(W9)||2 ; ( )VL ( ) TlrN€r

NrN
_7v£a7 rNE€Er,
owo, VLT W) —

where ¢; < a;(r) < co for some positive constants ¢1, ¢o and lim, o, €, = 0.

0
First, we show that lim, Hv‘:ﬁ = Wy,. Let € > 0 be given. Then, we can take o« = 7=

that - = 1 — e. Since [[w¢]|s = oo, we can choose o such that t > roN == [w[l2 >

max{p(«a), 1}, where p(«) is given by Lemma E.3. Then for any r > r(, we get
(VLY (w,), W, — (1L + ) [w)[l28) > L4(w)) — L2((1 + a)[w}]|28) > 0,
which implies
(VLA (W), wy) > (14 a)|[wpl|l2 (VL (w)), &),
Therefore, we get
<w2+1 - wg, )

(e I L0 ) ) + (e

Mr a(r .
- m&ow W)+ (e, ©)

0+

w22
1

)
m<wg+l — W, W)+ m@m\/c, w0 + (—n,.n€,, 1)
~ o (IRl = IRl = Gy = wOlE) + v =
> ety (510l = 523 = 3w, = w2IE) — 20wl
where the last inequality is from (n,.y€,,0 — m> < nen|l€r]l2 Hﬁ - 4(1+av;7\q|wg|\ ‘2 <

2N ||€r]2-
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Note that
sIwl i ll5 — 3lIw?ll3
2 r+112 2 112 0 0
> ||lw — |w.||2.
e 2 Wil = Yl
Furthermore,
Wiy —wolls  lwly, — w3 e <772 VL) (w2 el ”2)
= =~ 5 N~ 1w r/_0N112 r r
2(1+ a)|[wll2 2 2\ VLW I3 2
3037,720,’

a(r)
for some c3 > 0 and sufficiently large r, since 1,5 = O(r~%), ||, || = O(r~%/2), and W

is upper bounded from

2

VL") (w0)|2 (2) (CQ\/amaXie[N] Ti D ic|N) |£/(<W$axl>)|) _ 3dN?(maxen 7))

VEWOZ 2 = 2 :
Vel (3 Sicim /(w2 1) !

with v = min;e[n1(Wy,,X;) > 0. Note that (x) is from

. 1
IVEW)E = [We IVEWDIE > (Weo 7 D £ ((W]xi))xi)? > % Do 1w xi)

i€[N] i€[N]
Therefore, we get
Wl =Wl & 2 -
(w? — wgo,u> > — Z cgs” " =2 Z Nsn[|€s]l2
1 + @ S=T0o S=To
o o0
_ _3
> (1= ([ w2l — W, ]l2) - <Z cas 24 ) s )
S=To S=T0
=cp <00

since ||€,|| = O(r~%/?) and a € (2/3,1]. As a result, we can conclude that

0 0 0 &
( WOQ ) > (1 =) lwyll2 = 1wy, ll2) + (Wy, @) kel
w2 w2
which implies
0
lim inf( )y >1—e

T
r=oo || wll2’

0

Since we choose ¢ > 0 arbitrarily, we get lim, _, o, Hvyﬁ = Wy,.
Second, we claim that limy o0 7 = Wy, . It suffices to show that lim,_, H% - ”v‘:ﬁ =
r " 2
0 for all s € [N]. Note that
[wollz fiwellzfly ~ [HIwRll2 (will2lly  (HIwsllz (w2 ]l
[willa = Iwpllz | llwg = wPll
w2 w2
K R—(
Colwemwila

[wl|2

which ends the proof. ]
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F MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 4

F.1 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1

Proposition 4.1. Let {w.}:2 be the iterates of Inc—Adam with 31 < [5. Then, under Assump-
tions 2.2 and 2.3, the epoch-wise update W ; — W can be expressed as

1- 5y

0 0 _
W7'+1 — W, = —1IrN 1— 52

~ +e€p, (1) |
Zi:l VL (w)?

where limsup, . [l€5, (r)|c < €(52) and limg, 1 €(8,) = 0.
Proof. Note that
> e BV L (WO K]  Lje) (Ziem B£i7j)V£j(w9)[k])
2 @MN] VLWORE /e VAP
11BN VLW
LA SN Ve wo

Furthermore,
Siem BIVE WOl e B VL (w)[k]
Ve BSIVLWORE /e VL (WK
e AVVEDRL || Sy VL) b
Ve A8 VL5 (w2 e VE (WD) k2

> AT () < [ L (- i),

FEIN] 5217” JEIN] ﬂ;’])

IN

2e(B2)
where limg,_,1 €(82) = 0. Substituting to Equation (2), we get

1Y VL(w))[K]

w0y K] = WOk =~ | CinclB1. B2) + e, (1) K]
! ’ NS e
e | oy (B) By yph )
VN, VL w2
where Cproxy (82) = \/ hmsuprﬁC>O l€s, (1)]loo < Ne(f2), and limg, 1 €(B2) = O

F.2 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.3

To prove Proposition 4.3, we begin with identifying AdamProxy as normalized steepest descent
with respect to an energy norm, where the inducing matrix depends on the current iterate and the
dataset. The following lemma shows that the matrix is always non-degenerate; the energy norm is
bounded above and below with respect to ¢>-norm multiplied by two constants only depending on the
dataset. This result takes a crucial role to make the convergence guarantee of AdamProxy.

Lemma F.1. Consider AdamProxy iterates {w} under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Then, it satisfies
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(a) Prx(w) = argmin (VL(W),v), where P(w) = diag (\/Zie[N} Vﬁi(w)2) and P(w) =

(IVilpw)=1

1P
el o, LW

(b) There exist positive constants ci, ¢z depending only on the dataset {X; };c[n) such that ¢, ||v][s <
IVIlpw) < callvla forall v, w € R4

Proof. (a) Note that Prx(w) = —P(w) " 'VL(w) = argmin, (VL(w),v) + %”VH%(W). There-
fore, normalizing by ||V.L(w) ||%_1( we get Prx(w) = argmin (VL(w), V)

IVllpw)=1

w)’

(b) It is enough to show that every element of P(w) is bounded for some ¢y, co > 0. For simplicity,

we denote |[¢/(wx;)| = i, minje(ny jeqq [Xilj]| = B1 > 0 and max;e|ny jejq %] =
By > 0.
Note that
1
P(w)lk, k] = | D rixilk]” x VLML
eIV Zje[d] Ve xR
1
2
D> rix S e
i€[N] j€ldl /> e 2B
_ B2 1 Z1€[N 1 B2

" B3 d(Ciemri)? T Nd B}

Letv € Rest ||vl]2 = 1and v x; > 0,Vi € [N] (since {x;} is linearly separable). Let

min;e(n v’ X; = v > 0. Then, we get VTV,C(W) ie[N] Vx> 'yzze[N r;, which
2

implies V]2, IVL(W)[2,,, . > (v, VL(w))? > (Zzem ri)

Note that Hv||P(W =2 e (Zie[N] 2% [4]|? ~V[j]2) < dBa/3 N 2. To wrap up, we

get

72 (e i)

VL) s 2 T ,
(w)
B, Zie[N] r?

and therefore,

D iein T Xalk]? By \/ e dB2
P(w)[k, k] = <) < |3 qppdBe Ve d 2

X p—
“Vﬁ( )”P(w) 1 i€[N] 72 (ZIE[N] T'i)2 v

As a result, we can conclude that

32 dBQ
2x VI < Wleen < vl wv,w e RY,
and take ¢; = % and ¢y = dWBﬁ'
2

O

Proposition 4.3 (Loss convergence). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, there exists a positive constant
n > 0 depending only on the dataset {X;}ic[n), such that if the learning rate schedule satisfies

e <mandy ;2 m = oo, then AdamProxy iferates minimize the loss, i.e., lim;_, o L(w;) = 0.
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Proof. First, we start with the descent lemma for AdamP roxy, following the standard techniques in
the analysis of normalized steepest descent.

Let D = supy, cga max;e[n] [|X; |l p-1(w). Notice that D < co max;¢|n [|%i][2 < oo by Lemma F.1.
Also, we define

Yw = Imax min vTxi
IVl (w)<1i€[N]

be the || - || p(w)-max-margin. Also notice that 5y = SUPyerd Yw < OO, since

max min vTxi< max min vTxi

Ivile(w)<1i€[N] [vllo< 2 i€[N]

for any w € R? by Lemma F.1. Then, we get

2
L(Wip1) = L(wy) + i (VL(wy), Prx(wy)) + % Prx(w;) " V2L(w; + B(Wir1 — wy)) Prx(wy)

() ni D?
< L(wi) = e[ VL(We) [[p-1(w,) + > sup{G(w:),G(Wii1}
() 2D26770D
< L(we) = ml| VL) o1 i) + G (i)
(k) 2D2e7]0D
< L(wy) — (m - 77t27wt> VLW lp-1(w,)

< L(w) = TIVL®llp-1 v

for n, < W £ 5. Note that (*) is from
Prx(w;) " V2L(w) Prx(w;) = % > (w)(Prx(wy) Tx;)?
i€[N]
1
<N D (W) Prx(wy) |21 < DG (w),
1€[N]

where the last inequality is from Lemma I.1, and (), (%) are also from Lemma I.1. Telescoping
this inequality, we get

T
1
3 > VLW lp-1(wi) < L(Wey) — L(wr) < L(wy,),
t=to
which implies Y2, n/|VL(W)|lp-1(w,) < ©0o.  Since ZtT:tO ne = o0, we get
liminf; s [VL(W¢)|[p-1(w,) = 0. From Lemma F.1, we get lim inf; ., ||[VL(w¢)||2 = 0, also
implying lim inf,_, . £(w;) = 0. Since £(w) is monotonically decreasing, we get £L(w;) — 0. O

F.3 PROOF OF LEMMA 4.5

Intuition. Before we provide a rigorous proof of Lemma 4.5, we first demonstrate its intuitive
explanation motivated by Soudry et al. (2018). For simplicity, assume { = /oy, and let w; =

g(t)W + p(t) where g(t) = |[w]j2 = oo, p(t) € R?, and g(1L> p(t) — 0. Then, the mini-batch
gradient can be represented by

Tx;) exp(—p(t) "x;)x%;.
As g(t) — oo, the coefficient exponentially decays to 0. It implies that only terms with the smallest

w ' x; will contribute to the update of AdamP roxy. Therefore, the limit direction w will be described

by % where ¢; is the contribution of the i-th sample to the update and it vanishes for
ie[N] G %5

i ¢ S where S = argmin;¢ () WX,

VLi(w) = —exp(—w ' x;)x; = —exp(—g(t)Ww

Building upon this intuition, we first establish the following technical lemma, characterizing limit
points of a sequence in a form of AdamProxy.
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Lemma F.2. Let (a(t))i>0 be a sequence of real vectors in RY and {x;}ics C R? be the dataset

s ai(D)xi ;
% satisfies ||bg |2 >

C > O0forallt > 0. Then every limit point of Hg’ﬁ is positively proportional to

with nonzero entries for an index set S C [N]. Suppose that by =

ZiG[N] CiX;
ie[N] €%

some ¢ € AN~L satisfying c; = 0 fori ¢ S.

Proof. Define a function F : AlSI=1 — R as
Zies diX;
Z’LGS dzx

Since {x;}ics has nonzero entries, F is continuous. Let A = {d € AISI=1 : |[F(d)|, > C}.
Since F is continuous, A is a closed subset of AlSI=1, Furthermore, since ||d; ||z > C for all t > 0,

{a(t)}i=0 € A

Now let & be a limit point of H;ﬁ. Define a function G : A C AlSI=1 — R? as
Dies dixi

ZZGS d12 12

F(d) =

'LES
V zESdez

Notice that G is continuous on A and & = lim;_, o, G (a(t)). Since A is bounded and closed, Bolzano-
Weierstrass Theorem tells us that there exists a subsequence a(t,,) such that 3lim,, ,~ a(t,) =c €
A. Therefore, we get

6 = lim G(a(t,)) = G(lim a(t,)) = G(c).

n— oo n— 00
.. .8 . > ies CiXi N_1
Hence, the limit point § is proportional to —=25——_ Then we regard c € A by taking ¢; = 0
p prop m g Yy g2 ¢
fori ¢ S. O
Lemma 4.5. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 4.4, there exists ¢ = (cg,- -+ ,en_1) € AN~ such
that the limit direction W of AdamP roxy satisfies

) CiX;

W o ey 6% (5)

\ 2ielv] cix}

and ¢; = 0 for i ¢ S, where S = arg min; ey W | x; is the index set of support vectors of W.

Proof. We start with the case of £ = (. First step is to characterize &, the limit direction of 0;. To
begin with, we introduce some new notations.

- From Assumption 4.4, let w;, = g(t)W + p(t) where g(t) = ||wl|2 — oo, p(t) € R?, and
ﬁp(t) — 0.

- Lety = min; (x;, W),%; = (X;, W),7 = min;gg(x;, W). Then it satisfies S = {i € [N] :
(x;, W) = v}. Here, note that ¥ > ~ > 0.

- Let a(t) € RN be o (t) = exp(—p(t) 'x;).
- Let By = max; ||x;[|2, B = min;e(ny jeqq) [X:i[7]] > 0, and By = max;c(n, jeqa) 1%:[5]]-
Since ||p(¢)||/g(t) — 0 and 7,7 > 0, there exist ¢, , t., > 0 such that

p(t)TXi < Hp(t)HQBO < 6179(@, vt > telvv’i € [N],
p(t)TXi > _||p(t)H2BO > _62'3/9“)? vt > t627Vi € [N]7
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for all €1, €2 > 0. Then, we can decompose dominant and residual terms in the update rule.

5 e exp(—9(8)) exp(—p(t) Tx)x; I exp(—7:g(1)) exp(—p(t) Tx:)x;
V/ Ziei p(=27ig(0) exp(—2p(0) Txi)xE /S i) oxp(=27g(1)) exp(—2p(1) Txi)x?
=d(t) +x(1).
To investigate the limit direction of d;, we first show that d(¢) dominates r(¢), i.e., lim;_ oo lx®llz

[EIGIE
0. Let M; = diag (\/E;e exp(—2%:9(t)) exp(—2p(t) Tx;)x: ) Notice that

0y =

IV ()2 > (Mo, d(1) =7 S exp(—g(8)) exp(—p(t) x).
€S

Since the diagonals of M; are upper bounded by By \/Zie[N] exp(—2%:9(t)) exp(—2p(t) Tx;), we
get

142 > ¥ Liesxp(rg®) exp(—p(t) 'xi)
By /Y iein) exp(=27i9 (1)) exp(~2p(t) Tx,)
Also, notice that
1202 < B2 Y ies exp(—79(t)) exp(—p(t) 'x;)

By /S e xp(—27ig (1)) exp(~2p(1) Tx;)
From the following inequalities

> exp(—g(t)) exp(—p(t) "x;) > exp(—g(t)) exp(—e17g(t))
€S

= Cxp(f(l + El)’V.‘](ﬂ)’

> exp(—7ig(t) exp(—p(t) "x;) < N exp(—7g(t)) exp(ea7g(t))
ieSC
= Nexp(—(1 —€2)79(1)),
we conclude that

(@)l _ B3 Sicse exp(—a(t) exp(—p(t) x;)
140z ~ 7B1 % e exp(—9(8) exp(—p(t) Tx,)
NB?2 1,

< B, exp(—5 (7 = 7)g(t)) = 0.

Ei€[N] CiXi

e for some

Next, we claim that every limit point of % is positively proportional to
c=(co, -+ ,en—1) € AN~ satisfying ¢; = 0 for i ¢ S. Notice that
Dies exp(—7g(t)) exp(—p(t) "xi)x;[k]
Vi) exp(=23ig(0)) exp(~2p(1) Tx;)x3 (k]
_ > ies exp(—g(t)) exp(—p(t) " x;)x; K]
\/ Sics exp(—279(t) exp(—2p(t) Tx)x2[k] + ;e g0 exp(—27:9(t)) exp(—2p(t) Tx;)x2[k]
Dics exp(—7g(t)) exp(—p(t) " xi)xi k] 1
- \/Zies exp(—2vg(t)) exp(—2p(t) Tx;)x7[k] \/1 n > e 58 exp(—27:9(t)) exp(—2p(t) T x:)x? K] '

d(t)[k] =

>ies exp(—279(t)) exp(—2p(t) " xi)x; [k]
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Let by — —2ics XP(rg®) exp(—p®) Txi)xi  _ _Tiesexp(=p(t) T x0)x:
b/ Ses oxp(—27g(0) exp(—2p(0) Tx)x2 /e exp(—2p(8) T x)x2
D ies0 exp(—27ig(t)) exp(—2p(t) " x;)x7 k]
Yies exp(—27g(t)) exp(—2p(t) "x;)x7 K]

every limit point of T d((tt))” is represented by a limit point of Hb ” Notice that b, is an update

of AdamProxy under the dataset {x;};cs, which implies ||b;||2 is lower bounded by a positive
constant from Lemma F.1. Therefore, Lemma F.2 proves the claim.

Since

— 0,

Hence, we can characterize 6 as

Y ' (VRS0
L A S FTOEE O
= lim 7d(t) im 71‘@)
=B am O T AR A0 + Ol
d(t) ZiG[N] CiX;

= lim

X ’
S ETOI PR e

for some ¢ € AN~ satisfying ¢; = 0 fori ¢ S.

Second step is to connect the limiting behavior of §; to the limit direction w using Stolz-Cesaro
theorem. From the first step, we can represent

8, = h(t)é + o (1),
where h(t) = ||8¢]|2 and (t) o (t) — 0. Notice that w, — wo = 3."_t nsh(s)(d + h(ls)a(t)). Since
5+ W ( ) is bounded, we get ZZ;E nsh(s) — oo. Then we take

a; = Zns 6—1— La'(t))

h(s)
= Z nsh(s)

Then, {b,}$2, is strictly monotone and diverging. Also, lim;_, bZE b = 8. Then, by Stolz-
Cesaro theorem, we get

‘l'(t)

This implies w; = b;0 + 7(t) where — 0. Also notice that w; = g(t)W + p(¢). Dividing by

g(t), we get
)W t b o t
wzlimwzhm; 54_& )
t—o00 g(t) t—o0 g(t) by
Since /5 norm is continuous, we get
b A t b
1=|w|,= lim —— H5+ O 2 i X,
t—o0 g(t) by g tmo g(t)

which implies w = 5.

Then we move on to the case of £ = £}og. This kind of extension is possible since the logistic loss has
a similar tail behavior of the exponential loss, following the line of Soudry et al. (2018). We adopt
the same notation with previous part, and we decompose dominant and residual terms as follows:

5, — Dics [0 (vg(t) + p(t) Txi)|xi L iese 0(g(t) + p(t) "xi)lxi
Ve 1 Gag0) + o) Tx) 2[5 10 (g (1) + (1) Tx) P
£d(t) +r(t).
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Notice that lim,_, ‘lji"giiz))‘l = lim,_,~ 1—5-% = 1. Therefore, the limit behavior of d(¢) and r(¢) is
o -

identical to the previous £ = /ey, case. This implies the same proof also holds for the logistic loss,
which ends the proof. O

F.4 PROOF OF THEOREM 4.8

Theorem 4.8. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 4.7, Pagan(c) admits unique primal and dual solutions,
so that p(c) and d(c) can be regarded as vector-valued functions. Moreover, under Assumptions 2.1,
2.2, 4.4 and 4.7, the following hold:

(a) p: AN~1 5 R? is continuous.

(b) d: AN"T Rgo\{O} is continuous. Consequently, the map T (c) = ”;((cc))ul is continuous.

(c) The map T : AN=1 — AN=1 admits at least one fixed point.

(d) There exists c* € {c € AN71 . T(c) = c} such that the convergence direction W of
AdamProxy is proportional to p(c*).

Proof. We first show that Pagam(c) has a unique solution and p(c) can be identified as a vector-valued
function. Since M(c) is positive definite for every ¢ € AN ™1, 2||w||n(c) is strictly convex. Since
the feasible set is convex, there exists a unique optimal solution of Pagam(c) and we can redefine
p(c) as a vector-valued function.

Since the inequality constraints are linear, Pagam(c) satisfies Slater’s condition, which implies that
there exists a dual solution. From Assumption 4.7, such dual solution is unique.

(a) Let f(w,c) = 3||w|[m(c) be the objective function of Pagam(c) and F = {w € R : w'x; —
1 > 0,Vi € [N]} be the feasible set. It is clear that such f is continuous on w and c. Let
¢ € AN~! and assume p is not continuous on €. Then there exists {c;} € AN~ such that
limy_,o0 ¢ = € but |p(cx) — p(€)||]2 > ¢ for some ¢ > 0. We denote w;, = p(cy) and
w = p(c).

First, construct {uy} C F such that limy_,, ux = w. Then we get a natural relationship
between wj, and uy, as

1+ 1

Wk M(ck)wy < iu;M(ck)uk.
Second, consider the case when {wy, } is bounded. Then we can take a subsequence wy,,, — wo.
Since {wy,, } C F and F is closed, we get wy € F'. Also, since f is continuous, f(wy, ,Cp, ) —
f(wyo, c). Therefore,

f(wi,ser,) < f(W, ek, ) —— f(wo,€) < f(W,¢),
which implies wy = w. This makes a contradiction to ||p(cg) — p(€)|l2 = [|[wr — W2 > €.

Lastly, consider the case when {wy } is not bounded. By taking a subsequence, we can assume

that ||wg||2 — oo without loss of generality. Define v, = Twa, - Since vy, is bounded, we can
take a convergent subsequence and consider limy_, o, v = v without loss of generality. Then,
1 1 1 1w\ uy
T T T
WMCkaSUMCkukﬁvMCkvk§< ) Mck( )

Since f is continuous and {uy, } is bounded, we get

1 1
—v'M(e)v = f(v,¢) = lim f(vg,ci) = lim =v} M(ci)vs
k—oo k—o00 2

2
1 uz T uy
< lim sup — Mi(c —— ] =0.
< linsup 5 (nwkn) (’“)(mn)

Note that M(c) is positive definite and v M(c)v = 0 implies v = 0, which makes a
contradiction.
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(b)

©

(d)

F.5

Let cg € AN~1 be given and take w* = p(cg). From KKT conditions of Pagam(co), the dual
solution d(cyp) is given by

M(co)w* = Z di(co)x;

i€S(w*)

and such d;(cg) > 0 is uniquely determined since {X; };c g(w~) is a set of linearly independent
vectors by Assumption 4.7.

Now we claim that d(c) is continuous at ¢ = co. Notice that min;g¢g(w+) w* ' x; > 1. Since

p is continuous at cg, there exists § > 0 such that p(c)"x; — 1 > 0 fori ¢ S(w*) and
c € AN=1 N Bs(cyp). Therefore, S(p(c)) € S(w*) onc € AN~1 N Bs(co).

Let X be a matrix whose columns are the support vectors of w*. Onc € AN¥~1 N Bs(cp), KKT
conditions tells us that

M(epe)= > dile 2 Y dile)x, = Xd(e)

€S (p(c)) €S (w*)
(%) _
& d(c) = (X imx7) " 'M(c)p(c),

where () is from S(p(c)) C S(w*) and (*x) is from the linear independence of columns of X.
Notice that M(c) and w*(c) are continuous on ¢ = ¢g, which implies that d(c) is continuous
on ¢ = cy.

Since at least one of the dual solutions is strictly positive, d is a continuous map from AN~ to

RY,\{0}. This implies that T" is continuous, since d ﬁ is continuous on RY\ {0}.
= ie[N] i =

Since AN~ is a nonempty convex compact subset of R”, there exists a fixed point of T’ by
Brouwer fixed-point theorem.

N k.
From Lemma 4.5, there exists ¢* € AN~1 such that W oc —==L%XL_ with cf =0fori¢ s’

N x2y2
i=1C "%

o keix; .
\/Z% for some £ > 0. We claim
ies G "X

that such ¢* becomes a fixed point of 7" and W o p(c*).

where " = arg min;¢(y; W ' x;. Then we take W =

Consider the optimization problem Pagam(c*) and its unique primal solution w* = p(c*).

Notice that min;e|n) w'x; = v > 0 since AdamProxy minimizes the loss. Therefore,
w* = %v“v and d;(c*) = kf{i satisfy the following KKT conditions

M(C*)W* = Z dixi,di Z 0,
1€S*
w*'x; —1>0,Vi e [N],

where $* = {i € [N]: w* ' x; — 1 = 0} is the index set of support vectors of w*. This implies
that T'(c*) = ¢* and w = yw* « w* = p(c*), which proves the claim.

DETAILED CALCULATIONS OF EXAMPLE 4.11

Consider N = d and {x; };c[q) € R¢ where x; = z,€; + Zj# ej forsome 0 < d and 0 < zp <
-+ < x4-1. {so-max-margin problem is given by

min ||w| s subject to w'x; > 1,Vi € [N].

38



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

(For the convenience of calculation, we use the objective ||/ rather than 1||wl|%.) Its KKT
conditions are given by

Owloe 3 Y Nixi,

i€[N]
Z)\ w'x; —1) =0,
i1€[N]
A >0, wix; —1>0,Vi € [N].

Note that w* = (m0+(31_1)5, e ac0+((1i—1)5) € R% and A* = (m,o, --+,0) € R satisfy
the KKT conditions since
1
6woo‘ =Aly  — 5 = AT X,
el T 2
Ty + (d 1)5
AF( i — 1) = A7 —1) =0,
> N T =) = N

i1€[N]

Af > 0,w” Xi—l > 0,Vi € [N].

Now we show that ¢* = (1,0, - ,0) € A% is a fixed point of 7' in Theorem 4.8 and w* = p(c*).
Note that for k = m > 0, it satisfies

M(c*)w* = diag(zo,d, - ,0)w* = kxo =k Z crx;
i€[N]

> (w xi—1) =0,

1€[N]

¢ >0,w'x; —1>0,i € [N],

which implies T'(c*) = ¢* and w* = p(c*).

G MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 5

Algorithm 4 Tnc-Signum

Hyperparams: Learning rate schedule {n;}7 "', momentum parameter 3 € [0, 1), batch size b
Input: Initial weight wy, dataset {x; };e[n]
1: Initialize momentumm_; = 0
2: fort=0,1,2,..., T —1do
B+ {(t-b+1) (mod N)}'=]
4: g+ VL, (wy) = % ZiGBt O (w %)%,
50 my < fmyg + (1 - B)gt
6: Wil < Wi — 1)t Slgn(mt)
7
8

: end for
: return wp

Related Work. Our proof of Theorem 5.1 builds on standard techniques from the analysis of the
implicit bias of normalized steepest descent on linearly separable data (Gunasekar et al., 2018a;
Zhang et al., 2024a; Fan et al., 2025). The most closely related result is due to Fan et al. (2025),
who showed that full-batch Signum converges in direction to the maximum /¢,-margin solution.
Theorem 5.1 extends this result to the mini-batch setting, establishing that the mini-batch variant
of Inc—-Signum (Algorithm 4) also converges in direction to the maximum /,-margin solution,
provided the momentum parameter is chosen sufficiently close to 1.
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Technical Contribution. The key technical contribution enabling the mini-batch analysis is
Lemma G.2. Importantly, requiring momentum parameter 3 close to 1 is not merely a techni-
cal convenience but intrinsic to the mini-batch setting (b < N), as formalized in Lemma G.2 and
supported empirically in Figure 10 of Appendix B.

Implicit Bias of SignSGD. We note that as an extreme case, Inc—Signum with S = 0 and batch
size 1 (i.e., SignSGD) has a simple implicit bias: its iterates converge in directionto ) _, €[N sign(x;),
which corresponds to neither the ¢5- nor the ¢,,-max-margin solution.

Notation. We introduce additional notation to analyze Inc—Signum (Algorithm 4) with arbitrary
mini-batch size b. Let B; C [N] denote the set of indices in the mini-batch sampled at iteration ¢.
The corresponding mini-batch loss Lg, (w) is defined as

Zﬁw X;).

1€B;

Lp, (W

! \tl

We define the maximum normalized ¢.,-margin as

A
Yoo = Max min WTXZ >0,
[Iwlloo <14€[N]

and again introduce the proxy G : R? — R defined as
1
w) & N Z O (w'x;).
1€[N]

As before, we consider £ to be either the logistic loss £1,¢(2) = log(1 4 exp(—z)) or the exponential
1088 lexp (2) = exp(—z). Finally, let D be an upper bound on the ¢1-norm of the data, i.e., ||x;|1 < D
forall i € [N].

Lemma G.1 (Descent inequality). Inc—Signum iterates {w;} satisfy
L(wiy1) < L(wi) = ne(VL(W:), Ar) + CanG(wy), A = sign(my),

where Cg = %DQeWOD.
Proof. By Taylor’s theorem,

L(Wiy1) = LW —mA) = L(We) = ne(VL(We), Ay) + 77t PA VLW — ) A,
for some ¢ € (0,1). Note that for any w € R,

1 1
AIVELW)A = 5 D (wixi)(Afxi)? < - > 2 (wxi) | A Xl F < D*G(w),

i€[N] i€[N]

where we used G(w) > & 37,y ¢ (W' x;) from Lemma L.1. Then,
L(Wi1) < L(we) = ne(VL(W), Ay) + 77t PO VEL(wy = (A Ay

saw»—wz(w»,A>+§n§D2 Gwi — Cmo)

1
< L(wi) = m(VL(Wy), Ag) + gnszenth(W%
where we used G(w') < ePIW' =Wl (w) for all w,w’ from Lemma I.1. Finally, choosing
Cy := 3D%"P, we obtain the desired inequality. O

Lemma G.2 (EMA misalignment). We denote e; := m; — VL(wy). Suppose that 3 € (%, 1).
Then, there exists to € N such that for all t > tg,

ledlls = [lm; — VL(wi) |1 < [(1 = B)DF (5 — 1) + Cume + Co '] G(wy)
where C1,Cy > 0 are constants determined by 3, N, b, and D.
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Proof. The momentum m; can be written as:

=B)> B -=01-8)> B VL, (Wi ),
=0

7=0
and the full-batch gradient V.£(w;) can be written as:

t
VL(wy) =B VEL(we) + (1= )Y B7VL(wy),

7=0
Consequently, the misalignment e; = m; — V.L(w;) can be decomposed as:

~B) Y BT(VLE, ., (Wi—r) = VL, (W)

7=0

—B8)Y_ B (VLp,_, (Wi) = VL(W,))

— BHIVE(W,&)7
and thus

—B)Y_ B (VLs,_, (Wimr) = VL5, (W)

7=0

el =

1

£

—B)Y B (VLs, (W) — VL(w,))

1

£ (B)
+ ||Bt+1V£(Wt)||1 .
~—_—————

2©
We upper bound each term separately.

First, the term (A) represents the misalignment by the weight movement, which can be bounded as:

(A) = ZBT VL, (Wer) = VLp,_, (W)
1
- B) Z BTIVLs, . (Wir) = VLs,_ (W)l
ZBT Z (0 (Wi xi) = 0(w) %)%
lEBt T 1
"~ ..D
- B) ZBTg > Wl xi) = (wx)]
= i€By_r
/ él(W;lTXi) ’
Y ew ‘ 1
2 2 Ml T
(1- DN . ‘ww:fxi)
< A
= Wt Z/B lGET EI(W;FXZ)
where we used NG(w) = — 3=,y O(w'x;) = 2iev) |0(w'x;)| > max;eqy

the last inequality. For all ¢ € [N,
(W ,x;)

U(wlx;)

41

1 |0/(wTx;)| in

T T
< elwemwi ) Txi] < lwimwirllalixill _ 1 < (DT 1,



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

By Assumption 2.3, there exists tp € N and constant ¢; > 0 determined by 5 and D such that
ZZZO BT (el DRSS 1) < eymy for all ¢ > ¢g. Then, for all t > ¢y, we have

t
< LDV Gy S raerommer 1)
7=0

t
= (1-B8)DNG(wy) Zﬁ‘reDZ:,:l M

7=0
< (1 —=B)DNcimG(wy).

Second, the term (B) represents the misalignment by mini-batch updates. Denote the number of
mini-batches in a single epoch as m := &'. Since B; = {(t-b+1) (mod N) b= note that B; = B,

ifand only if i = j (mod m). Now, the term (B) can be upper bounded as

t
B) = |[(1—B) > _ B (VLs,_ (W) — VL(W,))
7=0 1
t m
=|(1=8)> B |VLs,_ (W)= —> VLp, (W)
7=0 j=1 1
m 1 t
=[-8 > BT ——> 87| VLg,(wi)
7J=1 \7<t: (t—7)=j (mod m) 7=0 1
1 t
< (1 —B)m - max > BT —— "B max |VLs, (W)
g€lm] 7<t: (t—7)=j (mod m) m 7=0 g€lm]
1 t
< (1 - B)Dm?G(w;) - max > BT——=> 87,
g€ml 7<t: (t—7)=j (mod m) m 7=0

where the last inequality holds since
1 1 &
VLg, == C(wix)x|| <+ O(w'x)|-D ="~ =D
max IVLs, (W)l = 7 max || > £(wx)x;| < A E 1w x)]| G(w) = DmG(w),

for all w € R?,
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It remains to upper bound max ¢y, ngt: (t—7)=j (mod m) BT — % Zi:o B7|. Fix arbitrary j €
[m]. Note that

t
(1-5) 4
7<t: (t—7)=j (mod m) 7=0
L] L
SA=B) Y B -(=B—> 8
k=0 7=0
L£) £ -1 . m—1 ) ¢
=(1=p D " -01-p ) (mﬁmeBT>—(1—ﬁ>m >,
k=0 k=0 =0

r=m(|L]-1)+1

L)1
<-pprlml 4 3 g [(1 —H) - (1~ m]
k=0
©) Wm0 g
R D e
k=0
1 (m-1a—pp
<a-ppme
() .2 (m=1)(1-p)
< @-p)B A= p) 5
m—1

— -+ (1 p)

where the inequalities (x) and (xx) hold since (1 — €)™ < 1 — me + Wez <1 — Feforall
0 <e< - andchoosee =1— 8.

m—1
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Similarly, we have

t

1
(=8| > 8 - > B
7=0 7<t: (t—7)=j (mod m)
L 15—
SA=H— T -(1-p prE
7=0 k=0
R L 1By
— (1 — B) Z <5mk' Z IBT> + (1 _ 5)7 Z /87' _ (1 _ 6) Z Bm(k-‘rl)—l
=0\ =0 m | L k=0
1 t L%J—l 1
SU-pn Y X |l a-pn
m T:§n+2 kZ:O m
15 -1
_ 1 -m+271 _ gm—1 N mk i _pmy _ _ m—1
i S B DI RO R
15— )
< l6t7m+2(175m71)+ ﬂmk (mil)(lfﬂ)
m P 2
1 —m+2 m—1 1 (m — 1)(1 — 6)2
< g1 B )+175m- 5

m—1

<(1-p)Br™m 4+ ——(1 - 7).

<SU-B)BT+ (1 B)
Combining the bounds, we get

B) < (1 —B)Dm(B""™m +m — 1)G(wy).
Finally,
(C) = BV L(W)[ly < BT DG(wy).
Therefore, we conclude
lleflr < [(1 —B)Dm(m — 1) + Cin: + C2ﬁt] G(wy)

where C, Cs > 0 are constants determined by 3, m, and D. O

Corollary G.3. Suppose that € (Nbe, 1). Then, there exists to € N such that for all t > t,
Inc-Signum iterates {w;} satisfy

L(Wii1) < LWe) = (ve0 — 2(1 = B)DF (5 = 1) = (201 + Cr)ne — 2C25°)G(wy),
where Cy, C1,Cy > 0 are constants in Lemmas G.1 and G.2.

Proof. By Lemma 1.1, we get
(VL(wWy), Ay = (my, Ay) — (e, A¢)
ey = llelllAdlloo
(IVL(w)[lr = lleellr) — lletllx
IVL(we)ll1 — 2let]lx
Voo G(We) — 2le]1.
Now using Lemma G.1 and Lemma G.2, we conclude
L(Wi1) < L(we) = 1:(VLW), Ar) + CrniG(we)
< L(wi) = (Yoo G (W) = 2[lec]l1) + CrnfG(we)
< L(We) = (oo — 2(1 = B)DF (5 — 1) = (2C1 + Cr)ne — 2C28")G(wy),
which ends the proof. ]

v vl

Y
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Proposition G.4 (Loss convergence). Suppose that 3 € (1 — ZTQCO’ 1)ifb< Nand g € (0,1) if
b= N, where Co := DE (X —1). Then, L(w;) — 0 ast — cc.

Proof. Note that 8 € (%, 1) since Yoo = MaX|w| . <1 MiNje[n] w'x; < D. By Corollary G.3,
there exists to € N such that for all ¢t > ¢,

1 (Yoo — 2C0(1 = B) — (201 + Cr)ne — 2C2")G(wy) < L(wy) — L(Wig1).

Since 7;, 3 — 0 as t — oo, there exists ¢; > ¢, such that for all ¢ > ¢,
(2C) + Cp )y + 2058" < 12

Then,

23 mG(wi) £ 3 (9200 (1=8) = 201+ ) —2C28')G < 3 Lw)L(wirn) < oo,

t=t1 t=t1 t=t1
Thus, -2, 7:G(w¢) < oo and since Y ;°, 7; = oo, this implies G(w;) — 0 and therefore
L(w;) > 0ast — oo. O
Proposition G.5 (Unnormalized margin lower bound). Suppose that € (1 — Z%, 1) ifb < N and
B € (0,1)ifb= N, where Co := DX (4 — 1). Then, there exists t, € N such that for all t > t,

t—1

QC1+CH Zn

T=ts

G(w,

) 202770
L(w;)

i€[N]

-1
min w' x; < (Yoo — 2Co(1 — B)) Z -
T=t4

where Cqy := D%(% — 1) and Cy, Cy,Cy > 0 are constants in Lemmas G.1 and G.2.

Proof. By Proposition G.4, there exists time step ¢; € N such that £(w;) < 1"]%,2 for all t > t,.
Then, /(w/ x;) < %E(Wt) <log2 < 1, and thus min,¢|y) w, x; > 0for all ¢ > t,. Then, for all
t >,

N
exp(— min w, x;) = max exp(—w, x;) < max log(1 + exp(—w ' x;)) < NL(w:)

i€[N] i€[N] ~ log 2 ig[N] log 2

)

) NE( t)

for logistic loss, and exp(— min;e(n] W, x;) < NL(w for exponential loss.

Using Corollary G.3 and G(w) < £(w) from Lemma I.1, we get

G(wi_1)

m + (201 + CH)ntQ_1 + QCQﬂtlnt—1>

L£(w)) < Lwi_s) (1 — (oo = 2Co(1 = By

< L(wir) exp (—woc ~9Co(1 — B))ms E ; (20, + Cr)i_, + 2026“%—1)
_ g t—1 t—1
§£(Wts)exp< (Yoo —2C(1 — Z +(2C1 + Chr) ZWT+2CZZB 777)
=t T=ts T=ts
log 2 — = 20
< ]%7 exp( (Yoo — 2Co(1 — B Z + (2C1 + Ch) Zn3+127§>-
=t T=ts
Thus, we get
Nﬁ(wt)
T et a7
exp(= 112[1151] Wi Xi) log 2
— t—1 20!
<exp< ('700—200 1— Z 201+CH)Z773+ _277()):
=tq T=1g

which gives the desired inequality.
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Theorem 5.1. Let & > 0. Then there exists € > 0 such that the iterates {w;}{2 of Inc-Signum
(Algorithm 4) with batch size b and momentum 3 € (1 — €, 1), under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3, satisfy

3 T
min;e [N] X, Wt

lim inf > Yoo — 6, @)
t=o0 [Welloo
where
Yoo & max minw'x;, D2 max|x;||,
[wlloo <1 4€[N] i€[N]
and
1
€= ———————min{J, L= ifb <N, e=1 ifb=N.
TR R ¢

Proof. Let Co := D4 (5 — 1) so that e := min{52-, J&=} if b < N and e := 1if b = N. Note
that Cy = 0if b = N. Suppose that 8 € (1 —¢,1).

Let ¢y be a time step that satisfy Corollary G.3. By Proposition G.4, there exists t* > ¢, such that
(201 + Cy)ne + 2028t < I and L(w;) < 101%2 for all ¢ > t*. Then, for each t > t*, we get
ig:’;g >1— Nﬁéwt) > 1. By Corollary G.3, for all ¢ > t*,

G(wi_1)

L(wi) < L(we 1) (1 ™ (oo =260 =AY 0 7y

+(2C, +Cy)nt_, + 2026“%1)

1 1
< L(Wi—1) (1 = 3 eell-1 + 8%077t1>

1
< L(wi_1)exp (’yoom_1>

8
5 t—1
S ﬁ(Wt*)eXp <—87;n7>
log 2 Yoo
< N eXP<8§UT .

Consequently, by Lemma 1.1, we have

G(wy) NL(wy) Yoo
T 21— zl-ew (82717 :

forall t > t*.
Finally, using Proposition G.5, we get
min;e () Wthi
[willoo
*_ o xt—1 —
(10 = 2C0o(1 = 8)) (Iwoll + 45! e + S mre™ 8 Zimie 17) 4 (21 + Ciy) TiT 2 + 2o
t—1
[woll + 327 2o 7-
t*—1 t — oo yri—l t—1
_ O ZT:() Uk + Z‘r:t* e 8 =t 17 + ZT:t* 7772'
- t—1
ZT:O 777'

VYoo — 200(1 - B) -

<

I'herefore, we conclude
. T,.
min;e [N} Wy X;

lim inf;_, Wil
t]loo

2700_200(1_6)27_6
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H MISSING PROOFS IN APPENDIX A

Lemma A.1. Suppose that (a) L(w,) — 0 and (b) w, = ||w,|2W + p(r) for some W with
Jlim,_, p(r). Then, under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, there exists ¢ = (co, -+ ,cn—1) € AN such
that the limit direction w of Inc-Adam with 81 = 0 satisfies

. CiX;

Woo Y —, ®)
Ty e

and c; = 0 fori ¢ S, where S = arg min, ey W | x; is the index set of support vectors of W.

Proof. We start with the case of £ = /. First step is to characterize &, the limit of d,-. Notice that (b)
is a strictly stronger assumption than Assumption 4.4 and it simplifies the analysis, while maintaining
the intuition that the terms of support vectors dominate the update direction. Let lim, o, p(1) = p.
We recall previous notations as v = min;(x;, W), % = (X;, W),5 = min;gg(x;, w). Then it
satisfies S = {i € [N] : (x;,W) =~} and ¥ > v > 0. We can decompose dominant and residual
terms in the update rule as follows.

s exp(—yg(r) exp(—p(r) Txi)x:
1 S em A exp(~27,9(r)) exp(~2p(r) Tx;)x2
. exp(Fig(r)) exp(—p(r) x)x,
;sc \/ZJG[N YD exp(—27;9(r)) exp(—2p(r) Tx;)x2
ex (r ) X;)Xi
Z p —p\r
e ¢2jem B9 exp(~2(7; — 7)g(r)) exp(—20(r) Tx;)x
exp(—(3; — 1)g(r)) exp(—p(r)T
T4 @JEW 9 exp(—2(3; — 7)g(r)) exp(~2p(r) Tx;)x2
éd(r) +r(r) + €.

oy

+€T

Xi)xi

+ €,

Since 7; >« and g(r) — oo, r(r) converges to 0. Therefore, we get

_ Tx )%
6 é lim 6,’, — lim d(’r‘) — lim Z eXp( p(T) Xz)Xl
T—>00 T—>00 r—00
165 /S s B8 exp(—2p(r) T )%
_ Z exp(—p " x)x;
5 e B8 exp(—2px;)x2
Z C; X,

Yo A7

for some ¢ € AN~ satisfying ¢; = 0 for i ¢ S. Using the same technique based on Stolz-Cesaro

theorem, we can also deduce that w = &. Since we can extend this result to £ = £5¢ following the
proof of Lemma 4.5, the statement is proved. O

I TECHNICAL LEMMAS

1.1 PROXY FUNCTION

Lemma I.1 (Proxy function). The proxy function G satisfy the following properties: for any given
weights w,w' € R? and any norm || - ||,

(@) y9(w) < [[VL( W)l < DG(w), where D = maxien)|xills and v =
MAaX ||| <1 Mile[n) W ' X; is the || - ||-normalized max margin,
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v

(b) 1— ()Sg( <1,

/-\

w

(c) G(W) = & e (W x0),

(d) G(w') < eBIW'=wIG(w), where D = max;e(ny |||«

|

Proof. This lemma (or a similar variant) is proved in Zhang et al. (2024a) and Fan et al. (2025).
Below, we provide a proof for completeness.

(a) First, by duality we get

VL(W)||x = max (g, —VL(wW >maxf— O(wx)g %
| Wl HgHS1< (w)) llgll<1 Z g

i€[N]
> G(w) max min g'x;
llgll<1ie[N]
=19 (w).
Second, we can obtain the lower bound as
IVEM) =~ 5 3 Cw il <~ 37 £w Xl < DG(w).
i€[N] i€[N]

, gg ; = 1. For logistic loss, the lower bound Ewg >1- %(w) follows

from Zhang et al. (2024a, Lemma C.7). The upper bound follows from the elementary inequality

—log(2) = 1_7_%;(2) < log(1+ exp(—z)) = liog(2) forall z € R.

(b) For exponential loss

(c) For exponential loss, the equality holds. For logistic loss, the elementary inequality 6103( z) =

exploz) > _explz) g (2) for all z € R, which results in

1+exp(—z) = (l+exp(—2))2 —
:——Z:E’W)czz—zzé"wxZ
1€[N] 1€[N]

(d) First, for exponential loss, —¢;, (") = —exp(z — 2")li,,(2) < —exp(]2’ — z|){e,,(2), and

exp exp

(2') = Mz’ (2) < —exp(|2' — 2]){},4(2) hold for any z,2" € R.

- ,
for logistic loss, —¢ s 11 log (7

log
By duality, we get

AN 1 / 1T _ 1 / T / T
w)—ng;V]ﬁ(w xi)f—N ZE(W x;+ (W —w)'x;)

1€[N]

1
< - Z O (wx;) exp(|(w' —w) Tx4))
i€[N]
1
< — ¥ Z 0 (w'x;) exp(||w’ — w|||x]]«)
i€[N]
1
< -5 Z U(w'x;) exp(D||w —wl)
i€[N]

=PIV =wig(w).

1.2 PROPERTIES OF LOSS FUNCTIONS

Lemma I.2 (Lemma C.4 in Zhang et al. (2024a)). For £ € {leyp,line}, either G(w) < i or
L(w) < 1°g2 implies w'x; > 0 forall i € [N].
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Lemma 1.3 (Lemma C.5 in Zhang et al. (2024a)). For { € {loy, Lo} and any z1, zo € R, we have
U'(z1)
'(22)

Lemma I.4 (Lemma C.6 in Zhang et al. (2024a)). For { € {ley, liog} and any z1, 22, 23, 24 € R, we
have

—4<a“ﬁﬂ—L

/ /
14 (Zl)[ (Z3> o 1‘ < (63\21—22\ _ 1) + (63\23—24\ _ 1) + <€\Z1+23—22—24\ _ 1) .

Lemma L5. Fora > 1and z1,22 > 0, if l0(21) < aling(22), then z1 > zo — log(2* — 1).

Proof. Note that
log(l+e™®) <alog(l4+e ™) = e * < (1+e %) -1,
and define f(z) = (+2)*=1 * Since f is an increasing function on the interval (0, 1), we get

Sup,e(o,1y () = f(1) £ 29 1. This implies (1 4+ z)® —1 < (2% — 1)z forz € (0,1). Since
z1, 22 > 0, it satisfies e *1, e~ *2 € (0, 1). Therefore, we get

e < (14+e ™) —-1< (2% —1)e™ 2.

By taking the natural logarithm of both sides, we get the desired inequality. O

1.3 AUXILIARY RESULTS

Lemma I.6 (Lemma C.1 in Zhang et al. (2024a)). The learning rate n; = (t + 2)~* with a € (0, 1]
satisfies Assumption 2.3.

Lemma L7 (Bernoulli’s Inequality). (a) Ifr > 1and x > —1, then (1 + z)" > 1 + ra.
(b) If0<r<landx > —1, then (1+z)" <1+ rz.

Lemma 1.8 (Stolz-Cesaro Theorem). Let (ay,)n>1 and (by)n>1 be the two sequences of real numbers.
Assume that (by,)n>1 is strictly monotone and divergent sequence and the following limit exists:

. a 1—a
lim 2t —=n _ g

n— 00 bn+1 — bn

Then it satisfies that

Lemma 1.9 (Brouwer Fixed-point Theorem). Every continuous function from a nonempty convex
compact subset of R to itself has a fixed point.
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