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Abstract. In neural network training, RMSProp and Adam remain
widely favoured optimisation algorithms. One of the keys to their per-
formance lies in selecting the correct step size, which can significantly
influence their effectiveness. Additionally, questions about their theoret-
ical convergence properties continue to be a subject of interest. In this
paper, we theoretically analyse a constant step size version of Adam
in the non-convex setting and discuss why it is important for the con-
vergence of Adam to use a fixed step size. This work demonstrates the
derivation and effective implementation of a constant step size for Adam,
offering insights into its performance and efficiency in non-convex optimi-
sation scenarios. (i) First, we provide proof that these adaptive gradient
algorithms are guaranteed to reach criticality for smooth non-convex ob-
jectives with constant step size, and we give bounds on the running time.
Both deterministic and stochastic versions of Adam are analysed in this
paper. We show sufficient conditions for the derived constant step size
to achieve asymptotic convergence of the gradients to zero with mini-
mal assumptions. Next, (ii) we design experiments to empirically study
Adam’s convergence with our proposed constant step size against state-
of-the-art step size schedulers on classification tasks. Lastly, (iii) we also
demonstrate that our derived constant step size has better abilities in
reducing the gradient norms, and empirically, we show that despite the
accumulation of a few past gradients, the key driver for convergence in
Adam is the non-increasing step sizes. Source code will be available upon
acceptance.
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1 Introduction

Optimisation problems in machine learning are often structured as minimizing a
finite sum minx f(x), where f(x) = 1

k

∑k
i=1 fi(x). Each fi typically exhibits non-

convex behaviour, particularly in neural network domains. A prominent method
⋆ denotes equal contribution
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for tackling such problems is Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD), where updates
occur iteratively as xt+1 := xt−α∇f̃it(xt), with α denoting the step size and f̃it
being a randomly chosen function from {f1, f2, ..., fk} at each iteration t. SGD
is favoured for training deep neural networks for its computational efficiency,
especially with mini-batch training, even with large datasets [1].

Adaptive variants of SGD, which incorporate past gradients through aver-
aging, have gained traction due to their ability to track gradient scaling on an
individual parameter basis, as highlighted by Bottou et al. [2]. These methods
are favoured for their perceived ease of tuning compared to traditional SGD.
Adaptive gradient methods typically update using a vector obtained by apply-
ing a linear transformation, often referred to as "diagonal pre-conditioner," to
the linear combination of all previously observed gradients. This pre-conditioning
is believed to enhance algorithm robustness to hyperparameter choices, making
them less sensitive to initial settings.

Adagrad, introduced by Duchi et al. in [3, 4], showed superior performance,
especially in scenarios featuring sparse or small gradients. However, its effective-
ness diminishes in situations with non-convex loss functions and dense gradients
due to rapid learning rate decay. To address this, variants like RMSProp [5],
Adam [6] (Algorithm 1), Adadelta [7], and Nadam [8] have been proposed.
These methods mitigate learning rate decay by employing exponential moving
averages of squared past gradients, thereby limiting reliance on all past gradi-
ents during updates. While these algorithms have found success in various ap-
plications [9], they have also been observed to exhibit non-convergence in many
settings [10], especially in deterministic environments where noise levels are con-
trolled during optimisation. Moreover, there is a significant inclination to study
these algorithms in deterministic settings, especially when noise levels are regu-
lated during optimisation. This regulation is accomplished either by employing
larger batches [11–13] or by integrating variance-reducing techniques [14,15].

Despite their widespread adoption in solving neural network problems, adap-
tive gradient methods like RMSProp and Adam often lack theoretical justifica-
tions in non-convex scenarios, even when dealing with exact or deterministic
gradients [16]. Several sufficient conditions have been proposed to guarantee the
global convergence of Adam, which can be further classified into the following
two categories:

(B1) Learning rate decay: Reddi et al. [10] demonstrated that the main
cause of divergences in Adam and RMSProp predominantly arises from the dis-
parity between the two successive learning rates.

Γt =

√
vt
αt

−
√vt−1

αt−1
(1)

If the positive definiteness property of Γt is violated, Adam and RMSProp may
experience divergence. Barakat and Bianchi in [17] relaxed the Γt > 0 constraint
and demonstrated that Adam can converge when

√vt

αt
≥ c

√vt−1

αt−1
holds for all t and

some positive real c. Prior research efforts [18–23] have focused on establishing
convergence properties of optimisation algorithms such as RMSProp and Adam.
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Algorithm 1: Adam Algorithm Pseudocode [6]
Input: Learning rate: α ∈ (0, 1], β1, β2 ∈ [0, 1), initial starting point w0 ∈ Rd,

a constant vector ρ1d > 0 ∈ Rd, we assume we have access to a noisy
oracle for gradients of f : Rd → R

1 Initialization: m0 = 0, v0 = 0
2 for t from 1 to T : do
3 gt = ∇f(wt)
4 mt = β1mt−1 + (1− β1)gt

5 vt = β2vt−1 + (1− β2)g2
t

6 Vt = diag(vt)

7 wt+1 = wt − α(V1/2
t + diag (ρ1d))

−1 mt

8 End

These investigations typically utilize step size schedules of the form αt =
α
ta for

all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, α ∈ (0, 1), and a > 0, or other time-dependent variations

like αt = α(1 − β1)
√

1−βt
2

1−β2
. While a non-increasing (diminishing) step size is

crucial for convergence, empirical analysis suggests that rapid decay of the step
size can lead to sub-optimal outcomes, as discussed in the next section.

(B2) Temporal decorrelation: Zhou et al. in [24] emphasized that the di-
vergence observed in RMSProp stems from imbalanced learning rates rather than
the absence of Γt > 0, as previously suggested by Reddi et al. [10]. Leveraging
this insight, Zhou et al. [24] proposed AdaShift, which incorporates a tempo-
ral decorrelation technique to address the inappropriate correlation between vt
and the current second-order moment g2

t . This approach requires the adaptive
learning rate αt to be independent of g2

t . However, it’s worth noting that the
convergence analysis of AdaShift was primarily limited to RMSProp for resolving
the convex counterexample presented by Reddi et al. [10].

In contrast to the aforementioned modifications and restrictions, we intro-
duce an alternative sufficient condition (abbreviated as SC) to ensure the global
convergence of the original Adam. The proposed SC (refer to Section 3.1) de-
pends on the parameter β1 and a constant learning rate α. Our SC doesn’t
necessitate rapidly decaying step sizes and positive definiteness of Γt. It’s easier
to verify and more practical compared to (B2).

NOTE: A recent study by Chen et al. [25] proposes a similar convergence
rate to ours using a constant step size approach for mini-batch Adam, where
they employ αt = α√

T
, with α being any positive real number. However, our

work specifies the exact learning rate that ensures convergence with fewer as-
sumptions. A comparison with this step size is provided in the Appendix, where
we evaluate its performance against our approach for various values of α.
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2 Motivation & Contributions

In practical scenarios, such as learning latent variables from vast datasets with
unknown distributions, the goal is to solve the optimisation problem:

minw∈Rd{L(w) = Eζ∼P [L̃(ζ,w)]} (2)

Here L(w) is a non-convex loss function and ζ is a random variable with an
unknown distribution P. Common iterative optimisation algorithms like Adam
and RMSProp are often employed to solve this problem. It’s observed that using
a more aggressive constant step size often leads to favourable outcomes [26,27].
However, determining the optimal learning rate requires an exhaustive search.
Specifically, when optimizing for a parameter set w ∈ Rd, the goal is to find
a parameter w∗ aligning with a minimum in the loss landscape L(w), where
L : Rd → R. Gradient descent-based algorithms, including those with momen-
tum, iterati vely update parameters using wt+1 = wt − αtg(∇wL(wt)), where
αt is the step size at iteration t and g : Rd → Rd is a function incorporat-
ing the gradient and momentum terms. Convergence of the parameter sequence
{w0,w1, . . . ,wT−1} to w∗ necessitates the sequence {(wt+1 −wt)} to converge
to 0 as t → T . This corresponds to the sequence {αtg(∇wL(wt))} converging
to 0 ∈ Rd. The literature often opts for a non-increasing step size αt, such as
αt ∝ 1

ta , where a > 0, to theoretically prove convergence. Despite non-zero gradi-
ent norms, αt can cause {αtg(∇wL(wt))} to approach 0, even if {∇wL(wt)} does
not. Although accumulating past gradients helps mitigate the decay of the learn-
ing rate, there’s a risk that learning rates with rapid decay may dominate. Our
empirical analysis in Section 4 demonstrates that Adam, with non-increasing
learning rates, does not aggressively drive the gradient norm of the loss towards
zero. With a fixed step size αt = α > 0, if wt → w∗, then ∥∇wL(wt)∥2 → 0.
This ensures convergence to a saddle point of L(w) with a fixed step size, an
assurance not available with a non-increasing and iteration-dependent step size.

Consequently, our research aims to identify the optimal constant step size,
ensuring convergence in both deterministic and stochastic Adam iterations be-
yond a time threshold t > T (β1, ρ) where T (β1, ρ) is a natural number.

A summary of our contributions: In this work, we present the following
primary contributions:

1. We derive an exact constant step size to guarantee convergence of determin-
istic as well as stochastic Adam. To the best of our knowledge, this study
is the first to theoretically guarantee Adam’s global convergence (gradient
norm of loss function converges to 0) with an exact constant step size.

2. Our study offers runtime bounds for deterministic and stochastic Adam to
achieve approximate criticality with smooth non-convex functions.

3. We introduced a simple method to estimate the Lipschitz constant4 of the
loss function w.r.t the network parameters. We offer a probabilistic guarantee
for the convergence of our estimated Lipschitz constant to its true value.

4 Our derived step size, vital for convergence, depends on the Lipschitz constant.
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4. We empirically show that even with past gradient accumulation, determin-
istic Adam can be affected by rapidly decaying learning rates. This indicates
that these rapid decay rates play a dominant role in driving convergence.

5. We also demonstrate empirically that with our analysed step size, Adam
quickly converges to a favourable saddle point with high validation accuracy.

3 Convergence Guarantee For Adam With Fix Step Size

Previously, it has been shown in [10, 22, 28] that deterministic RMSProp and
Adam can converge under certain conditions with adaptive step size. Here, we
give the first result about convergence to criticality for deterministic and stochas-
tic Adam with constant step size, albeit under a certain technical assumption
about the loss function (and hence on the noisy first-order oracle).

3.1 Novel Sufficient Conditions (SC) for Convergence of Adam

Below are the commonly employed assumptions for analyzing the convergence
of stochastic algorithms for non-convex problems:

1. The minimum value of the problem L∗ = argminw∈RdL(w) is lower bounded,
i.e L∗ > −∞.

2. The loss landscape L(w) should be strictly non-negative. Most commonly
used losses like cross-entropy, Lp reconstruction, InfoNCE loss [29, 30] are
non-negative.

3. The stochastic gradient gt of the loss function is an unbiased estimate, i.e
E[gt] = ∇wL(wt).

4. The second-order moment of stochastic gradient gt is uniformly upper-
bounded, i.e E[∥gt∥2] ≤ (E[∥gt∥])2 ≤ γ2.

In addition, we suppose that that the parameters β1 and learning rate α satisfy
the following restrictions:

1. The parameter β1 satisfies β1 < ϵ
ϵ+γ for some ϵ > 0.

2. The step size αt = α ∈ R+ remains constant throughout the analysis.

Theorem 1. Deterministic Adam converges with proper choice of con-
stant step size. Let the loss function L(w) be K−Lipchitz5 and let γ < ∞
be an upper bound on the norm of the gradient of L. Also assume that L has a
well-defined minimizer w∗ such that w∗ = argminw∈Rd L(w). Then the following
holds for Algorithm (1):

For any ϵ, ρ > 0 if we let α =
√
2(L(w0)− L(w∗))/Kδ2T , then there exists a

natural number T (β1, ρ) (depends on β1 and ρ) such that min
t=1,...,T

∥∇wL(wt)∥2 ≤ ϵ

for some t ≥ T (β1, ρ), where δ2 = γ2

ρ2 .
5 A function f : Rd → R is K-Lipchitz for some K > 0 if it satisfies, f(y) ≤ f(x) +
∇xf(x)T (y − x) + K

2
∥y − x∥22 ∀ x,y ∈ Rd
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Theorem 2. Stochastic Adam converges with proper choice of constant
step size Let the loss function L(w) be K−Lipchitz and be of the form L =∑m
j=1 Lj such that (a) each Lj is at-least once differentiable, (b) the gradients

satisfy sign(Lr(w)) 6 = sign(Ls(w)) for all r, s ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}, (c) L has a
well-defined minimizer w∗ such that w∗ = argminw∈Rd L(w). Let the gradient
oracle, upon invocation at wt ∈ Rd, randomly selects jt from the set {1, 2, . . . ,m}
uniformly, and then provides ∇fjt(xt) = gt as the result.

Then, for any ϵ, ρ > 0 if we let α =
√

2(L(w0)− L(w∗))/Kδ2T , then there
exists a natural number T (β1, ρ) (depends on β1 and ρ) such that
min

t=1,...,T
E[∥∇wL(wt)∥2] ≤ ϵ for some t ≥ T (β1, ρ), where δ2 = γ2

ρ2 .

Remark 1: With our analysis, we showed that both deterministic and stochas-
tic Adam with constant step size converges with rate O( 1

T 1/4 ). This convergence
rate is similar to the convergence rate of SGD proposed by Li et al. in [31]. Our
motivation behind these theorems was primarily to understand the conditions
under which Adam can converge, especially considering the negative results pre-
sented in Reddi et al. [10]. However, we acknowledge that it is still an open
problem to tighten the analysis of deterministic as well as stochastic Adam and
obtain faster convergence rates than we have shown in the theorem.
Remark 2: Based on the preceding two theorems, it becomes evident that the
Adam achieves convergence when equipped with an appropriately chosen con-
stant step size α =

√
2(L(w0)− L(w∗))/Kδ2T , according to our analysis.

Subsequently, we analyse the given step size and conduct extensive experiments
to ascertain that, with the designated step size, the gradient norm effectively
tends towards zero. Hence, our empirical investigations validate that the chosen
step size ensures convergence in practice. We compare our step size with several
state-of-the-art schedulers and an array of constant step sizes in Section 4.

3.2 Analysis of Constant Step Size

The optimal learning rate, as per Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, depends on
factors like the Lipchitz constant of the loss7 (K), initial and final loss values,
the total number of iterations/epochs (T ), and an additional term denoted as
δ2. For simplicity, we omitted the δ2 term as it depends on an oracle of gradients
and set the final loss term to zero. Thus, our approximate learning rate is now

expressed as α ≈
√

2L(w0)
KT , making it practical while still capturing the core

concept of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 .
As our step size depends on the Lipchitz constant of the loss (K), we next

propose a method to estimate the Lipschitz constant, enabling us to implement
the step size effectively. Detailed procedure is given in the next Section.

6 sign : Rd → {−1, 1}d, sign(z)j = 1 if zj ≥ 0, else -1.
7 The Lipchitz constant of the loss is with respect to network parameters.
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3.3 Approximating The Lipchitz Constant of Loss

Determining the appropriate Lipschitz constant for a neural network is a key
area of research in deep learning, with various methods proposed for estimation,
as demonstrated in recent works [32–36]. Estimating the learning rate prior to
training requires careful estimation of the Lipschitz constant of the loss function.
For this, we refer to Theorem 3.3.6 in [37].

Theorem 3. [Federer et al.] If f : Rd → R is a locally Lipschitz continuous
function, then f is differentiable almost everywhere. Moreover, if f is Lipschitz
continuous, then

L(f) = supx∈Rd∥∇xf∥2 (3)

For large networks, directly optimizing according to Theorem 3 can be time
consuming. Instead, we propose a novel technique to approximate the Lipschitz
constant. It’s important to note that this work does not aim to estimate the best
Lipschitz constant for the loss or network; rather, it focuses on the convergence
analysis of Adam. We introduce Algorithm 2 to approximate the Lipschitz con-
stant of the loss8, supported by mathematical proof that our estimate converges
in distribution to the original Lipschitz constant.

Algorithm 2: Estimating Lipchitz Constant of Loss Function
Input: Dataset: X ∼ P, Loss function: L : Rd → R, A network parameterized

by w ∈ Rd ∼ W, No. of iterations: N
Output: L̂

1 Initialization: L̂ = 0, Iteration Number n = 0
2 for n from 1 to N : do
3 Randomly sample the network weights: wn ∼ W
4 Compute loss for the current pass: L(wn) = Eζ∼P [L̃(ζ,wn)]
5 Compute the norm of gradient at current instant: ∥∇wL(wn)∥2
6 Estimate the Lipchitz constant (L̂): L̂ = max(∥∇wL(wn)∥2, L̂)
7 End

We shall now prove that our estimated Lipchitz constant (L̂) converges to
the real Lipchitz constant (K) in distribution.

Theorem 4. Given ∥.∥2 and ∇wL are continuous functions and ∥∇wL∥2 is
bounded from above. If L is lipchitz continuous then, K = supw∈Rd∥∇wL∥2. Let
L̂ be a random variable defined as :

L̂ = max
1≤j≤N

∥∇wL(wj)∥2 (4)

8 Algorithm 2 is given for the full-batch scenario. The algorithm for the mini-batch
case is deferred to the Appendix due to space constraints.
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where wj, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} are i.i.d samples drawn from a distribution W. Then,
as n→ ∞, the random variable L̂ converges in distribution to K.
Mathematically:

lim
n→∞

P (L̂ ≤ k) =

{
0 if k < K

1 if k ≥ K
(5)

From Theorem 4, L̂ d−→ L(L)9. optimisation of the loss gradient can be achieved
through iterative techniques like steepest descent [38], backtracking [38], and
Wolfe’s and Goldstein’s conditions [39], aiming to identify the direction (weights
w) maximizing the gradient norm. However, non-convex loss surfaces in deep
learning may lead to convergence to suboptimal local maxima. Also, losses with
unbounded gradients can lead to excessively high Lipschitz constants. Our ap-
proach addresses this by leveraging the convergence in distribution phenomenon
from probability theory. We randomly select directions from a distribution W
and take the maximum gradient norm across all evaluated samples, theoretically
converging to the true Lipschitz constant in distribution.

4 Experimental Setup

We assess Adam’s performance with our selected step size through experiments
on fully connected networks with ReLU activations. Additionally, we expand our
analysis to include classification tasks on MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets using
LeNet [40] and VGG-9 [41], respectively. To maintain strict experimental control,
we ensure that all network layers have identical widths denoted as h. For exper-
iments, in Section 4.1 and 4.2, we used Kaiming uniform distribution [42] for
initialization. Default PyTorch parameters are chosen [Link]. No regularization
is applied.

We conducted classification experiments on the MNIST dataset for various
network sizes, encompassing different values of network depth and h. CIFAR-10
experiments are carried out only on VGG-9 architecture. All experiments are
implemented using PyTorch. We compare the performance of Adam using our
step size with:

1. A list of commonly used schedulers and several non-increasing step sizes
that were utilized to demonstrate theoretical convergence for Adam in past
literature. The full list is given in Table 1.

2. An array of constant step sizes {10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5} which are widely
used in literature.

Each experiment was executed for 100 epochs. For various schedulers, we fine-
tuned their hyperparameters to identify configurations where they exhibited the
best performance and retained those values for the final comparison with our
step size. The value for k in the exponential learning rate in Table 1 is carefully
selected to ensure that the decay rate is moderate. This choice is made to provide
9 Theorem 4 holds for mini-batch case too. Refer to Appendix for more insights.
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Table 1: A detailed description of schedulers is provided in the following table. In this
table, the initial learning rate α0 is maintained constant at 10−2, and the total number
of iterations T is set to 100 for full-batch experiments. For mini-batch experiments, T
depends on the batch size.

Schedulers Mathematical Form Hyperparameter Choices

Linear LR αt = αt−1

(
1 +

ef−sf
sf+ef (T−1)

)
sf = 0.1 & ef = 1

Step LR αt =


α0 for t < 40
α0
10

for 40 ≤ t ≤ 80
α0
100

for 80 < t ≤ T

–

One Cyclic LR As described in [43] As given in this link

Square Root Decay αt =
α0√
t

–

Inverse Time Decay αt =
α0

1+α0t
–

Cosine Decay [44] αt = αmin + 1
2
(α0 − αmin)(1 + cosπt

T
) αmin = 10−3

Exponential Decay αt = α0e
−kt k = 10−3

Ours α =
√

2L(w0)

L̂.T
–

a fair comparison with our constant step size approach, as overly rapid decay
rates may not effectively minimize the gradient norm of the loss function.

Below is the list of experiments we have conducted:

1. Full-batch experiments (Section 4.1): To efficiently compare learning
rate schedules (Table 1), we created smaller versions of the MNIST and
CIFAR-10 datasets: mini-MNIST and mini-CIFAR-10, respectively. Mini-
MNIST comprises 5500 training images and 1000 test images, selected from
the original MNIST dataset. Mini-CIFAR-10 includes 500 training images
and 100 test images per class, representing about 10% of the full CIFAR-10
dataset. Despite their reduced size, both mini datasets adequately represent
their respective originals for experimentation.

2. Mini-batch experiments (Section 4.2): To see if our findings from the
full-batch experiments apply to mini-batch scenarios according to Theo-
rem 2, we conducted similar experiments using a mini-batch setup with a
fixed batch size of 5,000 for CIFAR10 and MNIST both. We utilized the en-
tire training sets of CIFAR10 and MNIST for these experiments. We tested
our models on CIFAR10 using the VGG-9 architecture and on MNIST us-
ing the LeNet architecture. We also justified why such a large batch size is
needed for empirical convergence.

3. Effect of initialization on our learning rate (Section 4.3): As our

learning rate α =
√

2L(w0)

L̂T
depends on the initial loss value and the es-

timated Lipschitz constant, we conducted experiments to demonstrate the

https://pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.optim.lr_scheduler.OneCycleLR.html
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independence of our learning rate with respect to different network initial-
ization techniques.

4. Additional experiments on CNN architectures (Section 4.4): To
examine the potential generalizability of our theoretical findings across ar-
chitectures, we trained an image classifier on CIFAR-10 and MNIST datasets
employing VGG-like networks and LeNet architectures, respectively.

4.1 Comparing Performances in Full-Batch Setting

In Figure 1 and 2, we illustrate the variations in gradient norm, training loss,
and test loss across iterations for different schedulers. These experiments were
conducted on single-layer, three-layer, and five-layer classifiers with 1000 nodes
in each hidden layer, trained on mini-MNIST. Additional comparisons for vari-
ous neural network architectures with different widths and depths are provided
in the appendix, where similar qualitative trends can be observed.

(1) Comparison against various learning rate schedulers: We compared
our step size against several well-known schedulers listed in Table 1. Except for
cosine decay and one-cycle learning rate, all other schedulers are non-increasing.
Our goal was to evaluate their efficacy in driving the gradient norm of the loss
function towards zero.
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Fig. 1: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.

(2) Comparison against various fixed learning rates: We tested our learn-
ing rate against several other fixed learning rates, {10−2, 10−3, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5}.
We wanted to demonstrate that instead of searching extensively for the best
learning rate to train a model, one could just use our learning rate and achieve
decent results.

Looking at Figures 1 and 2, it is clear that our suggested learning rate helps
decrease the gradient norm of loss more aggressively towards zero as compared
to other schedulers and non-increasing learning rates, supporting our theory.
Even with the accumulation of a few past gradients, deterministic Adam proves
ineffective in mitigating the rapid decay of the learning rate. This is evident from
Figure 1, where one can observe a notable difference in gradient norms after 100
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Fig. 2: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.

epochs between the best-performing scheduler (Exponential in this case) and our
learning rate is in order of 10−2.

Additionally, these figures demonstrate that our learning rate not only reaches
any stationary point but tends to approach a local minimum or its neighbour-
hood where the model achieves good validation accuracy. The plot of loss ver-
sus epoch indicates that our proposed learning rate leads to faster convergence
in practice as compared to other schedulers. However, it’s worth noting that
achieving faster convergence in general is still a challenge. Nevertheless, using
this learning rate results in quicker convergence than other schedulers and a
range of fixed learning rates.

4.2 Comparing Performances in Mini-Batch Setting

In this section, we replicate the same set of experiments in mini-batch setting.
We choose 5,000 as batch size for both the CIFAR10 and MNIST datasets.
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Fig. 3: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a 3 layer network
with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.

We observed that even in the mini-batch setting, our learning rate effectively
reduces the gradient norm of loss more aggressively compared to other sched-
ulers and constant step sizes. This trend aligns with the behaviour observed in
the full-batch setting across all plots, including gradient norm, training loss, and
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Fig. 4: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a single
layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.

validation accuracy.
Why such a large batch size is chosen? Despite the non-convergence is-
sue demonstrated by Reddi et al. [10], it does not rule out convergence if the
minibatch size increases over time, thereby reducing the variance of stochas-
tic gradients. Increasing minibatch size has been shown to aid convergence in
some optimisation algorithms not based on exponential moving average (EMA)
methods [16,45].

In all our minibatch experiments (including those in the appendix), we choose
a large batch size because our theoretical analysis for the minibatch setting, as
described in Theorem 2, assumes that the loss is K − Lipschitz and is rep-
resented by L =

∑m
j=1 Lj . Our proposed learning rate relies on the Lipschitz

constant of the loss function. To accurately estimate this constant, it is crucial
to estimate the stochastic gradients with low variance, as the Lipschitz constant
is essentially the supremum of the true gradient norm over the network weights
(Theorem 3). This approximation of gradients affects the estimation of the
Lipschitz constant. Therefore, to make our step size effective in the minibatch
setting, it is crucial to estimate the gradients with low variance, which in turn
provides the correct estimation of the Lipschitz constant. Our empirical anal-
ysis suggests that increasing batch size will lead to convergence, as increasing
batch size decreases variance. We now show results with our learning rate with
increasing minibatch size.
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Fig. 5: Increasing batch size experiments on Left : a linear network with five layers and
3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST, Middle: LeNet architecture trained on
MNIST and Right : VGG-9 architecture trained on CIFAR-10.
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4.3 Effect of Initialization on Our Learning Rate

Our learning rate α =
√

2L(w0)

L̂.T
is dependent on the initial value of the loss

L(w0) and the estimated Lipchitz constant L̂. Therefore, in this section, we
empirically demonstrated that our learning is not sensitive to various types of
initialization strategies in both full-batch and mini-batch setups.

We employed a diverse range of weight initialization strategies, including
sampling from various distributions and initialization techniques. Specifically, we
randomly sampled weights from different distributions and estimated the Lip-
schitz constant using the same. Subsequently, we visualized the gradient norm
of the networks using our learning rate under these weight initialization strate-
gies. These strategies include sampling from the normal distribution and uniform
distribution, as well as employing initialization methods such as orthogonal ini-
tialization [46], Xavier normal initialization [47], and Kaiming uniform initial-
ization [42]. The details of the parameters involved in each initialization method
is differed to the appendix due to space constraints.
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Fig. 6: Effect of network initialization: Left : a linear network with 3 layers and 1000
nodes in each layer with full-batch setting Middle: a linear network with 3 layers and
3000 nodes in each layer with mini-batch size of 5,000 and Right : LeNet architecture
with mini-batch size of 5,000. All three networks are trained on MNIST.

From Figure 6, it is apparent that our learning rate yields similar results
across various initialization strategies in both full-batch and mini-batch setups
across various architectures. Therefore, we can conclude that empirically, the
performance of our learning rate is independent of the initialization method.

4.4 LeNet on MNIST and VGG-9 on CIFAR-10

To test whether these results might qualitatively hold for models, we trained
an image classifier on CIFAR-10 and MNIST using VGG-9 and LeNet, respec-
tively10. We use minibatches of size 5,000 for the LeNet and 2,500 for VGG-9.

As illustrated in Figures 7 and 8, our proposed learning rate performs well
with convolutional neural networks (CNNs) as well. This training lasted for 100
epochs.
10 Detailed architecture of VGG-9 and LeNet are given in Appendix due to space

constraint.
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Fig. 7: Mini-batch experiments on LeNet architecture with MNIST data.
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Fig. 8: Mini-batch experiments on VGG-9 architecture with CIFAR-10 data.

5 Conclusion and Limitations

This paper presents the first known theoretical guarantees for the convergence
of Adam with an exact constant step size in non-convex settings. It provides
insights into why using non-decreasing step sizes may yield suboptimal results
and advocates for sticking to a fixed step size for convergence in Adam. (i) We
analysed Adam’s convergence properties and established a simple condition on
the step size which ensures convergence in both deterministic and stochastic
non-convex settings. We tag it as a sufficient condition SC in our text. (ii) We
proposed a novel method for efficiently approximating the Lipschitz constant
of the loss function with respect to the parameters, which is crucial for our
proposed learning rate. (iii) Our empirical findings suggest that even with the
accumulation of the past few gradients, the key driver for convergence in Adam
is the non-increasing nature of step sizes. (iv) Finally, our theoretical claims
are validated through extensive experiments on training deep neural networks
on various datasets. Our experiments validate the effectiveness of the proposed
step size. It drives the gradient norm towards zero more aggressively than the
commonly used schedulers and a range of arbitrarily chosen constant step sizes.
Our derived step size is easy to use and estimate and can be used for training a
wide range of tasks.

Limitations: (i) It is still open to tightening the convergence rate of Adam.
(ii) In Section 4.2, we empirically demonstrate that increasing the batch size
leads to improved convergence. In our proof for the convergence of stochastic
Adam, we chose to exclude the batch size factor for simplicity. However, we
aim to theoretically demonstrate in the future that, according to our analysis,
increasing batch size results in faster convergence.
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Appendix

In this supplementary section, we provide complete proof of our main results.
Section A proves the main theorems. Section B describes the architectures of
LeNet and VGG-9. It also contains an algorithm to estimate the Lipchitz con-
stant of loss function w.r.t network parameters in mini-batch setting. Section
C details the other comprehensive experiments that were performed on various
neural network architectures.

NOTE 1: We will denote the gradient of loss function w.r.t model weights by
∇L(w) throughout the Appendix. In our main text, it is denoted by ∇wL(w).
Both symbols represent the gradient w.r.t model weights w.

NOTE 2: From here onwards, the matrix (V1/2
t +diag (ρ1d))

−1 (mentioned
in Algorithm 1) will be referred as At.

NOTE 3: Please note that Figure 4 in the main text was intended to be
conducted on mini batch setting, but it was mistakenly labelled and the plot
refers to the full batch setting. The correct figure for the mini batch setting is
Figure 25 in this appendix. We apologize for any confusion caused by this error.
Nevertheless, the conclusions and results remain unchanged, demonstrating the
effectiveness of our learning rate.

A Proofs

Theorem 1. Deterministic Adam converges with proper choice of con-
stant step size. Let the loss function L(w) be K−Lipchitz and let γ <∞ be an
upper bound on the norm of the gradient of L. Also assume that L has a well-
defined minimizer w∗ such that w∗ = argminw∈Rd L(w). Then the following
holds for Algorithm (1):

For any ϵ, ρ > 0 if we let α =
√
2(L(w0)− L(w∗))/Kδ2T , then there exists a

natural number T (β1, ρ) (depends on β1 and ρ) such that min
t=1,...,T

∥∇L(wt)∥2 ≤ ϵ

for some t ≥ T (β1, ρ), where δ2 = γ2

ρ2 .

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. Let us assume that ∥∇L(w)∥2 > ϵ
∀ t ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . }. Using the K-Smoothness of the loss function, we define the
following relationship between consecutive updates:

L(wt+1)− L(wt) ≤ ∇L(wt)
T (wt+1 − wt) +

K

2
∥wt+1 − wt∥22

≤− α∇L(wt)
T (Atmt) +

K

2
α2∥Atmt∥22 (1)

Upperbound on ∥Atmt∥2:
We have, λmax(At) ≤ 1

ρ+minj=1,2,3,...,d

√
(vt)j

. Also, the recursion of vt can be

solved as, vt = (1− β2)
∑t
k=1 β

t−k
2 ∇L(wk)

2. Now, define:
ϵt = mink=1...t,j=1...d∇L(wk)

2
j , and it gives us:

λmax(At) ≤
1

ρ+
√
(1− βt2)ϵt

(2)
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Now, to respect the inequality in Eq.(2) we must find an upper bound on
∥mt∥22. The equation of mt without recursion is mt = (1−β1)

∑t
k=1 β

t−k
1 ∇L(wt).

Using triangle inequality and defining γt = maxj∈{1,2,3... }∥∇wL(wj)∥2 we have,
∥mt∥2 ≤ (1 − βt1)γt. Now, combining the estimate the ∥mt∥2 with Eq.(2), we
have:

∥Atmt∥2 ≤ (1− βt1)γt

ρ+
√

(1− βt2)ϵt
≤ (1− βt1)γt

ρ
(3)

Lowerbound on ∇L(wt)
T (Atmt):

To work with this, we define the following sequence for j = 1, 2 . . . , t:

Pj = ∇L(wt)
T (Atmj)

Now, we obtain the following sequence by substituting the update rule for mt:

Pj − β1Pj−1 = ∇L(wt)
TAt(mj − β1mj−1)

= (1− β1)∇L(wt)
T (At∇L(wj))

At j = t, we have:

Pt − β1Pt−1 ≥ (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥22λmin(At)

Let us define γt−1 = max
1≤j≤t−1

∥∇L(wj)∥2, and ∀j ∈ {1, 2, . . . t− 1}, this gives us:

Pj − β1Pj−1 ≥ − (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γt−1λmax(At)

Now, we define the following identity:

Pt − β1P0 = (Pt − β1Pt−1) + β1(Pt−1 − β1Pt−2) + · · ·+ βt−1
1 (P1 − β1P0) (4)

Now, we use the lowerbounds obtained on Pj − β1Pj−1 ∀ j ∈ {1, 2 . . . t− 1} and
Pt − β1Pt−1 to lowerbound Eq.(4) as:

Pt − βt1P0 ≥ (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥22λmin(At)

− (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γt−1λmax(At)

t−1∑
j=0

βj1

≥ (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥22λmin(At)

− (β1 − βt1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γt−1λmax(At) (5)

We have, λmin(At) ≤ 1

ρ+
√
maxj=1...d(vt)j

. We recall that the recursion of vt can

be solved as vt = (1− β2)
∑t
k=1 β

t−k
2 ∇L(wk)

2 and we define
γt = maxj∈{1,2,3... }∥∇wL(wj)∥2 to get:

λmin(At) ≥
1

ρ+
√
(1− βt2)γ

2
t

(6)
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We now combine Eq.(6) and Eq.(2) and the known value of P0 = 0 (from initial
condition) to get from the Eq.(5):

Pt ≥ − (β1 − βt1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γt−1
1

ρ+
√

(1− βt2)ϵt

+ (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥22
1

ρ+
√

(1− βt2)γ
2
t

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥22

{
(1− β1)

ρ+
√
(1− βt2)γ

2
t

− (β1 − βt1)γ

ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2

}
(7)

In Eq.(7), we have set ϵt = 0 and γt−1 = γt = γ. Next we analyse the following
part of the lowerbound obtained above:

(1 − β1)

ρ +
√

(1 − βt
2)γ2

−
(β1 − βt

1)γ

ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2
=

ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1 − β1) − (β1 − βt
1)γ(ρ + γ

√
(1 − βt

2))

ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2(ρ + γ
√

(1 − βt
2))

= γ(β1 − β
t
1)

ρ

{
∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)

(β1−βt
1)γ

− 1

}
− γ

√
(1 − βt

2)

ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2(ρ + γ
√

(1 − βt
2))

= γ(β1 − β
t
1)

 ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1 − β1)

(β1 − βt
1)γ

− 1


ρ −


γ
√

(1−βt
2)

−1+
∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)

(β1−βt
1)γ


ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2(ρ + γ

√
(1 − βt

2))

Now, we recall that we are working under the assumption that ∥∇L(wt)∥2 >
ϵ. Also, by definition β1 ∈ (0, 1) =⇒ β1 − βt1 ∈ (0, β1). This further implies
that, ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)

(β1−βt
1)γ

> ϵ(1−β1)
β1γ

> 1. These inequalities now allow us to define a

constant, ϵ(1−β1)
β1γ

− 1 = ϕ1 > 0 s.t ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)
(β1−βt

1)γ
− 1 > ϕ1.

Now, according to our definition of ρ > 0, it allows us to define another
constant ϕ2 > 0 to obtain: γ

√
(1− βt2)

−1 + ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)
(β1−βt

1)γ

 <
γ

ϕ1
= ρ− ϕ2

Putting the above back into the lowerbound of Pt in Eq.(7), we have:

Pt ≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥22
{
γ(β1 − β2

1)ϕ1ϕ2
ργ(ρ+ γ)

}
= c∥∇L(wt)∥22 (8)

Here c =
γ(β1−β2

1)ϕ1ϕ2

ργ(ρ+γ) > 0 is a constant. Now, we substitute Eq.(8) and
Eq.(3) in Eq.(1). We get:

L(wt+1)− L(wt) ≤ − αc∥∇L(wt)∥22 +
K

2
α2 (1− βt1)

2γ2t
ρ2

(9)

In the last term of Eq.(9), we can have (1−βt
1)

2γ2
t

ρ2 ≤ γ2
t

ρ2 . We put γt−1 = γt = γ

and finally we have (1−βt
1)

2γ2
t

ρ2 ≤ γ2
t

ρ2 = γ2

ρ2 = δ2.
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L(wt+1)− L(wt) ≤ − αc∥∇L(wt)∥22 +
K

2
α2δ2

αc∥∇L(wt)∥22 ≤ L(wt)− L(wt+1) +
K

2
α2δ2

∥∇L(wt)∥22 ≤ L(wt)− L(wt+1)

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c
(10)

From Eq.(10), we have the following inequalities:

∥∇L(w0)∥22 ≤ L(w0)− L(w1)

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c

∥∇L(w1)∥22 ≤ L(w1)− L(W2)

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c
...

∥∇L(wT−1)∥22 ≤ L(wT−1)− L(wt)

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c

Summing up all the inequalities presented above, we obtain:

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇L(wt)∥22 ≤ L(w0)− L(wt)

αc
+
Kαδ2T

2c

The inequality remains valid if we substitute ∥∇L(wt)∥22 with min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥22
within the summation on the left-hand side (LHS).

min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥22T ≤ L(w0)− L(w∗)

αc
+
Kαδ2T

2c

min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥22 ≤ L(w0)− L(w∗)

αcT
+
Kαδ2

2c

min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥22 ≤ 1√
T

(
L(w0)− L(w∗)

cb
+
Kδ2b

2c

)
where b = α

√
T . We set b =

√
2(L(w0)− L(w∗)δ2)/Kδ2, and we have:

min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥2 ≤
(
2Kδ2

T
(L(w0)− L(w∗))

) 1
4

When T ≥
(

2Kδ2

ϵ4 (L(w0)− L(w∗))
)
, we will have

min
0≤t≤T−1

∥∇L(wt)∥2 ≤ ϵ which will contradict the assumption, i.e. ∥∇L(wt)∥2 >

ϵ for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . }. Hence, completing the proof.

Theorem 2. Stochastic Adam converges with proper choice of con-
stant step size. Let the loss function L(w) be K−Lipchitz and be of the form
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L =
∑m
j=1 Lj such that (a) each Lj is at-least once differentiable, (b) the gradi-

ents satisfy sign(Lr(w)) = sign(Ls(w)) for all r, s ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}, (c) L has a
well-defined minimizer w∗ such that w∗ = argminw∈Rd L(w). Let the gradient
oracle, upon invocation at wt ∈ Rd, randomly selects jt from the set {1, 2, . . . ,m}
uniformly, and then provides ∇fjt(xt) = gt as the result.

Then, for any ϵ, ρ > 0 if we let α =
√

2(L(w0)− L(w∗))/Kδ2T , then there
exists a natural number T (β1, ρ) (depends on β1 and ρ) such that
min

t=1,...,T
E[∥∇L(wt)∥2] ≤ ϵ for some t ≥ T (β1, ρ), where δ2 = γ2

ρ2 .

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. Let us assume that ∥∇L(w)∥2 > ϵ
∀ t ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . }. We define γt = maxk=1...t∥∇Ljk(wk)∥ and we solve the
recursion for vt, vt = (1−β2)

∑t
k=1 β

t−k
2 g2

k. We then write the following bounds:

λmax(At) ≥
1√

maxj=1...d(vt)j
≥

1√
maxj=1...d((1 − β2)

∑t
k=1 β

t−k
2 (g2

k)j)
≥

1

ρ+
√

(1 − βt
2)γ

2
t

(11)

Now, we define ϵt = mink=1...t,j=1...d∇Ljk(wk)
2
j , and we get the following

bound:

λmax(At) ≤
1

ρ+minj=1,2,3,...,d

√
(vt)j

≤ 1

ρ+
√
(1− βt2)ϵt

(12)

Now, we assume that the gradient of each Lj is upperbounded by a positive
constant γ. Invoking this bound, we replace the eigenvalue bounds in the above
equation with worst-case estimates, θmax and θmin, defined as:

λmin(At) ≥
1

ρ+ γ
= θmin

λmax(At) ≤
1

ρ+
√

(1− β2)
= θmax

We note that, the updates of stochastic Adam are wt+1 = wt − αAtmt. In
case of stochastic Adam, mt = β1mt−1 + (1 − β1)gt, here gt is the stochastic
gradient at tth iterate. Let, Bt = {w1,w2,w3 . . .wt} be a set of random variables
corresponding to the first t iterates. The assumption we have about the stochastic
oracle gives us the following relation E[gt] = ∇L(wt) and we have E[∥gt∥2] ≤
γ2 (from SC). Now, we will use these stochastic oracle’s properties and take
conditional expectation over gt w.r.t Bt in the K− smoothness property of the
loss function, we get:

E[L(wt+1)|Bt] ≤ E[L(wt)|Bt]− αE[⟨L(wt),wt+1 − wt⟩|Bt] +
K

2
E[∥wt+1 − wt∥22|Bt]

≤ E[L(wt)|Bt]− αE[⟨L(wt),Atmt⟩|Bt] +
Kα2

2
E[∥Atmt∥22|Bt] (13)

From here, we will separately analyse the first and last term of the RHS of the
above equation.
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Upperbound on E[∥Atmt∥2|Bt]:
The equation of mt without recursion is mt = (1− β1)

∑t
k=1 β

t−k
1 gk. We have:

E[∥Atmt∥2|Bt] = E

∥∥∥∥∥At(1− β1)

t∑
k=1

βt−k1 gk

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

∣∣∣∣∣Bt


≤ θ2max(1− β1)
2

t∑
k=1

βt−k1 E[∥gk∥22|Bt]

≤ θ2max(1− β1)
2γ2

t∑
k=1

βt−k1

≤ θ2max(1− βt1)
2γ2

≤ (1− βt1)
2γ2

(ρ+
√

(1− β2))2

≤ γ2

ρ2
= δ2 (14)

Lowerbound on E[⟨L(wt),Atmt⟩|Bt]:
To work with this, we define the following sequence for j = 1, 2 . . . , t:

Pj = E[⟨∇L(wt),Atmj⟩|Bt]

Now, we obtain the following sequence by substituting the update rule for
mt:

Pj − β1Pj−1 = E[⟨∇L(wt),At(mj − β1mj−1)⟩|Bt]
= (1− β1)E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgj⟩|Bt]

At j = t, we have:

Pt − β1Pt−1 ≥ (1− β1)E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt]

We have, E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt] ≥ θmin∥∇L(wt)∥22. This bound is analyzed
in Lemma 1 after the end of this proof. Hence:

Pt − β1Pt−1 ≥ (1− β1)θmin∥∇L(wt)∥22
At j < t, we have:

Pj − β1Pj−1 = (1− β1)E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgj⟩|Bt]
= (1− β1)E[∥∇L(wt)∥2∥Atgj∥2cosψ|Bt]

As, −1 ≤ cosψ ≤ 1, we obtain the following inequality:

Pj − β1Pj−1 ≥ − (1− β1)E[∥∇L(wt)∥2∥Atgj∥2|Bt]
≥ − (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2θmaxE[∥gj∥2|Bt]
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Using SC, E[∥gt∥22] ≤ (E[∥gt∥2])2 ≤ γ2 =⇒ E[∥gt∥2] ≤ γ ∀t. We get:

Pj − β1Pj−1 ≥ − (1− β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2θmaxγ

Now, we define the following identity:

Pt − β1P0 = (Pt − β1Pt−1) + β1(Pt−1 − β1Pt−2) + · · ·+ βt−1
1 (P1 − β1P0)

Now, we use the lowerbounds obtained on Pj − β1Pj−1 ∀ j ∈ {1, 2 . . . t− 1}
and Pt − β1Pt−1 to lowerbound Pt − β1P0 as:

Pt − β
t
1P0 ≥ (1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2

2θmin − (1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γθmax

t−1∑
j=0

β
j
1

≥ (1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2
2θmin − (β1 − β

t
1)∥∇L(wt)∥2γθmax

≥ (1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2
2

1

ρ+ γ
− (β1 − β

t
1)∥∇L(wt)∥2

γ

ρ+
√

(1 − β1)

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥2
2

{
(1 − β1)

ρ+ γ
−

(β1 − βt
1)γ

∥∇L(wt)∥2(ρ+
√

(1 − β1)

}

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥2
2

{
(1 − β1)

ρ+ γ
−

(β1 − βt
1)γ

∥∇L(wt)∥2ρ

}

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥2
2

{
(1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2ρ− (β1 − βt

1)γ(ρ+ γ)

(ρ+ γ)ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2

}

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥2
2(β1 − β

t
1)γ

ρ

{
(1−β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2

(β1−βt
1)γ

− 1

}
− γ

(ρ+ γ)ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2

≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥2
2(β1 − β

t
1)γ

{
(1 − β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2

(β1 − βt
1)γ

− 1

} ρ−

 γ

−1+
(1−β1)∥∇L(wt)∥2

(β1−βt
1)γ


(ρ+ γ)ρ∥∇L(wt)∥2

Now, we recall that we are working under the assumption that ∥∇L(wt)∥2 >
ϵ. Also, by definition β1 ∈ (0, 1) =⇒ β1 − βt1 ∈ (0, β1). This further implies
that, ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)

(β1−βt
1)γ

> ϵ(1−β1)
β1γ

> 1. These inequalities now allow us to define a

constant, ϵ(1−β1)
β1γ

− 1 = ϕ1 > 0 s.t ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)
(β1−βt

1)γ
− 1 > ϕ1.

Now, according to our definition of ρ > 0, it allows us to define another
constant ϕ2 > 0 to obtain: γ

−1 + ∥∇L(wt)∥2(1−β1)
(β1−βt

1)γ

 <
γ

ϕ1
= ρ− ϕ2

Putting the above back into the lowerbound of Pt − βt1P0, we have:

Pt − βt1P0 ≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥22
{
γ(β1 − β2

1)ϕ1ϕ2
ργ(ρ+ γ)

}
= c∥∇L(wt)∥22

Here c = γ(β1−β2
1)ϕ1ϕ2

ργ(ρ+γ) > 0 is a constant. We use the initial condition and put
P0 = 0, we get:

Pt ≥ ∥∇L(wt)∥22
{
γ(β1 − β2

1)ϕ1ϕ2
ργ(ρ+ γ)

}
= c∥∇L(wt)∥22
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Next, we proceed by putting the lowerbound of Pt and Eq.(14) both in
Eq.(13). We get:

E[L(wt+1)|Bt] ≤ E[L(wt)|Bt]− αc∥∇L(wt)∥22 +
K

2
α2δ2

αcE[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤ E[L(wt)− L(wt+1)] +
K

2
α2δ2

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤
E[L(wt)− L(wt+1)]

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c
(15)

From Eq.(15), we have the following inequalities:

E[∥∇L(w0)∥22] ≤
E[L(w0)− L(w1)]

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c

E[∥∇L(w1)∥22] ≤
E[L(w1)− L(W2)]

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c
...

E[∥∇L(wT−1)∥22] ≤
E[L(wT−1)− L(wt)]

αc
+
Kαδ2

2c

Summing up all the inequalities presented above, we obtain:

T−1∑
t=0

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤
E[L(w0)− L(wt)]

αc
+
Kαδ2T

2c

The inequality remains valid if we substitute E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] with
min

0≤t≤T−1
E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] within the summation on the left-hand side (LHS).

min
0≤t≤T−1

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22]T ≤ L(w0)− L(w∗)

αc
+
Kαδ2T

2c

min
0≤t≤T−1

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤
L(w0)− L(w∗)

αcT
+
Kαδ2

2c

min
0≤t≤T−1

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤
1√
T

(
L(w0)− L(w∗)

cb
+
Kδ2b

2c

)
where b = α

√
T . We set b =

√
2(L(w0)− L(w∗)δ2)/Kδ2, and we have:

min
0≤t≤T−1

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤
(
2Kδ2

T
(L(w0)− L(w∗))

) 1
4

When T ≥
(

2Kδ2

ϵ4 (L(w0)− L(w∗))
)
, we will have

min
0≤t≤T−1

E[∥∇L(wt)∥22] ≤ ϵ which will contradict the assumption, i.e. ∥∇L(wt)∥2 >

ϵ for all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . }. Hence, completing the proof.
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Lemma 1. At any instant t, the following holds:

E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt] ≥ θmin∥∇L(w)t∥22
Proof.

E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt] = E

 d∑
j=1

∇jL(wt)(At)jj(gt)j |Bt


=

d∑
j=1

∇jL(wt)E [(At)jj(gt)j |Bt] (16)

Now, we will introduce a new variable ψri = [∇qL(wt)]j . Here, r is the index
for training set, r ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Also, condition to Bt, ψ′

ris are constants. This im-
plies that ∇jL(wt) =

1
k

∑k
r=1 ψrj . Further, we recall that E[(gt)j ] = ∇jL(wt),

and the expectation is taken over at tth update. Moreover, our implementation
of the oracle is analogous to conducting random sampling with uniform distri-
bution, where each (gt)j is drawn independently from the set {ψrj}r=1,...,k.

Given we have vt = β2vt−1+(1−β2)g2
t , this implies (At)jj =

1√
(1−β2)(gt)

2
j+lj

.

We have defined lj = (1− β2)
∑t−k
k=1(gk)

2
j + ρ. Note that, condition on Bt, lj is

constant. This results in a specific expression for the required expectation over
the t-th oracle call as:

E [(At)jj(gt)j |Bt] = E [(At)jj(gt)j |Bt]

= E(gt)j∼{ψrj}r=1...k

 (gt)j√
(1− β2)(gt)2j + lj

∣∣∣∣∣Bt


=
1

k

k∑
r=1

ψrj√
(1− β2)ψ2

rj + lj

Substituting the above along with the definition of the constants ψrj into
Eq.(16), we get:

E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt] =
d∑
j=1

[
1

k

k∑
r=1

ψrj

]1

k

k∑
r=1

ψrj√
(1− β2)ψ2

rj + lj


Now, we define two vectors yj and zj ∈ Rk such that (yj)r = ψrj and

(zj)r = 1√
(1−β2)ψ2

rj+lj
. Plugging this in the above expression, we get:

E[⟨∇L(wt),Atgt⟩|Bt] =
1

k2

d∑
j=1

(yTj 1k)(zTj yj)

=
1

k2

d∑
j=1

yTj (1kz
T
j )yj
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Note, with this substitution, the RHS of Lemma can be rewritten as:

θmin∥∇L(wt)∥2 = θmin

d∑
j=1

[
1

k

k∑
r=1

∇rL(wt)

]2

=
θmin
k2

d∑
j=1

(yTj 1k)2

=
θmin
k2

d∑
j=1

yTj 1k1Tk yj

Our claim for Lemma 1 can be proved straightforwardly if we show that
1
k2

∑d
j=1 yTj (1kzTj )yj − θmin

k2

∑d
j=1 yTj 1k1Tk yj ≥ 0 holds for all j. This can be

further simplified as:

1

k2

d∑
j=1

yTj (1kz
T
j )yj −

θmin
k2

d∑
j=1

yTj 1k1Tk yj =
1

k2
yTj (1k(zj − θmin1k)T )yj

To further simplify, we define uj ∈ Rk as:

(uj)r = (zj)r − θmin =
1√

(1− β2)(gt)2j + lj
− θmin

Our objective now simplifies to show that 1
k2y

T
j (1ku

T
j )yj ≥ 0. Before that,

we find a bound on lj by recalling the definition of γ. From which it follows that
ψ2
rj ≤ γ2.

lj ≤ (1− β2)

t−k∑
k=1

(gk)
2
j + ρ

≤ (1− β2)

t−k∑
k=1

γ2 + ρ

≤ γ2(β2 − βt−1
2 ) + ρ

The above bound on lj implies:√
(1− β2)ψ2

rj + lj ≤
√
(1− β2)γ2 + ρ+ γ2(β2 − βt−1

2 )

≤
√
γ2(1− βt−1

2 ) + ρ

This further implies that :
−θmin + 1√

(1−β2)ψ2
rj+lj

≥ −θmin + 1√
γ2(1−βt−1

2 )+ρ
= − 1

ρ+γ + 1√
γ2(1−βt−1

2 )+ρ
≥ 0
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The inequality follows because beta2 ∈ (0, 1]. Putting this all together:

(yTj 1k)(uTj yj) =

[
k∑
r=1

ψrj

] k∑
r=1

−θminψrj +
ψrj√

(1− β2)ψ2
rj + lj




=

k∑
r=1

k∑
s=1

−θminψrjψsj + ψrjψsj√
(1− β2)ψ2

rj + lj


=

k∑
r=1

k∑
s=1

ψrjψsj

−θmin +
1√

(1− β2)ψ2
rj + lj


Now our assumption that for all w, sign(∇rL(w)) = sign(∇sL(w)) for all

r, s ∈ {1 . . . k} leads to the conclusion that the term ψrjψsj ≥ 0. Additionally,

we have previously established that
[
−θmin + 1√

(1−β2)ψ2
rj+lj

]
≥ 0. Therefore, we

have demonstrated that (yTj 1k)(u
T
j yj) ≥ 0, which completes the proof.

Theorem 3. Given ∥.∥2 and ∇L are continuous functions and ∥∇L∥2 is bounded
from above. If L is Lipchitz continuous then, K = supw∈Rd∥∇L∥2. Let L̂ be a
random variable defined as :

L̂ = max
1≤j≤N

∥∇L(wj)∥2

where wj, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} are i.i.d samples drawn from a distribution W. Then,
as N → ∞, the random variable L̂ converges in distribution to K.
Mathematically:

lim
n→∞

P (L̂ ≤ k) =

{
0 if k < K

1 if k ≥ K

Proof. Given wj ∀j ∈ {1 . . . N} are i.i.d random variables drawn from a proba-
bility distribution W, it implies that ∥∇L(wj)∥2 ∀j ∈ {1 . . . N} are also random
variables. Say it follows a distribution G. Here, we now proceed by making two
important assumptions required for this analysis: (i) ∥∇L(wj)∥2 ∀j ∈ {1 . . . N}
are also i.i.d and (ii) ∥∇L(w)∥2 is always upper bounded by a finite constant
∀w ∈ Rd.

The distribution of L̂ is given by the maximum of N i.i.d samples from G:

P (L̂ ≤ k) = P

{
max

1≤j≤N
∥∇L(wj)∥2 ≤ k

}
This is equivalent to the joint probability that each ∥∇L(wj)∥2 is less than

or equal to k:

P (L̂ ≤ k) = P (∥∇L(w1)∥2 ≤ k, ∥∇L(w2)∥2 ≤ k . . . ∥∇L(wN )∥2 ≤ k) (17)
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Since, we assumed that ∥∇L(wj)∥2 ∀j ∈ {1 . . . N} are also i.i.d’s, Eq.(17)
can be expressed as product of individual probabilities:

P (L̂ ≤ k) =

N∏
j=1

P (∥∇L(wj)∥2 ≤ k)

As N tends to infinity, this product of probabilities converges to zero unless
k is greater than or equal to K, the maximum value of ∥∇L∥2. Hence:

lim
N→∞

P (L̂ ≤ k) =

{
0 if k < K

1 if k ≥ K

This is because, with an increasing number of samples, the probability that at
least one of the samples ∥∇L(wj)∥2 exceeds or equals K becomes almost certain.
Since K is the maximum value of ∥∇L(w)∥2, and L̂ represents the maximum
of N samples, it becomes highly likely that L̂ is greater than or equal to any
given k ≥ K as N approaches infinity. In summary, the asymptotic behaviour
suggests that as the sample size grows indefinitely, the probability of L̂ exceeding
or equaling any value greater than or equal to K tends to 1.

B Model Architectures and Algorithms

In this section, we will provide a brief overview of the LeNet and VGG-9 archi-
tectures. Additionally, we will present an algorithm for computing the Lipschitz
constant of the loss with respect to model weights in the mini-batch setting.

1. LeNet Architecture (For MNIST)

Table 2: LeNet Architecture

Layers Kernel Size Input Size Output Size
Conv1 5× 5 28× 28× 1 26× 26× 6

AvgPooling1 2× 2 26× 26× 6 13× 13× 6

Conv2 5× 5 13× 13× 6 11× 11× 16

AvgPooling2 2× 2 11× 11× 16 5× 5× 16

Flatten - 5× 5× 16 400

FC1 - 400 120

FC2 - 120 84

FC3 - 84 10

Here, each Conv layer and FC layer includes batch normalisation and ReLU
activation. Stride=1 and padding=1 are used for each conv layer and stride=2
and padding=0 are used for each avgpool layer. No batch normalisation and
ReLU activation are used after FC3 layer.
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2. VGG-9 Architecture (For CIFAR-10)

Table 3: VGG-9 Architecture

Layers Kernel Size Input Size Output Size
Conv1 3× 3 32× 32× 3 32× 32× 64

Conv2 3× 3 32× 32× 64 32× 32× 64

MaxPooling1 2× 2 32× 32× 64 16× 16× 64

Conv3 3× 3 16× 16× 64 16× 16× 128

Conv4 3× 3 16× 16× 128 16× 16× 128

MaxPooling2 2× 2 16× 16× 128 8× 8× 128

Conv5 3× 3 8× 8× 128 8× 8× 256

Conv6 3× 3 8× 8× 256 8× 8× 256

Conv7 3× 3 8× 8× 256 8× 8× 256

MaxPooling3 2× 2 8× 8× 256 4× 4× 256

FC1 - 4× 4× 256 256

FC2 - 256 10

3. Estimation of Lipchitz Constant in Mini-Batch Setting

We present Algorithm 3 for approximating the Lipschitz constant of the loss
in the mini-batch setting. Since this algorithm computes the Lipschitz constant
by taking the maximum over the set of gradients evaluated on sampled weights,
Theorem 4 applies. In the mini-batch setting, Ωj represents the probability
distribution from which the jth batch of data is drawn. Note: Reviewer is advised
not to confuse Lj , loss for jth batch with Lj which is mentioned in Theorem 2.

Algorithm 3: Estimating Lipchitz Constant of Loss Function
Input: Dataset: X with batches {Bj}bj=1 ∼ {Ωj}bj=1, Loss function:

L : Rd → R, A network parameterized by w ∈ Rd ∼ W, No. of
iterations: N

Output: L̂
1 Initialization: L̂ = 0, temp = 0, Iteration Number n = 0
2 for n from 1 to N : do
3 Randomly sample the network weights: wn ∼ W
4 for j from 1 to b: do
5 Compute loss for current jth batch: Lj(wn) = EBj∼Ωj [L̃j(Bj ,wn)]

6 Compute the norm of gradient at current instant: ∥∇Lj(wn)∥2
7 temp = max (∥∇Lj(wn)∥2, temp)

8 Estimate the Lipchitz constant (L̂): L̂ = max(temp, L̂)

9 End
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The gradient for each full pass of data is represented by the maximum gra-
dient among the batches. This is done to respect Theorem 3.

C Additional Experiments

We show training loss, test loss and gradient norm results for a variety of addi-
tional network architectures. Across almost all network architectures, our main
results remain consistent.

C.1 Full-batch experiments, comparison against various learning
rate schedulers.

This section serves as a continuation for Section 4.1.
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Fig. 1: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 2: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 3: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 4: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 5: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 6: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 7: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 8: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.

Based on the preceding figures, it’s evident that our chosen learning rate
effectively reduces the gradient norm, leading to a commendable validation ac-
curacy. In the case of full-batch setting, the outcomes remain consistent across
various linear layer architectures.

C.2 Full-batch experiments, comparison against various fixed learn-
ing rates.

This section serves as a continuation for Section 4.1.
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Fig. 9: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 10: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 1000 nodes in each
layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 11: Full-batch experiments on a single layer network with 3000 nodes in each
layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 12: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 13: Full-batch experiments on a 3 layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 14: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 300 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 15: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 16: Full-batch experiments on a 5 layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer,
trained on MNIST.
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Based on the preceding figures, it’s evident that our chosen learning rate effec-
tively reduces the gradient norm as compared to the series of constant learning
rates, leading to a commendable validation accuracy. The outcomes remain con-
sistent across various fully connected layer architectures. Hence, rather than
performing a line search over several constant learning rates, one can adapt our
learning rate to get better results.

C.3 Mini-Batch experiments on fully connected networks.

In this section, we conduct a series of experiments using different depths and
widths of fully connected layers, in mini-batch setting. We choose 5,000 as the
batch size for MNIST. This section serves as a continuation for Section 4.2.
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Fig. 17: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a single layer
network with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 18: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a single layer
network with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 19: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a single layer
network with 3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 20: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a 3 layer net-
work with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 21: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a 3 layer net-
work with 3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 22: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a 5 layer net-
work with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 23: Comparision with schedulers: Mini-batch experiments on a 5 layer net-
work with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 24: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a single
layer network with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 25: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a single
layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 26: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a single
layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.



Study on the Convergence of Adam 39

0 20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

10 3

10 2

10 1

100
Gr

ad
ie

nt
 N

or
m

LR = 0.01
LR = 0.001
LR = 0.0001
LR = 0.00001
Ours

(a) Gradient norm v/s Epochs

0 20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

Lo
ss

LR = 0.01
LR = 0.001
LR = 0.0001
LR = 0.00001
Ours

(b) Training loss v/s Epochs

0 20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Te
st

 A
cc

ur
ac

y

LR = 0.01
LR = 0.001
LR = 0.0001
LR = 0.00001
Ours

(c) Validation acc. v/s Epochs

Fig. 27: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 3
layer network with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 28: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 3
layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 29: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 3
layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 30: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 5
layer network with 300 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 31: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 5
layer network with 1000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.
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Fig. 32: Comparision with constant step sizes: Mini-batch experiments on a 5
layer network with 3000 nodes in each layer, trained on MNIST.

Based on the preceding figures, it’s evident that our chosen learning rate ef-
fectively reduces the gradient norm as compared to the series of constant learning
rates and other learning rate schedulers in mini-batch setup, leading to a com-
mendable validation accuracy. The outcomes remain consistent across various
fully connected layer architectures. It achieves at least 10−1 less value for gradi-
ent norm with the best-performing learning rate scheduler and constant learning
rate.

C.4 Increasing batch-size experiments.

In this section, we conduct a series of experiments with various batch-size
{256, 512, 1024, 2048} on different depths and widths of linear layers using our
learning rate. We also perform this experiment with CNN’s like VGG-9 network
on CIFAR-10, LeNet on MNIST and MobileNet on CIFAR-10. This experiment
aims to show that, our learning rate with a larger batch size reduces the gradient
norm more effectively. This section serves as a continuation for Section 4.2.

It is evident that as the batch size increases, our chosen learning rate ef-
fectively diminishes the gradient norm towards zero. This empirical evidence
demonstrates that increasing the batch size leads to improved convergence.
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(a) 1 layer and 300 nodes.
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(b) 1 layer and 1000 nodes.
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(c) 1 layer and 3000 nodes.

Fig. 33: Gradient norm v/s epochs plot with various batch sizes on a fully connected
network with a single layer, trained on MNIST.
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(a) 3 layer and 300 nodes.
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(b) 3 layer and 1000 nodes.
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(c) 3 layer and 3000 nodes.

Fig. 34: Gradient norm v/s epochs plot with various batch sizes on a fully connected
with a 3 layers, trained on MNIST.

0 20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

Gr
ad

ie
nt

 N
or

m

Batch size = 256
Batch size = 512
Batch size = 1024
Batch size = 2048

(a) VGG-9 on CIFAR-10.
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(b) LeNet on MNIST.
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(c) MobileNet on CIFAR-10.

Fig. 35: Gradient norm v/s epochs plot with various batch sizes on VGG-9, LeNet and
MobileNET.
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C.5 Effect of Initialization on Our Learning Rate

In this section, we empirically demonstrated that our learning is not sensitive
to various types of initialization strategies in both full-batch and mini-batch
setups. Mini batch size of 5,000 is used for MNIST in all experiments in this
section. This is a continuation of Section 4.3.
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Fig. 36: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full batch
experiments conducted on a single layer network with 300 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 37: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full batch
experiments conducted on a single layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 38: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full batch
experiments conducted on a single layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 39: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 100 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 40: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 41: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 42: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 300 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 43: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 44: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 45: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Full
batch experiments conducted on LeNet with MNIST.
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Fig. 46: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a single layer network with 300 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 47: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a single layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 48: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a single layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 49: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 100 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 50: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 51: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 3 layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 52: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 300 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 53: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 1000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 54: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on a 5 layer network with 3000 nodes on the MNIST.
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Fig. 55: Effect of initialization on our learning rate and model performance. Mini
batch experiments conducted on LeNet with MNIST.

C.6 VGG-9 on CIFAR-10 and LeNet on MNIST

We compared the performance of our learning rate on VGG-9 and LeNet
against an array of constant step sizes. VGG-9 is trained on CIFAR-10 with a
batch size of 2,500 and LeNet is trained on MNIST with a batch size of 5,000. The
training lasted for 100 epochs in each case. This section serves as a continuation
for Section 4.4.
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Fig. 56: Mini-batch experiments on LeNet architecture with MNIST data.
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Fig. 57: Mini-batch experiments on VGG-9 architecture with CIFAR-10 data.
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