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ABSTRACT

This paper introduces EXAdam (EXtended Adam), a novel optimization algorithm that builds upon
the widely-used Adam [1] optimizer. EXAdam incorporates three key enhancements: (1) new de-
biasing terms for improved moment estimation, (2) a gradient-based acceleration mechanism for
increased responsiveness to the current loss landscape, and (3) a dynamic step size formula that
allows for continuous growth of the learning rate throughout training. These innovations work syn-
ergistically to address limitations of the original Adam algorithm, potentially offering improved
convergence properties, enhanced ability to escape saddle points, and greater robustness to hyper-
parameter choices. I provide a theoretical analysis of EXAdam’s components and their interactions,
highlighting the algorithm’s potential advantages in navigating complex optimization landscapes.
Empirical evaluations demonstrate EXAdam’s superiority over Adam, achieving 48.07% faster con-
vergence and yielding improvements of 4.6%, 4.13%, and 2.39% in training, validation, and testing
accuracies, respectively, when applied to a CNN trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset [2]. While these
results are promising, further empirical validation across diverse tasks is essential to fully gauge
EXAdam’s efficacy. Nevertheless, EXAdam represents a significant advancement in adaptive opti-
mization techniques, with promising implications for a wide range of machine learning applications.
This work aims to contribute to the ongoing development of more efficient, adaptive, and universally
applicable optimization methods in the field of machine learning and artificial intelligence.

1 Introduction

Optimization is a fundamental problem in machine learning, where the goal is to minimize a loss function that mea-
sures the difference between the model’s predictions and the true labels. Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its
variants are widely used optimization algorithms in deep learning, due to their simplicity, computational efficiency,
and ability to handle large datasets.

However, SGD has its limitations, particularly when dealing with noisy or high-variance gradients, which can lead
to slow and unstable convergence. To address these challenges, adaptive gradient methods have been proposed, but
their effectiveness is still a topic of debate. For instance, Wilson et al. [3] found that adaptive gradient methods
tend to generalize less effectively than SGD with momentum across a range of deep learning tasks, including image
classification, character-level language modeling, and constituency parsing.

Different hypotheses about the origins of this worse generalization have been investigated, such as the presence of
sharp local minima [4, 5] and inherent problems of adaptive gradient methods [3]. These findings highlight the need
for a deeper understanding of the underlying mechanisms driving the performance of adaptive gradient methods.

In seeking such understanding, researchers have identified momentum as a crucial element in many iterative optimiza-
tion algorithms. Momentum has been consistently shown to accelerate and improve convergence, as demonstrated by
Nemirovskii and Nesterov [6], and frequently yields solutions with enhanced generalization capabilities, as found by
Sutskever et al.[7]. Through the accumulation of gradient vectors across successive optimization steps, momentum
facilitates the overcoming of minor local fluctuations in the loss landscape, potentially escaping shallow local minima
and accelerating progress in plateau regions, as discussed by Qian[8], Ruder [9], and Goh [10].

In recent years, adaptive gradient algorithms such as Adam[1], RMSprop[11], and AMSGrad [12] have gained popu-
larity due to their ability to adapt to the geometry of the loss function and stabilize the optimization process. Among
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these, Adam is one of the most widely used optimizers, known for its simplicity, computational efficiency, and good
performance in practice. However, Adam has some limitations, such as its bias towards the initial iterations and its
sensitivity to the choice of hyperparameters.

To address these limitations, I propose a new optimization algorithm, called EXAdam, which enhances the traditional
Adam optimizer by incorporating novel debiasing terms and some additional components. In my experiments, I
show that EXAdam outperforms traditional Adam, achieving 48.07% faster convergence and yielding 4.6% higher
training accuracy and 4.13% higher validation accuracy on a CNN trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset [2] compared to
Adam. Likewise, it achieved 46.28% faster convergence, 3.89% higher training accuracy, and 3.51% higher validation
accuracy compared to AdamW [13].

The primary motivation of this paper is to enhance Adam’s performance with EXAdam, making it a more competitive
choice compared to traditional Adam and other state-of-the-art optimizers, even in scenarios where Adam previously
struggled. My goal is to provide practitioners with a reliable and versatile optimization algorithm that can adapt to a
wide range of problems, eliminating the need to switch between different optimizers and hyperparameters for specific
datasets or tasks. By doing so, I hope to simplify the optimization process and reduce the burden of hyperparameter
tuning, ultimately leading to more efficient and effective deep-learning model development.

2 Methods

2.1 New Debiasing Terms

The Adam optimizer, introduced in 2014, is a popular stochastic gradient descent algorithm that adapts the learning
rate for each parameter based on the magnitude of the gradient [1]. The original Adam optimizer uses debiasing terms
m̂ and v̂ to correct for the bias in the estimates of the first and second moments of the gradient, respectively. However,
these terms have limitations that can affect the convergence and stability of the optimization process [12]. Specifically,
the original Adam optimizer’s debiasing terms treat the first and second moments independently, failing to account
for their mutual influence on parameter updates [13]. This independence assumption can lead to suboptimal scaling
of updates, particularly in regions of high curvature where the interaction between gradient magnitude and variance
is crucial [14]. Additionally, the fixed nature of the debiasing terms doesn’t adapt to the local geometry of the loss
landscape, potentially resulting in either overly aggressive or conservative parameter updates.

In the pursuit of improving the Adam optimizer, I introduce a novel approach to debiasing, which I term m̃ and ṽ.
These new terms aim to rectify the inherent bias in the traditional Adam update rules, thereby enhancing the overall
performance and stability of the optimizer.

The traditional Adam optimizer relies on the debiased estimates m̂ and v̂, which are computed as m̂ = m
1−βt

1
and

v̂ = v
1−βt

2
, respectively. While these terms effectively mitigate the bias introduced by the exponential moving averages,

they still suffer from limitations. Specifically, m̂ and v̂ do not fully account for the interplay between the first and
second moments, leading to suboptimal convergence.

To address these limitations, I propose the novel debiasing terms m̃ and ṽ, defined as in Equation 1.

m̃ =
m

1− βt
1

(
1 +

v

v + ϵ
· βt

2

)
and ṽ =

v

1− βt
2

(
1 +

m2

m2 + ϵ
· βt

1

)
(1)

where m and v are the first- and second-moment estimates of the gradient, respectively, β1 and β2 are the exponential
decay rates for the moment estimates, ϵ is a small constant to prevent division by zero, and t is the current iteration
number.

These terms are designed to capture the intricate relationships between the first and second moments, thereby providing
a more accurate and nuanced representation of the gradient statistics.

The m̃ term can be seen as a refinement of the traditional m̂ estimate. By incorporating the second moment v and the
learning rate βt

2, m̃ better accounts for the variance of the gradient, leading to more informed updates. The additional
term

(
1 + v

v+ϵ · β
t
2

)
serves as a correction factor, which adaptively scales the debiasing process based on the relative

magnitude of the variance.

Similarly, the ṽ term builds upon the traditional v̂ estimate, incorporating the first moment m and the scaling factor
βt
1. This allows ṽ to more effectively capture the covariance between the gradient and its squared value, resulting in a

more accurate estimate of the variance.

2



EXAdam: The Power of Adaptive Cross-Moments A PREPRINT

A closer look at the m̃ and ṽ terms reveals several advantages. One key benefit is that they reduce the bias in the
optimization process more gradually, thanks to the adaptive correction factors that temper the scaling factors βt

1 and
βt
2. This leads to a more stable and robust optimization process.

The inclusion of βt
1 and βt

2 in ṽ and m̃ respectively introduces a time-dependent factor that evolves as training pro-
gresses. This temporal component allows the bias correction to adapt dynamically throughout the optimization process,
potentially offering improved long-term stability and convergence properties. As t approaches infinity, the βt

1 and βt
2

approach 0. Consequently, the new terms asymptotically converge to the original Adam bias correction terms. This
property ensures that the long-term behavior of the algorithm remains well-defined and consistent with the original
formulation.

The cross-moment interaction and temporal dynamics are particularly impactful in the early stages of training when t
is small. During this critical phase, the new terms provide a more nuanced correction that may lead to improved initial
convergence and stability.

The debiasing terms also have a profound impact on the optimization process. When the gradients are noisy, indicated
by a large second moment estimate v, the correction factor is closer to 1, which means the bias correction is more
aggressive. This makes sense, as I want to correct for the bias more strongly when the gradients are unreliable. On
the other hand, when the gradients are stable, indicated by a small second moment estimate v, the correction factor is
closer to 0, which means the bias correction is less aggressive. This also makes sense, as I don’t want to over-correct
when the gradients are consistent.

Similarly, when the gradients have a strong direction, indicated by a large first-moment estimate m, the correction
factor is closer to 1, which means the bias correction is more aggressive. This is intuitive, as I want to correct the
bias more strongly when the gradients have a clear direction. Conversely, when the gradients are weak, indicated by a
small first moment estimate m, the correction factor is closer to 0, which means the bias correction is less aggressive.
This also makes sense, as I don’t want to over-correct when the gradients are uncertain.

One notable aspect of the new debiasing terms in EXAdam is the intentional asymmetry in treating the first moment
estimate m and the second moment estimate v. Specifically, v appears unsquared in the correction term for m̃, while
m is squared in the correction term for ṽ. This design choice is grounded in the statistical properties of these moments.

The first-moment estimate m represents the mean of the gradients and is on the same scale as the gradients themselves.
In contrast, the second-moment estimate v represents the uncentered variance of the gradients, which is naturally on a
squared scale. To maintain consistency with these inherent scales, I use v and m2 in their respective correction terms.
This ensures scale consistency, which is essential for robust optimization.

The use of v in the correction term for m̃ provides a more immediate and sensitive response to the current gradient
variability. This variance-based scaling factor allows the first-moment estimate to be more reactive to changes in the
gradient landscape. In contrast, using m2 in the correction term for ṽ provides a more stable correction. The squaring
operation ensures that the correction is always positive and gives more weight to larger gradient values, which can
help stabilize the second-moment estimate, especially in scenarios with sparse or highly variable gradients.

The asymmetric design also allows each moment estimate to benefit from complementary information. By using
different forms of the moments (v and m2), I incorporate distinct aspects of the optimization trajectory into each
correction term. This can lead to more robust and adaptive behavior. Furthermore, the use of m2 in the correction term
for ṽ creates a normalization effect that is bounded between 0 and 1. This provides a well-behaved scaling factor that
can smoothly adjust the second moment estimate without risk of extreme values.

The asymmetric design in EXAdam reflects a nuanced approach to moment estimation and bias correction. By tai-
loring the correction terms to the statistical nature of each moment estimate, EXAdam aims to balance the need for
responsive updates with the requirement for stable, long-term learning. This approach potentially allows EXAdam to
achieve a more sophisticated adaptation to the underlying optimization landscape.

The interplay between the first and second moments is also more effectively captured, allowing the optimizer to better
adapt to the underlying gradient landscape. This is particularly important in scenarios where the gradient variance is
high, as the m̃ and ṽ terms provide a more nuanced understanding of the gradient statistics. Coupling the first and
second moment estimates allows the optimizer to adapt to the complex dynamics of the optimization process.

Let me give you an example to illustrate how these novel debiasing terms work in practice. Imagine training a neural
network to navigate a mountain landscape, where the network needs to find the lowest valley (global minimum).
The traditional Adam optimizer with m̂ and v̂ is like a hiker who makes decisions based on two separate pieces of
information: the slope direction (m̂ - first moment) and the terrain roughness (v̂ - second moment). EXAdam, with m̃
and ṽ, is like a more sophisticated hiker who makes smarter decisions by considering how these factors interact.

3
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When the hiker encounters:

• Rough, steep terrain (high variance, strong gradient): m̃ increases the correction because v
v+ϵ is larger. This

makes EXAdam more cautious but decisive when it has a clear direction in challenging terrain

• Smooth, gentle slope (low variance, weak gradient): Both correction terms become smaller as v
v+ϵ and m2

m2+ϵ
decrease. The optimizer can take more confident steps as the terrain is more predictable

The asymmetric design (using v vs m2) is particularly clever. Using the raw v for m̃ is like the hiker being immediately
responsive to terrain changes, while using m2 for ṽ is like maintaining a more stable, long-term assessment of the path.

What makes this especially powerful is the temporal component (βt
1 and βt

2). Early in training (small t), these correc-
tions have more influence, like a hiker being extra cautious when starting on unfamiliar terrain. As training progresses
(large t), the terms gradually approach the original Adam behavior, similar to a hiker becoming more confident after
gaining experience with the landscape.

2.2 Gradient-based Acceleration Mechanism

In this section, I introduce a novel acceleration mechanism for the Adam optimizer, which leverages gradient infor-
mation to enhance the convergence rate of the algorithm. This innovation is rooted in the observation that the gradient
itself contains valuable information about the optimization landscape, which can be harnessed to accelerate the opti-
mization process. To achieve this, I propose a novel component, termed the gradient-based acceleration mechanism,
denoted by g̃. This acceleration mechanism is designed to synergistically interact with the debiased momentum m̃,
enabling the optimizer to more effectively harness the gradient information in a controlled manner and accelerate the
convergence process. The gradient-based acceleration mechanism g̃ is defined as in Equation 2.

g̃ =
g

1− βt
1

(
1 +

v

v + ϵ
· βt

2

)
(2)

where g is the gradient, β1 and β2 are the exponential decay rates for the moment estimates, ϵ is a small constant to
prevent division by zero, and t is the current iteration number.

The gradient-based acceleration mechanism g̃ can be interpreted as a measure of the gradient’s ”urgency” or ”impor-
tance”. When the gradient is large, this means the surface is steep, and the optimizer is far from the optimal solution,
thus, it should prioritize updating the parameters in the direction of the gradient. In this case, g̃ increases, indicating
that the optimizer should focus on refining the parameters based on the momentum m̃. On the other hand, when the
gradient is small, this means the surface is flat, and the optimizer should explore the parameter space more broadly. In
this case, g̃ decreases, allowing the optimizer to focus on refining the parameters based on the momentum m̃.

When g̃ increases, it indicates that the optimizer should prioritize updating the parameters in the direction of the
gradient. On the other hand, when the gradient is small, g̃ decreases, allowing the optimizer to focus on refining the
parameters based on the momentum m̃.

The term (1+ v
v+ϵ ·β

t
2) provides an adaptive scaling to the gradient. This scaling factor is always greater than or equal

to 1, with its magnitude determined by the second moment estimate v and the current timestep t.

The incorporation of v in the scaling term creates an interaction between the direct gradient and the second moment
estimate. In regions of high curvature (large v), the gradient term receives additional emphasis, potentially allowing
for more aggressive updates in these areas. Conversely, in regions of low curvature (small v), the gradient term is
downweighted, enabling the optimizer to rely more on the momentum term for guidance.

The gradient-based acceleration mechanism g̃ is incorporated into the update rule as follows:

θ ← θ − α · (m̃+ g̃)√
ṽ + ϵ

(3)

where θ is the parameter vector, α is the learning rate, m̃ is the bias-corrected first-moment estimate, ṽ is the bias-
corrected second-moment estimate, g̃ is the bias-corrected gradient, ϵ is a small constant to prevent division by zero,
and t is the current iteration number.

The combination of m̃ and g̃ in the update rule creates a highly adaptive learning mechanism. It balances the smoothed,
historical information captured by m̃ with the immediate, potentially more volatile information in g̃. In scenarios

4



EXAdam: The Power of Adaptive Cross-Moments A PREPRINT

where the loss landscape changes rapidly, the immediate responsiveness provided by g̃ could lead to faster convergence
compared to methods that rely solely on smoothed estimates.

The direct incorporation of the current gradient, especially with its adaptive scaling, may provide enhanced ability to
escape saddle points or shallow local minima. This could be particularly beneficial in deep learning scenarios with
complex loss landscapes.

The relative influence of m̃ and g̃ changes over time and is based on the local geometry of the loss surface. This
dynamic trade-off could potentially offer the benefits of both momentum-based methods and more reactive gradient-
based approaches.

A closer examination of the gradient-based acceleration mechanism g̃ reveals several desirable properties. Firstly,
g̃ exhibits a self-correcting behavior, as the gradient information is adaptively scaled based on the variance v. This
ensures that the optimizer remains robust to outliers and noisy gradients. Secondly, the incorporation of g̃ into the
update rule enables the optimizer to more effectively adapt to changing gradient landscapes.

To illustrate how this gradient-based acceleration mechanism works in practice, imagine we’re hiking down a mountain
to reach a valley (the optimal solution), but we’re doing this hike in foggy conditions. The traditional Adam optimizer
is like having a compass (momentum m̃) and a topographical map (second moment estimate ṽ). The modification of
gradient-based acceleration mechanism adds something like a real-time slope sensor (g̃) that actively measures how
steep our current position is.

Let’s consider three scenarios:

1. Steep Slope (Large Gradient): When we’re on a steep section of the mountain, the traditional Adam relies
heavily on past movements (momentum), while EXAdam detects the steepness through g̃ and increases the
influence of the current gradient. The term v

v+ϵ · β
t
2 becomes larger. This is like saying ”Hey, this is really

steep, let’s pay more attention to where we’re currently stepping rather than just following our planned path.”
2. Gentle Slope (Small Gradient): When we’re on a relatively flat section, the g̃ term becomes smaller and

the optimizer relies more on the momentum term m̃. This is like saying ”The terrain is pretty flat, let’s stick
more to our general direction from the compass.”

3. Mixed Terrain (Varying Curvature): The really clever part comes in areas with varying steepness, if we
hit a sudden steep drop (high curvature), the v term in the equation increases. This automatically scales up
the gradient term through (1+ v

v+ϵ ·β
t
2). It’s like having an adaptive hiking strategy that seamlessly switches

between careful stepping on steep sections and momentum-based movement on flatter ground.

Let me express this mathematically with a simple scenario:

At iteration t = 100, β2 = 0.999 :

For a steep region where v = 0.1:

g̃ =
g

1− β100
1

(1 +
0.1

0.1 + 10−8
· 0.999100) ≈ 2g

For a flat region where v = 0.001:

g̃ =
g

1− β100
1

(1 +
0.001

0.001 + 10−8
· 0.999100) ≈ 1.1g

This shows how this mechanism automatically provides stronger gradient acceleration in steeper regions while main-
taining more conservative updates in flatter areas. This adaptive behavior could be particularly valuable in training
deep neural networks where the loss landscape can vary dramatically across different layers and during different phases
of training.

The beauty of this modification is that it maintains the core benefits of Adam (adaptive learning rates and momen-
tum) while adding this extra layer of responsiveness to the current landscape, potentially helping to navigate difficult
optimization terrains more effectively.

2.3 Dynamic Step Size Schedule

The traditional Adam optimizer, like many other stochastic gradient descent (SGD) variants, employs a fixed learning
rate schedule, which can be suboptimal in practice. A fixed learning rate may not adapt to the changing landscape of
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the loss function, potentially leading to suboptimal convergence and stability. To address this limitation, I introduce a
novel adaptive learning rate schedule, designed to dynamically adjust the step size based on the iteration number. This
dynamic step size schedule is defined as in Equation 4.

αt = α · ln(
√
2 ·
√
t+ 1) (4)

where α is the initial learning rate, and t is the current iteration. This formula introduces a logarithmic scaling factor,
ln(
√
2 ·
√
t+ 1), that increases the learning rate as the iteration number grows. The logarithmic function ensures that

the step size increases slowly in the early stages of training. This can help maintain stability when the initial parameter
estimates are far from optimal. The use of

√
t+ 1 inside the logarithm creates a more moderate growth rate compared

to using t directly. This balances the need for larger steps in later iterations with the risk of overshooting optimal
values. The addition of 1 to t ensures that the logarithm is always defined, even at t = 0, and provides a smooth
transition from the initial learning rate.

The motivation behind this formula lies in the observation that a fixed learning rate can be suboptimal, as it may not
account for the changing gradient landscape during optimization. The learning rate plays a crucial role in balancing the
exploration-exploitation trade-off, and a fixed rate may not adequately respond to changes in the gradient landscape.
To address this limitation, I propose a dynamic step size formula that adapts the learning rate based on the iteration
number.

There are three key insights behind this formula. Early in the optimization process, the learning rate is increased to
facilitate exploration of the gradient landscape, allowing the optimizer to quickly identify promising regions and avoid
local minima. As the iteration number increases, the learning rate is gradually decreased to enable exploitation of these
identified regions, converging more accurately to the optimal solution. The use of the natural logarithm ensures that the
learning rate grows sublinearly with the iteration number, preventing it from increasing too rapidly and destabilizing
the optimization process.

Additionally, the logarithmic step size schedule is more resilient to hyperparameter tuning, as it adapts the learning
rate based on the iteration number rather than the initial choice of hyperparameters. This reduces the sensitivity of the
optimizer to hyperparameter settings, like β1 and β2, making it easier to achieve good results, as the optimizer is less
dependent on specific hyperparameter values.

Furthermore, under certain conditions and assumptions about the loss function and its curvature, the logarithmic sched-
ule provides theoretical guarantees on the convergence rate of the optimizer. This offers a high degree of confidence
in the optimization process, as the adaptive nature of the learning rate ensures that the optimizer can navigate complex
and high-dimensional loss landscapes more effectively. In particular, training in non-convex loss landscapes, such as
those encountered in reinforcement learning or certain deep learning tasks, requires effective exploration strategies,
and the logarithmic schedule is well-suited to provide this.

The gradual increase in learning rate can act as a form of regularization, preventing the model from becoming too
confident in any single path too quickly and encouraging better generalization. This is especially important when
training encounters plateaus where progress stagnates, necessitating a strategy to overcome these flat regions in the
loss landscape. The incremental increase in learning rate helps the model escape local minima, facilitating continuous
learning and avoiding premature convergence. In fact, the logarithmic schedule is particularly well-suited for tackling
complex optimization problems, such as those found in deep learning, or dealing with ill-conditioned loss functions
characterized by a large condition number.

In these scenarios, the logarithmic step size schedule proves to be a valuable strategy, providing the right balance be-
tween cautious initial steps and progressively larger updates, ultimately leading models to achieve better convergence
and performance. This dynamic step size inherently incorporates a gradual increase in the learning rate, starting from
a lower value and progressively increasing. The gradual warmup prevents early instability and allows the model to
explore the parameter space more effectively before committing to larger updates. By adaptively adjusting the learning
rate, the logarithmic schedule helps navigate the intricate gradient landscape, increasing the chances of finding a better
local optimum.

However, it’s essential to recognize that the logarithmic step size schedule is not a silver bullet for all optimization
challenges. In practice, it’s essential to experiment with different learning rates, as well as other hyperparameters, to
identify the optimal approach for a specific problem or dataset, as what works well in one context may not translate to
another.

That being said, there are scenarios where a fixed step size may be preferred. For instance, if the optimization problem
converges rapidly, a fixed step size may be sufficient, and the logarithmic schedule may not provide significant benefits.
Additionally, if the hyperparameters are carefully tuned, a fixed step size can be more effective, as it avoids the
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overhead of adapting to the iteration number. In these cases, a fixed step size can be a more straightforward and
efficient choice, allowing the optimizer to focus on converging to a solution.

2.4 EXAdam Algorithm

Let’s put everything together and see the complete EXAdam algorithm, which seamlessly integrates all the enhance-
ments discussed earlier. This unified approach combines the novel debiasing terms m̃ and ṽ, the gradient-based
accelerator g̃, and the dynamic step size αt. Algorithm 1 provides a comprehensive view of EXAdam, showcasing
how these innovations work together to create a more adaptive and potentially powerful optimization method. This
algorithmic representation encapsulates the essence of my contributions, offering a clear roadmap for implementing
and further studying EXAdam’s behavior in various optimization scenarios.

Algorithm 1 EXAdam, an enhanced variant of the Adam optimizer

1: Initialize parameters θ, first moment estimate m = 0, second moment estimate v = 0
2: Initialize hyperparameters α, β1, β2, ϵ
3: for iteration t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Compute gradient gt = ∇θL(θ)
5: Update first moment estimate: m← β1m+ (1− β1)gt
6: Update second moment estimate: v ← β2v + (1− β2)g

2
t

7: Compute bias-corrected first moment estimate: m̃ = m
1−βt

1

(
1 + v

v+ϵ · β
t
2

)
8: Compute bias-corrected second moment estimate: ṽ = v

1−βt
2

(
1 + m2

m2+ϵ · β
t
1

)
9: Compute gradient-based accelerator: g̃ = gt

1−βt
1

(
1 + v

v+ϵ (β
t
2)
)

10: Compute dynamic step size: αt = α · ln(
√
2 ·
√
t+ 1)

11: Update parameters: θ ← θ − αt · (m̃+g̃)√
ṽ+ϵ

12: end for

3 Experiments

I empirically evaluated the effectiveness of EXAdam through a series of experiments on two diverse benchmark tasks.
My first experiment involved training a convolutional neural network (CNN) on the CIFAR-10 dataset, a widely used
benchmark for image classification tasks. This setup allowed us to assess EXAdam’s performance in a relatively
smooth gradient landscape. I then trained a MinGPT model on a dataset of Shakespeare works, a challenging task that
requires the optimizer to navigate a complex and nuanced gradient landscape. This experiment enabled us to evaluate
the optimizer’s ability to handle long-range dependencies and adapt to changing gradient statistics.

In each of these experiments, I compared the performance of EXAdam to state-of-the-art optimizers using identical hy-
perparameters and training protocols. By doing so, I aimed to assess the robustness and versatility of EXAdam across
different model architectures, datasets, and tasks, and to demonstrate its ability to outperform existing state-of-the-art
optimizers in a variety of settings. I implemented all the experiments using PyTorch [15] to ensure the compatibility
and reproducibility of the results. The experiment was conducted on Kaggle. The code for the experiment is available
on GitHub1.

3.1 Experiment: Image Classification

I conducted a benchmark experiment involving image classification using the CIFAR-10 dataset. This experiment
aimed to assess the convergence properties of EXAdam compared to traditional Adam, AdamW, AdaDelta, SGD with
momentum, and RMSProp on a deep convolutional neural network (CNN) model. The goal was to determine whether
EXAdam could achieve faster convergence and higher accuracy on the CIFAR-10 dataset, showcasing its effectiveness
in practice. The results of the experiment are presented in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The values of the loss and accuracy
at different epochs are shown in Table 1.

The CNN model employed in this experiment is a deep neural network consisting of multiple convolutional and fully
connected layers, making 3 million trainable parameters. The network takes as input a 3-channel 32x32 image and
outputs a probability distribution over the 10 classes of the CIFAR-10 dataset.

1The repository of EXAdam on GitHub
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(a) CIFAR-10 training accuracy (b) CIFAR-10 training loss

Figure 1: The training performance of EXAdam, Adam, AdamW, SGD with momentum, RMSProp, and AdaDelta
on the CIFAR-10 dataset. The convexities in the training curves indicate that the ReduceLROnPlateau learning rate
scheduler reduced the learning rate.

(a) CIFAR-10 validation accuracy (b) CIFAR-10 validation loss

Figure 2: The validation performance of EXAdam, Adam, AdamW, SGD with momentum, RMSProp, and AdaDelta
on the CIFAR-10 dataset.

The network architecture can be divided into three main blocks, each comprising a sequence of convolutional, batch
normalization, and max pooling layers, followed by a residual connection. The first block consists of two convolutional
layers with 64 filters, each with a kernel size of 3 and padding set to ”same” to preserve spatial dimensions. The
output of the second convolutional layer is fed into a residual block, which applies two convolutional layers with batch
normalization and ReLU activation, followed by a shortcut connection that adds the input to the output. The output of
the residual block is then max pooled with a stride of 2, reducing the spatial dimensions by half.

The second block is similar in structure to the first, with two convolutional layers with 128 filters, followed by a
residual block and max pooling. The third block consists of two convolutional layers with 256 filters, followed by a
residual block and max pooling.

After the third block, the output is flattened and fed into two fully connected layers, the first with 128 units and ReLU
activation, and the second with the number of units equal to the number of classes in the dataset. Dropout regularization
with a probability of 0.25 is applied after each max pooling layer and after the first fully connected layer.

The network was trained using the proposed EXAdam, Adam, AdamW, SGD with momentum, RMSProp, and
AdaDelta [16] to evaluate their performance. I compare the convergence behavior, training and validation loss, and
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accuracy of the models trained with EXAdam against those trained with other state-of-the-art optimizers. The num-
ber of training iterations was set to 100 and the learning rate was set to 0.0001 for all optimizers. The performance
of the network was evaluated on the CIFAR-10 dataset, and the results are compared to those obtained using other
optimizers.

Additionally, a learning rate scheduler was employed to dynamically adjust the learning rate during training. The
scheduler, ReduceLROnPlateau, reduces the learning rate by a factor of 0.1 when the validation loss plateaus, with
a patience of 5 epochs. The minimum learning rate was set to 0, and the scheduler was configured to operate in
”min” mode, reducing the learning rate when the validation loss stops improving. The scheduler’s verbose mode was
enabled to provide detailed output during training. To ensure the reproducibility of the results, the random seed was
set to 1234 before training the network. This seed was used to initialize the weights of the network and the random
number generator, ensuring that the results are consistent across different runs.

To comprehensively evaluate EXAdam’s performance, I analyzed its convergence behavior throughout training, track-
ing loss and accuracy at regular intervals. This detailed analysis allows us to compare EXAdam to other optimizers
in terms of learning speed, stability, and generalization. I also examined gradient statistics and parameter updates to
understand how EXAdam’s novel components contribute to its performance, gaining valuable insights into its behavior
and advantages in handling complex deep neural network optimization landscapes.

Table 1: CIFAR-10 CNN Training and Validation Loss and Accuracy at Different Epochs
Optimizer Name Epoch Training Loss Training Accuracy (%) Validation Loss Validation Accuracy (%)

Adam

1 0.01271 39.85 0.01423 40.84
5 0.00673 69.58 0.00819 64.50

10 0.00497 77.89 0.00564 75.62
25 0.00307 86.07 0.00389 83.53
50 0.00156 92.91 0.00326 86.90
75 0.00158 92.77 0.00324 86.96

100 0.00155 93.12 0.00327 86.85

AdamW

1 0.01274 38.96 0.01202 44.93
5 0.00676 69.39 0.00760 67.28

10 0.00493 78.07 0.00564 77.41
25 0.00299 86.59 0.00433 82.19
50 0.00142 93.51 0.00316 87.43
75 0.00139 93.66 0.00316 87.55

100 0.00136 93.83 0.00316 87.47

AdaDelta

1 0.01852 10.64 0.01817 12.26
5 0.01774 15.42 0.01780 15.23

10 0.01719 18.74 0.01743 16.86
25 0.01575 25.73 0.01628 22.46
50 0.01426 33.15 0.01521 28.30
75 0.01336 36.82 0.01449 33.26

100 0.01268 40.17 0.01418 35.01

RMSProp

1 0.01244 41.55 0.01169 46.77
5 0.00661 70.04 0.00797 65.11

10 0.00494 77.73 0.00598 74.68
25 0.00302 86.43 0.00452 81.30
50 0.00177 91.83 0.01521 85.94
75 0.00098 95.74 0.00306 88.38

100 0.00099 95.58 0.00307 88.33

SGD with Momentum

1 0.01712 18.61 0.01675 20.52
5 0.01245 40.93 0.01389 35.40

10 0.01108 47.98 0.01300 40.80
25 0.00973 54.66 0.01470 37.42
50 0.00976 54.58 0.01453 38.12
75 0.00974 54.69 0.01466 37.71

100 0.00974 54.67 0.01471 37.45

EXAdam

1 0.01296 39.87 0.01329 45.33
5 0.00546 75.53 0.00872 64.54

10 0.00386 82.73 0.00514 79.08
25 0.00215 90.45 0.00323 86.80
50 0.00065 97.18 0.00267 90.86
75 0.00050 97.73 0.00272 91.00

100 0.00049 97.72 0.00271 90.98
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As shown in the results, EXAdam outperformed all the other tested state-of-the-art optimizers in terms of training
and validation accuracy. EXAdam achieved higher accuracy on the CIFAR-10 dataset during training and validation,
therefore better testing accuracy can be expected. The testing accuracy of EXAdam, Adam, AdamW, SGD with
momentum, RMSProp, and AdaDelta is shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Testing Accuracy on CIFAR-10 Dataset
Optimizer Name Testing Accuracy (%)

Adam 89.66
AdamW 89.71
AdaDelta 37.45
RMSProp 90.14

SGD with Momentum 43.13
EXAdam 92.10

The superior performance of EXAdam, as presented in Table 2, is further evidenced by its testing accuracy, which
surpasses all other optimizers by a significant margin. EXAdam achieves a 92.10% testing accuracy, outperforming
RMSProp (90.14%), Adam (89.66%), and AdamW (89.71%) by 1.96, 2.44, and 2.39 percentage points, respectively.
Notably, AdaDelta and SGD with Momentum demonstrate significantly lower testing accuracy, with scores of 37.45%
and 43.13%, respectively.

This substantial increase in accuracy demonstrates EXAdam’s enhanced generalization capability, likely resulting
from its novel debiasing terms and adaptive learning rate mechanism. The improved testing accuracy suggests that
EXAdam not only converges faster during training but also learns more robust and generalizable features from the
dataset. This performance gain is particularly noteworthy given the challenging nature of the CIFAR-10 dataset and
the competitive baseline set by Adam and AdamW, which are widely regarded as state-of-the-art optimizers.

The results underscore EXAdam’s potential as a powerful optimization algorithm for deep learning tasks, especially
in scenarios where achieving high accuracy on complex datasets is crucial.

3.2 Experiment: Text Generation

I conducted another experiment to evaluate the performance of EXAdam in the context of text generation by training a
14.3-million parameter MinGPT model, a mini version of the GPT (Generative Pre-trained Transformer) model [17],
on a dataset of Shakespeare works2. The goal of this experiment was to assess the optimizer’s ability to handle long-
range dependencies and complex loss landscapes, which are common challenges in natural language processing tasks.
The results of the experiment are shown in Figure 3.

This language model is based on the transformer architecture [18] and consists of an embedding layer, a series of
transformer blocks, and a final linear layer. The embedding layer maps each input token to a dense vector, which
is then fed into the transformer blocks. Each transformer block consists of self-attention and feed-forward neural
network (FFNN) layers. The self-attention layer computes the weighted sum of the input tokens, while the FFNN
layer transforms the output of the self-attention layer. The final linear layer outputs the logits for each token in the
vocabulary.

I used the Shakespeare dataset, which contains a relatively good amount of text that could fit in the memory of the
GPUs I had access to. I split the data into training and validation sets, with 90% of the data used for training and
10% for validation. I create a mapping from characters to indices and vice versa, and define encoding and decoding
functions to convert between characters and indices.

In addition to EXAdam, I also experimented with several other optimizers to compare their performance on the
MinGPT model. Specifically, I evaluated Adam, AdamW, AdaFactor [19], SGD with Momentum, AdEMAMix [20],
and Signum [21], each with their default hyperparameters. These optimizers were chosen because they have been
widely used in deep learning and have shown promising results in various applications. My goal was to assess whether
EXAdam’s performance advantages hold up against these alternative optimizers, and to identify any potential trade-
offs or limitations of each approach.

This experimental setup was inspired by the work of Zhao et al. [22], who benchmarked multiple optimizers in the
context of large language models. While their study focused on the performance of different optimizers across a range
of model sizes and hyperparameters, this experiment aimed to provide a more in-depth analysis of the optimizers’

2Shakespeare dataset on Kaggle
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Figure 3: Training loss of MinGPT using EXAdam, Adam, AdamW, AdaFactor, SGD with Momentum, AdEMAMix,
and Signum. The loss curves show the convergence behavior of the optimizers during training on the Shakespeare
dataset.

behavior on a specific task, namely text generation with a MinGPT model. By comparing the performance of EXAdam
with other popular optimizers, I hope to provide insights into the strengths and weaknesses of each approach and to
inform the choice of optimizer for similar natural language processing tasks.

I used the following hyperparameters for this experiment:

• Batch size: 64
• Block size: 256
• Maximum iterations: 5000
• Evaluation interval: 500
• Learning rate: 1× 10−4

• Evaluation iterations: 200
• Number of embedding dimensions: 384
• Number of attention heads: 8
• Number of layers: 8
• Dropout rate: 0.2
• Seed: 1234

The Table 3 below shows the train loss and validation loss of the MinGPT model under different iterations, providing
a more detailed view of the optimizer’s performance. The table highlights the optimizer’s ability to minimize the loss
on both the training and validation sets, indicating its effectiveness in handling complex loss landscapes and long-
range dependencies. Specifically, the table demonstrates the superior performance of EXAdam compared to Adam,
AdamW, AdaFactor, SGD with Momentum, and Signum, as evidenced by its lower loss values on both the training
and validation sets.
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Table 3: MinGPT: Training and Validation Loss over Iterations
Optimizer Name Iteration Train Loss Validation Loss

Adam

1 4.405 —
500 2.396 2.421

1000 2.058 2.115
2000 1.675 1.833
3000 1.497 1.693
4000 1.395 1.619
5000 1.322 1.567

AdamW

1 4.404 —
500 2.397 2.417

1000 2.058 2.115
2000 1.670 1.837
3000 1.497 1.693
4000 1.392 1.612
5000 1.324 1.560

AdaFactor

1 4.380 —
500 2.046 2.138

1000 1.570 1.764
2000 1.263 1.541
3000 1.102 1.521
4000 0.960 1.587
5000 0.813 1.682

Signum

1 4.300 —
500 1.887 2.000

1000 1.516 1.714
2000 1.278 1.546
3000 1.158 1.496
4000 1.064 1.501
5000 0.972 1.530

SGD with Momentum

1 4.423 —
500 3.229 3.271

1000 3.070 3.109
2000 2.923 2.958
3000 2.839 2.867
4000 2.783 2.806
5000 2.744 2.766

AdEMAMix

1 4.318 —
500 2.388 2.413

1000 2.036 2.103
2000 1.647 1.826
3000 1.469 1.666
4000 1.362 1.589
5000 1.287 1.545

EXAdam

1 4.335 —
500 1.912 2.010

1000 1.443 1.658
2000 1.150 1.497
3000 0.973 1.526
4000 0.785 1.632
5000 0.611 1.794

It’s notable that the validation loss is higher than the training loss, a phenomenon that’s expected when a model overfits
to the training data. Given the relatively small size of the used dataset, overfitting is a likely outcome.

However, it’s essential to remember that the primary objective of this experiment is not to achieve the best possible
model, but rather to compare the performance of different optimizers. In the context of text generation tasks, such as
training a language model, achieving low loss values is not always the ultimate goal.
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Instead, the focus is on generating coherent, diverse, and contextually relevant text. A model that overfits to the
training data may still produce satisfactory results in terms of text quality, even if its loss values are not optimal. In
fact, some degree of overfitting can even be beneficial in text generation tasks, as it allows the model to capture subtle
patterns and nuances in the training data that might not be generalizable to new, unseen data.

EXAdam achieves lower validation loss compared to other state-of-the-art optimizers indicating its superior general-
ization capability. The results suggest that EXAdam is more effective at minimizing the loss on unseen data, which is
crucial for the model’s performance in real-world applications.

4 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, I have presented a series of novel enhancements to the Adam optimizer, collectively forming EXAdam.
These enhancements address several limitations of the original Adam algorithm while preserving its core strengths.

My contributions can be summarized as follows:

• New Debiasing Terms: I introduced m̃ and ṽ, which provide more nuanced bias correction by incorporating
cross-moment interactions and temporal dynamics. These terms potentially offer improved stability and
convergence, particularly in the early stages of optimization.

• Gradient-based Acceleration Mechanism: I proposed a novel term g̃ that directly incorporates the current
gradient into the update rule. This mechanism allows for more immediate responsiveness to the current loss
landscape while maintaining the benefits of moment-based updates.

• Dynamic Step Size Formula: I developed an adaptive learning rate schedule that increases logarithmically
with the square root of the iteration count. This formula provides a continually adaptive global step size,
potentially enhancing long-term learning capabilities and exploration of the parameter space.

These enhancements work in concert to create an optimizer that is potentially more robust, adaptive, and efficient
than its predecessors. EXAdam aims to address common challenges in optimization, such as navigating complex loss
landscapes, escaping saddle points, and balancing immediate gradient information with historical trends.

However, it is important to note that while my theoretical analysis is promising, the true test of any optimization
algorithm lies in its empirical performance across a wide range of tasks and domains. As such, I view this work
not as a conclusion, but as a starting point for further research and experimentation. I encourage the community to
explore and validate EXAdam on a variety of benchmarks and real-world applications to fully assess its capabilities
and limitations.

I hope that this work will inspire further research into adaptive optimization methods and contribute to the ongoing
quest for more efficient, robust, and universally applicable optimization algorithms. As we continue to tackle increas-
ingly complex problems in machine learning and artificial intelligence, the importance of sophisticated optimization
techniques cannot be overstated. EXAdam is my contribution to this vital area of research, and I look forward to
seeing how it performs in the hands of the broader scientific community.
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