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Abstract

An appropriate choice of batch sizes in large-scale model training is crucial, yet it involves an intrinsic
yet inevitable dilemma: large-batch training improves training efficiency in terms of memory utilization,
while generalization performance often deteriorates due to small amounts of gradient noise. Despite
this dilemma, the common practice of choosing batch sizes in language model training often prioritizes
training efficiency—employing either constant large sizes with data parallelism or implementing batch
size warmup schedules. However, such batch size schedule designs remain heuristic and often fail to
adapt to training dynamics, presenting the challenge of designing adaptive batch size schedules. Given
the abundance of available datasets and the data-hungry nature of language models, data parallelism
has become an indispensable distributed training paradigm, enabling the use of larger batch sizes for
gradient computation. However, vanilla data parallelism requires replicas of model parameters, gradients,
and optimizer states at each worker, which prohibits training larger models with billions of parameters.
To optimize memory usage, more advanced parallelism strategies must be employed. In this work, we
propose general-purpose and theoretically principled adaptive batch size schedules compatible with data
parallelism and model parallelism. We develop a practical implementation with PyTorch Fully Sharded
Data Parallel, facilitating the pretraining of language models of different sizes. We empirically demonstrate
that our proposed approaches outperform constant batch sizes and heuristic batch size warmup schedules
in the pretraining of models in the Llama family, with particular focus on smaller models with up to 3
billion parameters. We also establish theoretical convergence guarantees for such adaptive batch size
schedules with ADAM for general smooth nonconvex objectives.

1 Introduction

Large-batch training (i.e., using large batch sizes) is arguably the current de facto training paradigm for
large language models, driven by recent advances and the availability of computational hardware for deep
learning. For instance, the open-sourced model, OLMo 65B (Groeneveld et al., 2024), utilizes a batch size of
2048 sequences of length 2048, resulting in 4M tokens per batch. Despite the efficient utilization of available
hardware through parallelization, a major drawback of large-batch training is the issue of “generalization gap”
(see e.g., LeCun et al., 2002)—where model generalization performance deteriorates compared to small-batch
training without heavy tuning of other hyperparameters. See Figure 1 for a graphical illustration of the
existence of generalization gaps with different batch sizes when training a vanilla transformer with 61M
parameters. Keskar et al. (2017) argued that small-batch methods tend to converge to flat minima, leading
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Figure 1: Generalization gap in transformer pretraining. Various curves represent distinct batch sizes.

to better generalization. To close this generalization gap, several works (Hoffer et al., 2017; Smith et al.,
2018; Smith and Le, 2018) have proposed using large learning rates to offset the effect of large batch sizes,
recovering the generalization performance of using small batches. However, the training of language (and
vision) models based on the attention mechanism (Vaswani et al., 2017) and the transformer architecture
is notoriously unstable. Reducing training instability, including unwanted loss spikes (see e.g., Zhai et al.,
2023; Wortsman et al., 2024), demands significant tuning and cautious hyperparameter selections, like using
a small learning rate.

Beyond using a large learning rate to balance the intrinsic trade-off between training efficiency and
generalization performance of large-batch training, Keskar et al. (2017) also suggested the use of adaptive
sampling methods (Byrd et al., 2012; Friedlander and Schmidt, 2012). These methods are essentially adaptive
batch size schemes that progressively improve the accuracy of the batch gradient approximation by gradually
increasing batch sizes throughout the model training process. This concept has been explored by De et al.
(2016, 2017); Lau et al. (2024b), but their implementations are limited to the single-device setting, where
all data samples are implicitly assumed to reside on the same device. This limitation makes them unfit
for data-parallel distributed training wherein data is spread across various workers in a parallel system,
potentially encompassing several network-connected nodes, thereby preventing the scaling necessary to train
large models. Beyond the single-device setting, Lau et al. (2024a) have also extended such adaptive batch
size schemes to local gradient methods for local batch sizes, where model synchronization is performed every
several gradient steps rather than every step.

Data parallelism (Krizhevsky et al., 2012), such as DistributedDataParallel (DDP) in PyTorch (Li et al.,
2020) and counterparts in TensorFlow (Abadi et al., 2015) and JAX (Bradbury et al., 2018; Frostig et al.,
2018), is arguably the most popular paradigm for distributed training in deep learning. In data parallelism
(alone), each worker holds a local copy of the model parameters (as well as gradient and optimizer states).
The global input batch is divided into multiple minibatches for each training step, so each worker performs
forward and backward computations with a different minibatch. After each training step, all GPUs perform
an all-reduce collective communication to synchronize gradients, followed by a global model parameter update.
This ensures that all local copies of the model remain identical after the parameter update steps. Adaptive
batch size schemes can be developed based on the approaches in Byrd et al. (2012); Friedlander and Schmidt
(2012); Bollapragada et al. (2018) for data-parallel settings, providing practical adaptive batch size schedules
in PyTorch DDP for training large-scale deep neural networks, which require data parallelism.

While these practical schemes open up the possibility of distributed training of larger models with GPUs
of lower memory, they are constrained by the inherent design of DDP—the need to maintain a model replica
at each worker. State-of-the-art large language models (LLMs) now consist of billions or even hundreds
of billions of parameters (e.g., Llama 3 405B; Llama Team, ATl @ Meta, 2024). Distributed training with
only data parallelism thus unfortunately fails, as the memory required to store such models well exceeds
the available memory of a single GPU. Even worse, access to expensive workstation-level GPUs with more
memory is often limited to industrial labs, whereas academic researchers and end-users often have to resort
to less powerful consumer-level GPUs or workstation-level GPUs with less memory.

To alleviate this limitation inherent to data parallelism, more memory-efficient paradigms of parallelism,
such as model parallelism (Shoeybi et al., 2019), have been proposed. In model parallelism, model parameters
are sharded into various components and distributed to different workers. In particular, PyTorch Fully
Sharded Data Parallel (FSDP; Zhao et al., 2023) is an implementation of model parallelism in PyTorch
(Paszke et al., 2019), marking the first native feature in PyTorch that can support models with up to trillions



of parameters without relying on more sophisticated third-party libraries for model parallelism such as
DeepSpeed (Rasley et al., 2020), Megatron-LM (Shoeybi et al., 2019; Narayanan et al., 2021; Korthikanti
et al., 2023), and their combinations (Smith et al., 2022), which could be overwhelming to get started with
and too technical to modify for users’ specific needs. Moreover, PyTorch FSDP has been widely adopted in
the pretraining of various open-source LLMs such as OPT (Zhang et al., 2022), TinyLlama (Zhang et al.,
2024b), OLMo (Groeneveld et al., 2024), and DRBX (The Mosaic Research Team, 2024).

However, even with data parallelism and model parallelism, LLM pretraining involving models with up to
hundreds of billions of parameters and trillions of tokens (e.g., Llama 3 405B; Llama Team, AT @ Meta, 2024),
still incurs extensive costs (more than millions of US dollars per model) and imposes a significant carbon
footprint. Consequently, there is a pressing need for developing proper and well-crafted training strategies.
In this work, we focus on choosing dynamic batch size schedules, which deserve more attention than they
have, since, unlike other optimizer hyperparameters, batch sizes also control training efficiency via memory
utilization of GPUs, in addition to affecting model generalization performance and training stability. The
current practice of choosing batch sizes in LLM pretraining, however, remains heuristic, in the sense that it
usually involves either constant large batch sizes or prespecified heuristic warmup schedules which could be
very hard to design.

Contributions. In this work, we propose theoretically principled adaptive batch size schedules based on the
adaptive sampling method (Byrd et al., 2012) for pretraining large language models, which are also generally
applicable to training other deep neural networks. On the theoretical front, we establish a convergence
guarantee for the proposed adaptive batch size schedules for ADAM, the de facto optimizer for pretraining
language models. Various recent works have shown, both empirically and theoretically, that ADAM outperforms
SGD in training attention-based language models (Pan and Li, 2023; Kunstner et al., 2023, 2024; Zhang
et al., 2024c). Our convergence guarantee complements the existing results of adaptive batch size schedules
for SGD (De et al., 2016, 2017) and ADAGRAD (Lau et al., 2024b). From a practical perspective, we develop
a solution of adaptive batch size schedules based on PyTorch FSDP, which are tailor-made for pretraining
LLMs with more than billions of parameters.

2 Related Work

Large-batch training of language models. Large-batch training has proven to be very successful for different
deep learning applications including computer vision (Goyal et al., 2017; Akiba et al., 2017) and natural
language processing (You et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2019; Puri et al., 2018). From an empirical perspective,
many open-source or open-weights models, such as OPT (Zhang et al., 2022), BLOOM (BigScience Workshop
et al., 2022), Mistral 7B (Jiang et al., 2023), Baichuan 2 (Yang et al., 2023), Qwen (Bai et al., 2023; Yang
et al., 2024), OLMo (Groeneveld et al., 2024), Gemma (Gemma Team, 2024; Gemma Team et al., 2024),
Llama (Touvron et al., 2023; Llama Team, Al @ Meta, 2024) and DeepSeek (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2024a,b),
revealed that they were pretrained with large numbers of GPUs or TPUs (i.e., data-parallel sizes), hence
naturally making use of large-batch training. While using large batch sizes is now standard, the rationale for
choosing the magnitude of such large batch sizes is mostly based on hardware availability. Only recently in
the training of Stable LM 2 1.6B, Bellagente et al. (2024) clarified the selection of global batch sizes, aiming to
strike an optimal balance between minimizing training time and the extra training tokens needed to reach the
desired final training loss. Shallue et al. (2019) study the effects of data parallelism by performing ablation
studies on different batch sizes by training different models on different datasets using different optimizers,
finding no evidence that large batch sizes degrade generalization performance with careful hyperparameter
search. From a more theoretical perspective, McCandlish et al. (2018) develop a model for understanding the
critical batch size that determines the tradeoff between speed and efficiency of large-batch training. Kaplan
et al. (2020) further study the scaling law of the critical batch size as a power of the training loss only for
language models. However, in most of these works, benchmarking was performed with different magnitudes
of constant batch sizes, with the notable exception of McCandlish et al. (2018) which provided a case study
of dynamically varying the batch size with an adaptive batch size schedule, but only using a simple model
(CNN) and dataset (SVHN). The effect of adaptive batch sizes for pretraining language models, to the best
of our knowledge, remains elusive to the community.



Batch size schedules. Adaptive sampling methods (Byrd et al., 2012; Friedlander and Schmidt, 2012;
Bollapragada et al., 2018), which adjust batch sizes based on gradient noise or gradient approximation quality,
are further explored in deep learning (De et al., 2016, 2017; Lau et al., 2024b; Ostroukhov et al., 2024) but
have not been applied to data parallelism with distributed samplers. The development of adaptive batch
size schedules for deep learning is not a novel concept, featuring methodologies such as Big Batch SGD (De
et al., 2016, 2017), CABS (Balles et al., 2017), AdaBatch (Devarakonda et al., 2017), SimiGrad (Qin et al.,
2021) and AdaScale SGD (Johnson et al., 2020). Our work is also closely related to and motivated by the
heuristic technique of batch size warmup/batch ramp, which has been widely adopted in pretraining LLMs
and even in reinforcement learning (Hilton et al., 2023). Batch size warmup usually involves prespecified
schedules of multiple batch size stages starting from training with multiple increasing smaller batch sizes for
small portions of the total training tokens, followed by training with the remaining tokens using a large batch
size. For instance, GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) was pretrained by gradually increasing the batch size linearly
from a small value (32k tokens) to the full value (3.2M tokens) over the first 4-12 billion tokens of training.
Nemotron-4 (Parmar et al., 2024) was pretrained with a batch size schedule of batch sizes 384-768-1152
sequences for 2.5%-2.5%-95% of the total number of training tokens. Likewise, OLMo 65B (Groeneveld
et al., 2024) was pretrained with a batch size warmup schedule of batch sizes 2M-4M-8M-16M tokens, using
100B tokens for the first three stages and the largest batch size for the remaining training tokens (2T total
training tokens). Llama 3 405B (Llama Team, AT @ Meta, 2024) was trained using the following batch size
schedule: an initial batch size of 4M tokens with a sequence length 4096 tokens for 252M tokens; a batch
size of 8M tokens with a sequence length of 8192 tokens for 2.87T tokens; a batch size of 16M tokens for the
remainder of a total of about 15T training tokens. Such a batch size recipe is found to be able to stabilize
training—few loss spikes were observed and it did not require interventions to correct for model training
divergence. Despite potentially improving training efficiency or data parallelism, batch size warmup schedules
remain heuristic and their impact on training is difficult to grasp. Another related yet seemingly orthogonal
technique is sequence length warmup (Li et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2023), which progressively grows the sequence
length throughout the pretraining process. Note that the pretraining of Llama 3 405B employs both batch
size warmup and sequence length warmup.

3 Adaptive Batch Size Schedules with 2D Parallelism

We present the adaptive batch size schedules for data and model parallelism (termed 2D parallelism),
facilitating the scaling of pretraining for models with billions of parameters.

Notation. We define [n] := {1,...,n} for n € N* := N\ {0}. We denote the inner product in R? by (-, )
and its induced La-norm by || - ||, and ||-||; stands for the L;-norm. For a vector z € RY, [z]; denotes its jth
coordinate (j € [d]). For a function f: R? — RU {00}, d;f denotes its partial derivative with respect to its
jth coordinate for j € [d]. The ceiling function is denoted by [-]. The disjoint union of sets 81,...,8; is
denoted by [ |;cps7S;-

3.1 Vanilla Adaptive Batch Size Schedules

We consider the empirical risk minimization problem in which we want to minimize the loss function
%: R? - RU {#o0} in the form of a finite-sum objective:

1 n

minimize P(w) = - ;E(w,zl), (1)
where £: RY x 2 — RU {£o0} is the individual loss function, and D,, := {z;}?_, is the set of n training
samples. If /(; z) is continuously differentiable for any z € Z, then the gradient of the loss function and
its batch counterpart (i.e., the batch gradient) are given by VL (w) := 1 Y"1 | Vl(w; 2;) and VLg(w) =
33 cx VE(w; z;), where the batch B C [n] is a subset of indices of data points sampled uniformly without
replacement, and b := |B| is the corresponding batch size. We write £;(w) = £(w; z;) and V{;(w) = Ve(w; 2;).
The batch gradient V25 is used to approximate the full gradient V& as the number of samples n is
prohibitively large.



Norm test. Falling into the family of adaptive sampling methods, the norm test (Byrd et al., 2012) is
motivated by measuring the quality of the approximation of the full gradient V£ by the batch gradient V24
through the lens of approximation of a descent direction for the loss L. If £(-; 2) is also convex, then —V2g
is a descent direction for £ at w € R if and only if (25 (w),2(w)) > 0, that is, 5 and L share the same
direction at w. It can be shown that the above inner product condition is equivalent to the norm condition:
(IVLs(w) — VE(w)|| < n||VE(w)|| for any n € [0,1). This condition cannot be checked directly, since the
number of samples n is in billions for LLMs and the full gradient V& is unavailable. Instead, we have to
resort to a batch approximation:

[Varies (V&) n—b

< 2 2
; L <P Vs ()], )

where Varjes(VE(w)) = 725 Y icn (Vi(w) — VEs (w))?. The adjustment factor (n — b)/(n — 1) is approxi-
mated by 1 as we take n — oco. Consequently, to ensure that the batch gradient approximates the descent
direction of the full objective £ well, the (approzimate) norm test checks the following condition at each
iteration k € N*:

|Varies, (V& (we))|l; 1

- = T 2 V6 — VEn, @) < PIVEs o, ®)
i€By,

and increases the next batch size by if the above inequality is not satisfied, using

[Varies, (vgi(wk))Hl“
Vs, (wi)|*

bry1 = {

The condition can be viewed as an approximation of the following exact variance norm test in the stochastic
setting:
2
Ex VL5, (wi) — VL) ] < n?[VE(wi)], (4)

i.e., the motivating norm condition holds in expectation. Here Ej, := [E[- | Fx] denotes the conditional expecta-
tion with respect to the o-algebra up to the current batch at iteration k, i.e., F := o({wo, Bo, B1,..., Br_1})-
After the next batch size is determined, the training loop continues with an optimizer step. The test implicitly
makes a heuristic assumption that the next batch of size by, 1 will satisfy the approximate norm test at the
current iterate wy, but this is never checked to streamline the training loop.

3.2 Adaptive Batch Size Schedules with Data Parallelism

To allow training with large batch sizes with parallelized computations, a data-parallel extension of the norm
test, which is referred to as DDP-NORM, can be developed and can be implemented based on PyTorch DDP.
A special treatment of the norm test with data parallelism is necessary since data samples now reside in
different workers, but we need to compute the mean and the variance of all the per-sample gradients in the
norm test.

Specifically, at each iteration k, the global batch By, is split across JJ workers with minibatches (By. ;) ;e of
equal size by, ; such that the global batch is the disjoint union of all minibatches, i.e., By = | | el By,;. Notice
that at each worker j € [J], the minibatch gradient can be computed by V&g, (wy) = /by Ziegk,j Ve (wy).
Since the minibatches have equal size and are disjoint, applying the law of total expectation, the global batch
gradient is equal to V&g, (wy) = 1/7 Z;Zl V&3, ;(wg). Note that the averages across workers are computed
using all-reduce operations in PyTorch DDP. When minibatch sizes exceed the maximum memory of the
workers, the technique of gradient accumulation is applied to simulate larger global batch sizes.

It is worth noting that efficiently implementing the approximate norm test (3) in deep learning libraries
such as PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) is highly nontrivial, since per-sample gradients V¢;(wy) are unavailable
in the backward step of a standard training loop, but only the batch gradient Vg, (wy,) under a single-device
setting or the minibatch gradient Vg, ;(wz) at each worker j under PyTorch DDP. If we were to implement
the native approximate norm test (3), we would have had to compute per-sample gradients in parallel using
vectorized mappings and based on a deep copy of the model, leading to undesirable memory and computational
overheads. Thus, in practical implementation under data parallelism, instead of the approximate norm test



(3), we propose to make use of the minibatch gradients of the workers to construct an estimator for the
gradient variance Var;es, (V4;(wy)) = & > el (VLs, , (wp) — VL3, (wk))z, leading to the following more
efficient implementation:
1 1 2
b7 2 IV, () = Vs, ()] < 0V ()] (5)
jelJl

From now on, we refer the above alternative test as DDP-NORM. This implementation is much more
computationally efficient since the minibatch gradients V&g, ,(wy) are already available at each worker and
the global batch gradient V&g, (wy) can be computed using all-reduce operations. Note however that this
implementation requires an additional all-reduce operation every time to compute the quantity on the left
hand side of (5) and additional memory to store it.

3.3 Adaptive Batch Size Schedules with 2D Parallelism via PyTorch FSDP

To enable the training of models with more than billions of parameters, model-parallel training presents a
more sophisticated paradigm of parallelism. It shards the parameters of models and allocates different shards
to different workers. In essence, PyTorch FSDP (Zhao et al., 2023), which shares similarities with ZeRO-3
(Rajbhandari et al., 2020; Ren et al., 2021) in DeepSpeed (Rasley et al., 2020), operates by substituting the
all-reduce operation in PyTorch DDP with all-gather and reduce-scatter operations.

For the purpose of mathematical illustration, we focus particularly on the tensor parallelism aspect of
model parallelism. Coupled with data parallelism, it is established that each worker j possesses its own set
of sharded parameters W;, j € [J], such that all the model parameters are denoted by wy = (wg,;);e[1]-
Here, the sharded parameters on worker j are represented by wy; € W;. Consequently, to compute
the microbatch gradient at worker j, the gradients of all parameter shards must be resharded to obtain
V23, (wr) = (VEs, , (wk1),...,VLs, (wk,s)), which can be efficiently implemented using the APT of
PyTorch FSDP. The implementation of DDP-NORM based on PyTorch FSDP is referred to as FSDP-NORM.

4 Convergence Analysis

Complementary to the convergence results of the norm test for SGD (De et al., 2016, 2017) and ADAGRAD
(Lau et al., 2024b), we derive convergence guarantees for ADAM, acknowledging its prevalence in training
deep neural networks for both computer vision and, more recently, language models. ApDAM (Kingma and Ba,
2015) employs the following update formula:

(Vk € N*) myg = Bimg—1 + (1 — B1)gr, vk = Bovk—1 + (1 — B2)gi, Wip1 = Wy — amy © U;;l/za (6)
where g = V%, (wg), a > 0 is a constant learning rate, (my)ren~ and (vi)ren+ are the sequences
of exponential weighted moving averages of the first two moments of the batch gradients respectively,
(61, 52) € (0, oo)2 are weighting parameters, ® denotes the Hadamard product, and the power operations are
performed coordinate-wise. We omit the bias corrections of my and vy to simplify the analysis, but note that
it can be easily extended to incorporate bias corrections. We also consider the more challenging scenario
where v,?l/ ? instead of (v;/ >+ ¢)~ ! is used in the update, since the denominator of the adaptive step sizes is
no longer lower bounded away from 0. In our analysis, we invoke the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (L-Lipschitz smoothness). The loss function & is L-Lipschitz smooth (L > 0): for any
(u,v) € R* x R?, we have |V2(u) — VL)| < L|ju — |

Similarly to the analysis for ADAGRAD (Lau et al., 2024b), we also require a coordinate-wise version of
the (exact variance) norm test to hold due to the use of adaptive step size.

Proposition 1. The coordinate-wise (ezact variance) norm test with constant n € (0,1) ensures that, for
every iteration k € [K], the coordinate-wise batch gradient 0;L5, (wy) satisfies the following coordinate-wise
expected strong growth (E-SG) condition: for alli € [d], we have

Er[(0:%3, (wr))?] < (14 7°)(0:L(wk))?.



Following closely a similar analysis to that in Wang et al. (2023), we provide the following convergence
results of the norm test for ADAM.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let (wy)ren~ be the ADAM iterates generated by (6), where
the batch size by, = |By| is chosen such that the coordinate-wise (exact variance) norm test with constant
n € (0,1) is satisfied at each iteration k € N*. Then, if 0 < 31 < /B2 — 8(1 +n?)(1 — B2)/B3 and B2 € (0,1),
we have 21521 E[|[VL(wi)||] < O(K), where 6 hides any logarithmic factors.

The full statement of this theorem and its proofs, as well as more in-depth related discussions, are deferred
to Appendix B. The convergence results presented do not account for the decoupled weight decay in ADAMW
(Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019), which is more commonly used as an optimizer for language model pretraining.
Furthermore, considerations such as learning rate schedules and gradient clipping are not included in these
findings. Extending the above convergence guarantees to these settings is highly challenging and nontrivial
and is left for future work.

5 Numerical Experiments

To showcase the versatility and scalability of FSDP-NORM, we conduct experiments with various families
of decoder-only autoregressive language models at with different sizes and pretraining datasets. These
include MicroLlama 300M (Wang, 2024), TinyLlama 1.1B (Zhang et al., 2024b) and OpenLlama 3B (Geng
and Liu, 2023) on the C4 dataset (Raffel et al., 2020). The C4 dataset are tokenized using the Llama 2
tokenizer (Touvron et al., 2023) with a vocabulary size of 32,000. Experiments are conducted on workstations
equipped with 4 NVIDIA L40S GPUs (MicroLlama) and 4 NVIDIA A100-SXM 80GB GPUs (TinyLlama
and OpenlLlama). The training of the latter two models only feasible with PyTorch FSDP but not with
PyTorch DDP using such hardware configurations, even with mixed-precision training (bfloat16 is used).
Our implementation utilizes the PyTorch FSDP API in PyTorch 2.6.1 and is simplified through Lightning
Fabric of Lightning 2.4 (Falcon and The PyTorch Lightning team, 2019). For the ease of training language
models, we also use LitGPT 0.5.3 (Lightning AI, 2023). Open-source implementation of DDP-NORM and
FSDP-NorM will be made available as a GitHub repository upon the acceptance of this manuscript.

Training Specifications. Adhering to the pretraining configurations of open-source LLMs such as TinyLlama
(Zhang et al., 2024b) and OLMo (Groeneveld et al., 2024), our training specifications include a linear warmup
followed by a cosine decay learning rate schedule, and the ADAMW optimizer with weight decay and gradient
clipping. The adaptive batch size schedule is set to a maximum global batch size, above which the norm test
is no longer performed, opting for fixed interval testing over step-by-step (a test interval 1 is used, but longer
interval entails reduced overheads brought by the test). Efficiency dictates using the test in its original form
rather than its coordinate-wise variant, despite convergence guarantees. Given that batch sizes increase to
the maximum possible values in the early stages, we only pretrain our models for a number of samples that
are sufficient to display the behavior of our method, treating these experiments mainly as proofs of concept.
Detailed configurations are provided in Appendix C.

5.1 MicroLlama 300M

We first pretrain MicroLlama with 300M trainable parameters on the C4 dataset (Raffel et al., 2020) under
the same sets of other hyperparameters in order to better understand the effect of adaptive batch sizes. We
compare with various constant batch size baselines by, € {2048, 4096, 8192} and a stagewise batch size schedule
2048-4096-8192 for 2.5-2.5-95% of training tokens mimicking a popular batch size warmup for pretraining
LLMs, and plot the results in Figure 2. We apply DDP-NORM for this relatively small model to demonstrate
the applicability of the proposed schedules with PyTorch DDP. In Table 1, we report the total number of
gradient steps (step), average batch size (bsz.), wall-clock time (time; in hours), best training loss (loss) and
best validation loss (val loss; estimated by 100 iterations).

We observe from Figure 2 that with n = 0.2 or n = 0.275, our proposed DDP-NORM outperforms the
constant batch size baselines by a large margin in terms of validation loss. Specifically, using the same number
of training samples, from Table 1, our method achieves lower validation losses when using similar number of
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Figure 2: Training loss, validation loss and batch size schedule for MicroLlama 300M

scheme steps bsz. time loss  val loss
n = 0.15 531 3770 9.31 3.764 3.811
n=0.2 254 7878 8.85  4.699 4.720
n =0.25 843 2373 10.30  3.313 3.361
n = 0.275 252 7965 8.84  4.669 4.677
by, = 2048 977 2048 11.18  4.976 5.005
by = 4096 489 4096 9.66  5.722 5.741
by = 8192 245 8192 8.48 6.183 6.192

2.5-2.5-95% 269 7439 8.78  4.594 4.604

Table 1: Results of MicroLlama 300M

steps (1 = 0.2 versus by = 8192), when we use the number of steps as the criterion of measuring training
efficiency. Our proposed schedule with n = 0.2 performs slightly worse than the stagewise batch size schedule,
but it is expected since the latter has a smaller averaged batch size and takes a larger number of training
steps. It is also worth noting that the design of the stagewise schedule is completely heuristic and might
require lots of tuning, e.g., the number of stages, values of batch sizes and their ratios.

We also observe that our method uses smaller batches at early stages and larger batches at later stages of
training (e.g., n € {0.2,0.275}). This behavior has greater benefits regarding training efficiency because a
larger batch size at each step means fewer number of required steps for the whole training process. On the
other hand, our method greatly mitigates the side-effect of large-batch training—higher validation loss at the
end of training—by starting from a small batch size and adaptively increasing it. Thus, our method enjoys
both the good generalization performance of small batches and the high training efficiency of large batches.
More importantly, our method is able to automatically increase batch sizes whenever it is necessary, to values
that are completely adaptive to the training dynamics. Taking the adaptive batch size schedules in Figure 2
as an example, it is almost impossible to hand-craft similar schemes.

5.2 TinyLlama 1.1B

We also pretrain TinyLlama 1.1B on the C4 dataset, which necessitates the use of PyTorch FSDP and
FSDP-NorM. From Figure 3 and Table 2, similar conclusions can be made. We observe that our proposed
FSDP-NoRrM effectively narrows the generalization gap between large and small batches, compared with
constant batch sizes and with stagewise batch size schedule baselines. Specifically, our method facilitates
the adoption of larger batch sizes of 8192 during the later stages of training. For instance, our method with
1 = 0.085 achieves an averaged batch size of 7312, yet it achieves validation loss closer to that of by = 4096,
compared to by = 8192. Our proposed method is also able to reduce the magnitude of potential loss spikes
which are obvious in using constant batch sizes.

5.3 OpenlLlama 3B

We finally pretrain OpenLlama 3B on the C4 dataset, where a shorter sequence length of 512 instead of 2048
is used due to constraint on compute resources. Again, we observe similar phenomena to those of the smaller
models, as revealed in Figure 4 and Table 3. Specifically, with n = 0.15, the proposed approach requires
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Figure 3: Training loss, validation loss and batch size schedule for TinyLlama 1.1B

scheme steps bsz. time loss  val loss
n = 0.05 261 7676 32.53 5.663 5.671
n = 0.075 267 7521  32.67 5.705 5.704
n = 0.08 270 7415 32.61  5.109 5.113
n = 0.085 274 7312 32.83  4.257 4.256
b, = 4096 489 4096  34.48 3.814 3.817
by, = 8192 245 8192 32.41 4.895 4.893
2.5-2.5-95% 269 7439 32.80 4.368 4.367

Table 2: Results of TinyLlama 1.1B

slightly longer training time and larger number of training steps than the constant batch size 8192, while
achieving a lower validation loss. While using a constant batch size 4096 achieves an even lower validation

loss, it requires substantially more training steps and more than one hour of additional training time.
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Figure 4: Training loss, validation loss and batch size schedule for OpenLlama 3B

scheme steps bsz. time loss  val loss
n = 0.05 249 8045 19.54  4.943 4.935
n=0.1 253 7926 19.73  5.026 5.031
n =0.15 259 7726  19.59  4.549 4.554
b, = 4096 489 4096  20.75  3.934 3.956
by, = 8192 245 8192 19.53  5.113 5.104
2.5-2.5-95% 269 7439 19.59 4.776 4.781

Table 3: Results of OpenLlama 3B

5.4 Further Discussions of Experimental Results

The effect of 1. The hyperparameter 7 in the adaptive batch size schedules has the effect of controlling the
probability of obtaining a descent direction and hence increasing the batch size. Obviously, choosing a right



value of 7 is vital for our method to succeed. Across all three sets of experiments of different model scales,
we found that larger values of 1 generally lead to more gradual batch size increments, but smaller values
would allow full utilization of available compute resources at earlier stages of training but might defeat the
prupose of adaptive batch sizes. Note that n also varies with the base learning rate a and the quality of the
training datasets. In the series of works of adaptive sampling methods (Byrd et al., 2012; Bollapragada et al.,
2018; Bollapragada and Wild, 2023), there are in-depth discussions on choosing the learning rate via some
line-search procedures, which are however usually infeasible when training large deep neural networks.

Scaling law of critical batch size. We conjecture that there are more general scaling laws of the critical
batch size (see e.g., Kaplan et al., 2020; Su et al., 2024; Sclocchi and Wyart, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024a) in
relation to n which controls gradient approximation quality and the scale of gradient noise. For most choices
of 1 in the three sets of experiments, we choose 1 small enough so that global batch sizes increase rapidly
and reach the maximum possible values. However, in Figure 2, when n = 0.15, the final batch size is around
3800, which might be the critical batch size at this value of 7. It is thus crucial to understand the notion of
critical batch sizes through the lens of gradient approximation quality and we leave this for future work.

6 Concluding Remarks

We create an efficient PyTorch FSDP implementation of the norm test for large-scale distributed training,
focusing on hardware use and ease of development. Our implementation shows that adaptive batch size
schedules can pretrain Llama 2 language models with up to 3 billion parameters using few GPUs (Touvron
et al., 2023). Furthermore, we provide convergence guarantees of the norm test for ADAM, suggesting that our
proposed adaptive batch size schedules are not only practically feasible, but also theoretically principled. Due
to its generality, versatility, and scalability, we foresee extensive use of the adaptive batch size schedules in
pretraining large transformer models like vision transformers (VIT; Dosovitskiy et al., 2021) and autoregressive
image models (A1M; El-Nouby et al., 2024). We emphasize our attention on a PyTorch FSDP approach due to
its integration with PyTorch. However, a more advanced implementation of the adaptive batch size schedules,
using a new version of PyTorch FSDP (FSDP2) and tensor parallelism via PyTorch DTensor (Distributed
Tensor), will significantly enhance the scalability of the method for training models exceeding 7B parameters
with 2D or 3D parallelism. For further exploration, refer to the torchtitan (Liang et al., 2024) and lingua
(Videau et al., 2024) repositories.
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A Additional Details of The Proposed Algorithm
Note that the use of PyTorch FSDP does not lead to significance difference in the implementation of the

norm test compared to its DDP implementation. We assume that the gradients of different parameter shards
are concatenated together in the following computation to simplify the representation.

A.1 The Overall Algorithm

Algorithm 1 DDP-NoORM or FSDP-NoORM for ADAMW

Input: w; € R?, my = vy = 04 € RY, (a, \, ¢, 1, Ba) € (0,00)5, Dy = {zi}ie[n) C Z, number of workers

J € N*, number of gradient accumulation steps M € N*, number of training samples N € N*, step
counter k = 1, processed sample counter ¢ = 0, initial (global) batch size by, initial microbatch size
B = bo/ (7))
while i < N do
Sample the i.i.d. data batch (indices) By uniformly from [n] of size by = |By|
Split By, evenly to each worker j € [J], each with By, ; of size by s
for all j =1,...,J in parallel do
Split By, ; evenly to each gradient accumulation step m € [M], each with B;’fj of size b,ﬂ/{ J
Initialize VSB’B;W- (wg) = 0y4
form=1,...,M do
Compute ﬁVEErBEj (wg)
Accumulate gradients VEsg, _(wi) < VL3, (wy) + ﬁVSBg% (wy)
end for '
end for
Compute the batch gradient g == VL, (wy) with all-reduce

Compute the approximate gradient variance @iefgk(VEi(wk)) with all-reduce

— 1 2
Var;es, (V& (wg)) = i Z (VLs, , (wk) — gr)
Jell
Compute the approximate norm test statistic

| Varien, (Ve (wo)|
T = T(wg; Bg,n) = L

72|\ gx1?
if T, > by then

Increase the next global batch size b1 = [Tg]
Round up the microbatch size by, ; = [bry1/(JM)]
Update the minibatch size byy1,7 = Mb%rl’J

Update the global batch size again by = Jbg41.s

else

 brgr =b

end if

my = frmig—1 + (1 — B1) gk > ADAMW

vp = Bovg—1 + (1 — B2)gi

fka = Mg ® (1 - B{C)il

U = v O (1 - 65)_1

w1 = (1 — aNwg — amg © (@;/2 +e)7!
k+—k+1

141+ by

end while
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B Proofs of Main Text

We give a brief sketch of the omitted proof of the main text in this section. Notice that the convergence
analysis of the norm test for ADAM largely follows that in Wang et al. (2023), where more details and remarks
of the analysis and rationales of its derivation can be found.

Remark B.1. Despite the similarity of the proof techniques, we emphasize that our setting requires less
restrictive assumptions. While Wang et al. (2023) assume the stochastic oracle of the gradient (i.e., batch
gradient in our case) has coordinate-wise affine variance, i.e., for any batch of samples B C D, and
(0,7) € (0,00)*, we have

(Vi € [d])(Vw € RY)  E[(0i%5(w))?] < 02 + 72(0,:L(w))2.

We do not impose this global condition which is often difficult to verify in practical scenarios, but instead we
increase the (next) batch size such that the condition of the coordinate-wise (exact variance) norm test with
constant 1 € (0, 1) is satisfied at the current iterate wy € R? with the current batch By C D,,:

(Vie[d) Ex[(0is, (wi) — 0:%(wr))?] < n*(0:L(wr))?,

which implies
(Vie[d]) Ex[(0:Fs,(wi)?] < (1+n*)(0iR(wr))?,

which is also known as the coordinate-wise expected strong growth (E-SG) condition (Lau et al., 2024b). Note
that the coordinate-wise (E-SG) condition implies the coordinate-wise relazed growth (RG) condition (Bottou
et al., 2018), adopting the nomenclature in Khaled and Richtérik (2023):

(Vied) Ex[(0is, (wi))?*] < 0®+ 720 (wr))?,
where 72 = 1 +n? and o € (0,00). Recall that we only require such a condition to hold at the current iterate
wy, with the current batch By, through the enforcement of the coordinate-wise (exact variance) norm test.

Even though the exact variance test is not implemented in practice but its approximate version instead, this
is often a good heuristic to justify the convergence of the test.

Additional notation. To simplify notation, we denote the full gradient by €5 = VZ(wy), and its ith
coordinate by 6y ; == 0;L(wg).

B.1 Technical Lemmas

We state without proof the following technical lemmas from Wang et al. (2023).

Lemma B.1. Let 0 < 82 < 3 < 1 and consider a sequence of real numbers (an)nen+ C R. Let by > 0,
b = Babr—1+ (1 — B2)az, co =0 and ¢, = Pick—1 + (1 — B1)ax. We have the following inequality

i |(;kk|2 S - 52(;(1_ —Blﬁ)j/\/@? <1g(§f{) B Klogﬁ?)' (B.1)

Lemma B.2. Consider the ADAM iterates (wy)ren~ generated by (6). Then we have

1-5 1-5
(Vk € N*)  |wgt1,i — wii] < o <o )
VI = Bay/1 =B/ B2 V1= Ba/1—51/B2
Proof Sketch. This is due to the definition of the ADAM iterate and Cauchy—Schwarz’s inequality. O
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Since the proof of Theorem 1 is highly similar to that in Wang et al. (2023), we just provide a proof sketch.
We state the formal theorem as follows.

Theorem B.1 (Formal version of Theorem 1). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let (wg)gen+ be the
ADAM iterates generated by (6), where the batch size by = |By| is chosen such that the coordinate-wise
(exact variance) norm test with constant n € (0,1) is satisfied at each iteration k € N*. Then, if 0 < 1 <

VB2 —8(1+n?)(1 — B2)/B2 and B2 € (0,1), we have

K
> E[VE(ws)|]
k=1
< leo+2¢ Xd: lo 2(K+1)zd:\/’0‘7+0'2+24d7—261 lo <d7'261) " 127‘2C
S\ LV VB o\ VR ) TR
J 2K +1) mezld—l <d?/%> %CQ, (B.2)

where v ; is the i-coordinate of vo, 7> =1+ 1%, o € (0, 00),

_ B2La(1+61/VR) . 16820(1 — B1) L 64(1+0%)0’ L’
(1= B) (1= Bi/VF)"  BovT=Fa(l— 51/@3 /33(1 —B1/VB2) o1 = B)2

oy o 80— 51/VP2) - [El
2 a(l —By) * (1_61/\/522 \/ﬁz
_ wk_ﬁlwk—l/\/ﬁ?.

+ 2¢4 Z <1og< Byvn, z) - K10g52>7

U =
L —B1/vVBa2
The proof consists of deriving a descent lemma on the sequence uy = M
1-B1/+/B2

Lemma B.3. Suppose that all the assumptions in Theorem B.1 hold. We also define the function vy =
[E{—a<°§kf§k ® 51;/12” . Then we have

E[%£(uk+1)]

<E()] - g st [o( e

4(1—51/\/7 (1—51/B2)?

i 2040'\/1—52 [lm

~71/2>} 4 200V1-PFs QQOM l ]
3

:

(1—61/\/6? WZ { o }
. 64d(1 + r2)r2L%a?

ﬁz(l—ﬁl/\ﬁ) (1—=p1)ov1I—35s
+252 20087V/1 = B, [El i 17]

— (1= 51)(1 = B1/VB2)

_12

_l’_
[E[ meg_1 O vy,_ 1

]

(1—=61)(1 = B1/vVB2) | Vk—1,i

+LE 4&2(%) Hm b1 @vk /2 —&—3@2(1_;/\/@)2”771/@@?%1/2“2].

Proof Sketch. This bound is derived by bounding the “first-order term” and the “second-order term”, similar
to the derivation of a descent lemma for Lipschitz smooth functions but on the sequence (uy)rens- O

23



Lemma B.4. Suppose that all the assumptions in Theorem B.1 hold. Then we have

K+1 d d 2 2 2
24dt%cy drcy 127%¢o

E E [Ev/2 2(K +1) E \/ Vo + 02+ 1og( >—|— .

k=1 i=1 o i=1 V62 VB2 VB2

Proof Sketch. This bound is derived by a divide-and-conquer approach, considering the cases |6y ;| > o/
and |6y ;| < o/7 respectively. O

Proof Sketch of Theorem 1. The final bound is derived by first summing the inequality in Lemma B.3 with
the assumed condition of (81, 82). Further application of Lemma B.1, Cauchy—Schwarz’s inequality and
Lemma B.4 implies the desired result. O
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C Details of Numerical Experiments

We provide a summary table for the architecture of the language models we pretrained. More details of these
models can be found at Wang (2024); Zhang et al. (2024b); Geng and Liu (2023).

Model ‘ MicroLlama 300M  TinyLlama 1.1B  OpenLlama 3B

Nparams 304.6M 1.1B 3.4B
drmodel 2048 2048 2048
Nlayers 12 22 26
Nheads 12 32 32

dnead 64 64 100

Table 4: Specifications of models

We also summarize the training hyperparameters of the three sets of experiments in the following tables.

C.1 MicroLlama 300M

Model

MicroLlama 300M

Training samples (sequences)
Learning rate schedule
Learning rate warmup (samples)
Sequence length (tokens)
Optimizer

Optimizer scaling rule

(ﬁla 52)

€

Peak learning rate

Minimum learning rate

Base micro batch size
Maximum micro batch size
Base global batch size
Maximum global batch size
Base gradient accumulation steps
Data-parallel size

Weight decay

Weight decay skip bias
Precision

Gradient clipping

Test interval

2000000
Linear warmup + cosine decay
20000 (1% of training samples)

2048
ADAMW
None
(0.9,0.95)
10~8
0.0004
0.00004
4
8
256
8192
16
4
0.1
No
bfloat16
1.0
1

Table 5: Training hyperparameters for MicroLlama 300M
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C.2 TinyLlama 1.1B

Model

TinyLlama 1.1B

Training samples (sequences)
Learning rate schedule
Learning rate warmup (samples)
Sequence length (tokens)
Optimizer

Optimizer scaling rule

(B1, B2)

€

Peak learning rate

Minimum learning rate

Base micro batch size
Maximum micro batch size
Base global batch size
Maximum global batch size
Base gradient accumulation steps
Data-parallel size

Weight decay

Weight decay skip bias
Precision

Gradient clipping

Test interval

2000000

Linear warmup + cosine decay
20000 (1% of training samples)

2048
ADAMW
None
(0.9,0.95)
1078
0.0004
0.00004
4
8
128
8192
16
4
0.1
No
bfloat16
1.0
1

Table 6: Training hyperparameters for TinyLlama 1.1B
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C.3 OpenLlama 3B

Model

OpenLlama 3B

Training samples (sequences)
Learning rate schedule
Learning rate warmup (samples)
Sequence length (tokens)
Optimizer

Optimizer scaling rule

(B1, B2)

€

Peak learning rate

Minimum learning rate

Base micro batch size
Maximum micro batch size
Base global batch size
Maximum global batch size
Base gradient accumulation steps
Data-parallel size

Weight decay

Weight decay skip bias
Precision

Gradient clipping

Test interval

2000000

Linear warmup + cosine decay
20000 (1% of training samples)

512
ADAMW
None
(0.9,0.95)
1078
0.0004
0.00004
4
8
128
8192
16
4
0.1
No
bfloat16
1.0
1

Table 7: Training hyperparameters for OpenLlama 3B
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