
ar
X

iv
:2

30
7.

05
78

9v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 1
1 

Ju
l 2

02
3

HLD 2023: 1st Workshop on High-dimensional Learning Dynamics

Implicit regularisation in stochastic gradient descent:

from single-objective to two-player games

Mihaela Rosca MIHAELACR@GOOGLE.COM

Google DeepMind, University College London

Marc Deisenroth M.DEISENROTH@UCL.AC.UK

University College London

Abstract

Recent years have seen many insights on deep learning optimisation being brought forward by find-

ing implicit regularisation effects of commonly used gradient-based optimisers [1–3, 7, 10, 11, 13,

16, 17, 19]. Understanding implicit regularisation can not only shed light on optimisation dynamics,

but it can also be used to improve performance and stability across problem domains, from super-

vised learning to two-player games such as Generative Adversarial Networks [1, 4, 14, 16, 17]. An

avenue for finding such implicit regularisation effects has been quantifying the discretisation errors

of discrete optimisers via continuous-time flows constructed by backward error analysis (BEA) [8].

The current usage of BEA is not without limitations, since not all the vector fields of continuous-

time flows obtained using BEA can be written as a gradient, hindering the construction of modified

losses revealing implicit regularisers. In this work, we provide a novel approach to use BEA, and

show how our approach can be used to construct continuous-time flows with vector fields that can

be written as gradients. We then use this to find previously unknown implicit regularisation effects,

such as those induced by multiple stochastic gradient descent steps while accounting for the exact

data batches used in the updates, and in generally differentiable two-player games.

1. Revisiting Backward error analysis

Given a loss E : R
D → R, the gradient descent (GD) update with learning rate h, namely

θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θ), is obtained via Euler discretisation of the gradient flow θ̇ = −∇θE. After

one GD step, the discretisation error ‖θt − θ(h;θt−1)‖ is of order O(h2), where θ(h;θt−1) is the

solution of the flow at time h with θ(0) = θt−1. Backward error analysis (BEA) [8] provides a

technique to quantify this discretisation error, by finding fi : R
D → R

D, such that the flow

θ̇ = −∇θE + hf1(θ) + · · ·+ hnfn(θ) (1)

follows the GD update with an error ‖θt − θ(h;θt−1)‖ of order O(hn+2). Barrett and Dherin [1]

used this technique to find f1, thus finding the flow with an error of O(h3) after one GD update:

θ̇ = −∇θE −
h

2
∇2

θE∇θE = −∇θ

(

E(θ) +
h

4
‖∇θE(θ)‖2

)

. (2)

GD can thus be seen as implicitly minimising the modified loss E(θ) + h
4 ‖∇θE(θ)‖2. This show-

cases an implicit regularisation effect induced by the discretisation error of GD, dependent on learn-

ing rate h, which biases learning towards paths with low gradient norms. The authors refer to this

phenomenon as ‘implicit gradient regularisation’; we refer to the flow in Eq (2) as the IGR flow.

© M. Rosca & M. Deisenroth.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.05789v1


IMPLICIT REGULARISATION IN STOCHASTIC GRADIENT DESCENT

Stochastic gradient descent (SGD). To model the implicit regularisation induced by the dis-

cretisation of the SGD update θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1;Xt) corresponding to data batch Xt, we

can use the IGR flow induced at this time step:

θ̇ = −∇θE(θ;Xt)−
h

4
∇θ ‖∇θE(θ;Xt)‖

2 . (3)

Since the vector field in Eq (3) is the negative gradient of the loss E(θ;Xt)+
h
4 ‖∇θE(θ;Xt)‖

2
, this

reveals a local implicit regularisation which minimises the gradient norm ‖∇θE(θ;Xt)‖
2
. It is not

immediately clear, however, how to combine the IGR flows obtained for each SGD update in order

to model the combined effects of multiple SGD updates, each using a different batch. What are, if

any, the implicit regularisation effects induced by two SGD steps, θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1;Xt)
and θt+1 = θt − h∇θE(θt;Xt+1)? Smith et al. [17] find a modified flow in expectation over the

shuffling of batches in an epoch, and use it to find implicit regularisation effects specific to SGD and

study the effect of batch sizes in SGD. Since their approach works in expectation over an epoch,

however, it does not account for the implicit regularisation effects of a smaller number of SGD

steps, or account for the exact data batches used in the updates; we return to their results in the

next section. We take a different approach, and introduce a novel way to find implicit regularisers

in SGD by revisiting the BEA proof structure and the assumptions made thus far when using BEA.

Our approach can be summarised as follows:

Remark 1 Given the discrete update θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1), BEA constructs θ̇, such that

‖θ(h;θt−1)− θt‖ ∈ O(hn) for a choice of n ∈ N, n ≥ 3. This translates into a constraint on the

value of θ(h;θt−1). Thus, BEA asserts only what the value of the correction terms fi in the vector

field of the modified flow—see Eq (1)—is at θt−1. Given the constraints on fi(θt−1), we can choose

fi : R
D → R

D in the vector field of the modified flow θ̇ to depend on the initial condition θt−1.

As an example, in the proof by construction of the IGR flow (Section A in the SM), one ob-

tains that if θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1) and we want to find θ̇ = −∇θE(θ) + hf1(θ) such that

‖θ(h;θt−1)− θt‖ ∈ O(h3), then f1(θt−1) = −1
2∇

2
θE(θt−1)∇θE(θt−1) (Eq (19)). From there

we (following Barrett and Dherin [1]) concluded that f1(θ) = −1
2∇

2
θE(θ)∇θE(θ). But notice

how BEA only sets a constraint on the value of the vector field at the initial point θt−1. If we

allow the modified vector field to depend on the initial condition, equally valid choices for f1 are

f1(θ) = −1
2∇

2
θE(θ)∇θE(θt−1) or f1(θ) = −1

2∇
2
θE(θt−1)∇θE(θ). By construction, the above

flows also have an error of O(h3) after one GD step of learning rate h with initial parameters θt−1.

The latter vector fields only describe the SGD update with initial parameters θt−1 and thus they only

apply to this specific SGD step, though as previously noted that is also the case with the IGR flow

due to the dependence on the data batch — see Eq (3). Their advantage lies in the ability to write

modified losses when a modified vector field depending only on θ cannot be written as a gradient

operator, as we shall see in the next sections. This observation leads us to the following remarks:

Remark 2 There are multiple flows that lead to the same order in learning rate error after one

discrete update. Many of these flows depend on the initial conditions of the system, i.e. the initial

parameters of the discrete update. We visualise this approach in Figure 1.

Remark 3 Implicit in the choice of the existing BEA flows [1, 14, 18] lies an assumption: that we

are looking for the modified flows that hold at every training iteration. This is, however, challenged

already in the case of SGD, where the modified flows depend on data batches, as shown in Eq (3).
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θt−1

θt
θt+1

t− 1 → t t → t+ 1

θ̇
θ̇

˙̃
θ

˙̃
θ

O(h3)

O(h2)

(a) Standard interpretation.

θt−1

θt
θt+1

t− 1 → t t → t+ 1

θ̇
θ̇

˙̃
θt

˙̃
θt+1

O(h3)

O(h2)

(b) Novel interpretation.

Figure 1: Previous uses of BEA (a) construct modified flows
˙̃
θ to capture the discretisation error of

updates obtained by discretising θ̇; these flows did not depend on the initial iteration parameters.

Here, we take the second approach (b), allowing us to construct additional flows
˙̃
θt, which depend

on initial parameters, and showcase additional implicit regularisation effects.

2. Implicit regularisation in multiple stochastic gradient descent steps

We now use the above observations to build modified flows that can be used to construct modified

losses by writing the vector field of the flow as the negative gradient of a function; this enables us

to capture the implicit regularisation effects of taking multiple SGD steps. We analyse n SGD steps

θt+µ = θt+µ−1 −∇θE(θt+µ−1;X
t+µ), µ ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}, (4)

where E(θt−1;X) = 1
B

∑B
i=1E(θt−1;xi), with elements xi forming batch X. We further denote

E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) = 1
n

∑n−1
µ=0 E(θ;Xt+µ), i.e. the average loss from the n data batches.

The SGD updates in Eq (4) follow the gradient flow θ̇ = −∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) with

an error of O(h2); the effects of the mini-batches appear only at higher-order terms in learning rate

h. We thus use BEA to find the modified flow that describes the SGD update with an error of O(h3),
with a vector field that can be written as a negative gradient, in order to find implicit regularisers

(we provide proofs and the flows that construct the regularisers in the SM). This leads us to:

Theorem 4 Denote E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) = 1
n

∑n−1
µ=0 E(θ;Xt+µ), i.e. the average loss ob-

tained from the n data batches. Then the trajectory obtained by taking n steps of SGD follows the

trajectory of minimising the loss in continuous-time with O(h3) error

Ẽ(θ) = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

full batch norm regularisation

(5)

−
h

n

n−1∑

µ=1

[

∇θE(θ;Xt+µ)T

(
µ−1
∑

τ=0

∇θE(θt−1;X
t+τ )

)]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

mini-batch gradient alignment

. (6)

We thus find the implicit regularisation effects induced by n steps of SGD, capturing the importance

of exact batches used and their order in Eq (6). We note that without making use the observations

regarding BEA in the previous section, and thus without the parameters θt−1, a modified loss could

not have been constructed outside of the full-batch case where one can recover the IGR flow. The

following remark immediately follows by setting n = 2 in Eq (6):

3
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Remark 5 When taking a second SGD step, there is an implicit regularisation term maximising

the dot product between the gradient at the current step and the gradient at the previous step:

∇θE
T∇θE(θt−1). This can be achieved by aligning the direction of the gradients between the two

iterations or increasing the gradient norm.

We compare this novel modified loss with the loss obtained by ignoring stochasticity and as-

suming n full-batch updates; this entails using the IGR loss (proof for multiple steps in Section B.3)

Ẽ = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
h

4
‖∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})‖2. (7)

The above modified losses show that both GD and SGD have a pressure to minimise the gradient

norm ‖∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})‖. SGD leads to an additional regularisation effect capturing

the importance of the order in which mini-batches are presented in training: maximising the dot

product between gradients computed at the current parameters given a batch and the gradients com-

puted at the initial parameters for all batches presented before the given batch. While this can be

achieved both by increasing the norm of the gradients or by aligning gradients with those at the

initial iteration, we note that increasing the gradient norm is counter to the other regulariser induced

by SGD, the gradient norm minimisation effect shown in Eq (5).

Our approach is complementary to that of Smith et al. [17], who obtain a relationship similar to

Eq (6) in expectation over all possible data batch shufflings σ in an epoch—they describe expected

value of the modified loss Eσ

[

Ẽ(θ; {Xσ(t), . . . ,Xσ(t+n−1)})
]

:

Eσ [Esgd(θ)] = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
h

4n

n−1∑

k=0

∥
∥
∥∇θE(θ;Xt+k)

∥
∥
∥

2
. (8)

Both approaches share the limitation that nh needs to be suitably small for approximations to be

relevant; we note that since we do not require n to be the number of updates in an epoch—and we

obtain interestingly regularisation effects for n = 2, see Remark 5—this is less of an issue for our

approach. Their approach has the advantage of finding an implicit regularisation effect that does not

depend on the initial parameters. By depending on initial parameters, however, our approach does

not require working in expectations and accounts for the exact batches used in the SGD updates.

We hope this can be used to stabilise SGD over multiple steps, as has been done with a single GD

step [15], that it can be used in continual and transfer learning [9, 12, 20], as well as understanding

the effects of the order of examples on model optimisation in online learning.

3. Implicit regularisation in generally differentiable two-player games

Rosca et al. [14] expand the results of Barrett and Dherin [1] to two-player games and use BEA

to find distinct modified flows that describe simultaneous and alternating GD. In zero-sum games,

they construct modified losses from the continuous-time flows provided by BEA. These losses reveal

sources of instability in zero-sum games, which in turn they use to construct stabilisation strategies

that improve Generative Adversarial Network training with GD. Here, for simplicity we show results

only for simultaneous updates when the players use the same learning rate h. Consider a game given

by loss functions Eφ(φ,θ) : R
m × R

n → R and Eθ(φ,θ) : R
m × R

n → R, respectively. Rosca

4
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et al. [14] show that simultaneous GD follows the modified continuous system

φ̇ = −∇φEφ(φ,θ) + h
(

−
1

4
∇φ ‖∇φEφ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

−
1

2

d∇φEφ

dθ
∇θEθ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

)

, (9)

θ̇ = −∇θEθ(φ,θ) + h
(

−
1

4
∇θ ‖∇θEθ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

−
1

2

d∇θEθ

dφ
∇φEφ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

)

(10)

with a local error of order O(h3), where we used their definition of self and interaction terms.

Using this framework, they construct modified loss functions in the case of zero-sum (Eφ(φ,θ) =
−Eθ(φ,θ)) and common-payoff games (Eφ(φ,θ) = Eθ(φ,θ)). Using their approach, however,

since one cannot always write the interaction terms as gradient, one cannot always write the vector

fields of the modified flows as a gradient for differentiable two-player games and thus we cannot

construct modified losses leading to implicit regularisers. We now use the BEA approach we provide

in this work to choose another set of modified flows with an error of O(h3) to the discrete updates.

We can now write modified losses for each GD iteration of a general two-player differentiable game,

which depend on the iteration t) and describe the local trajectory of SGD up to O(h3) (proof in SM):

Ẽφ,t = Eφ + h
( 1

2
‖∇φEφ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

+
1

2
∇θE

T
φ∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

)

(11)

Ẽθ,t = Eθ + h
( 1

2
‖∇θEθ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

+
1

2
∇φE

T
θ ∇φEφ(φt−1,θt−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

)
)

. (12)

The self terms result in the implicit gradient regularisation found in supervised learning [1] and

zero-sum games [14]: each player has an incentive to minimise its own gradient norm. The inter-

action term for each player encourages minimising the dot product between the gradients of its loss

with respect to the other player’s parameters and the previous gradient update of the other player.

Consider the first player’s interaction term, equal to (−∇θEφ(φt, ·))
T (−∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1)), where

−Eθ(φt−1,θt−1) is the previous update direction of θ aimed at minimising Eθ. Its implicit regu-

larisation effect depends on the functional form of Eφ and Eθ: if ∇θEθ and ∇θEφ have aligned

directions by construction, then the implicit regularisation effect nudges the first player’s update

towards a point in space where the second player’s update changes direction; the opposite is true

if ∇θEθ and ∇θEφ are misaligned by construction. We work through this regularisation effect

for a pair of commonly used GAN losses that do not form a zero-sum game (using the generator

non-saturating loss [6]) in Appendix C, and contrast it with the zero-sum case (the saturating loss).

4. Conclusion

We provided a novel approach of interpreting backward error analysis and used it to find implicit

regularisers induced by gradient descent in the single objective setting and in two-player games. In

the single objective case, we found implicit regularisation terms revealing importance of the align-

ment of gradients at the exact data batches used in multiple steps of stochastic gradient descent,

while in two-player games we highlighted the need to examine the game structure in order to deter-

mine the effects of implicit regularisation. We hope future work can empirically verify the effects

of these implicit regularisers in deep learning.

5
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Appendix A. BEA proofs

The general structure of BEA proofs is as follows: given a discrete update and a desired order of

error O(hn), then

• Step 1. Expand the discrete updates in order to construct a relation between initial and final

parameters up to order O(hn).

• Step 2. Perform a Taylor expansion in h of the modified flow in Eq (1). Write each term

in the Taylor expansion as a function of ∇θE and the desired fi using the chain rule; group

together terms of the same order in h in the expansion.

• Step 3. Identify fi such that all terms of O(hi) are equal to those in the discrete update

obtained in Step 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2.

We now exemplify how to use BEA to find the IGR flow in Eq (2) [1] describing one step of GD

update θt = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1) with an error of O(h3). Since we are only looking for the first

correction term, we only need to find f1. For Step 1, there is nothing to do in this case, as the GD

update satisfies the form we require. For Step 2, we perform a Taylor expansion to find the value of

θ(h;θt−1) up to order O(h3). We have

θ(h;θt−1) = θt−1 + hθ(1)(θt−1) +
h2

2
θ(2)(θt−1) +O(h3). (13)

We know by the definition of the modified vector field in Eq (1) that

θ(1) = −∇θE + hf1(θ). (14)

We can then use the chain rule to obtain

θ(2) =
d (−∇θE + hf1(θ))

dt
= −

d∇θE

dt
+O(h) = ∇2

θE∇θE +O(h). (15)

Thus,

θ(h;θt−1) = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1) + h2f1(θt−1) +
h2

2
∇2

θE(θt−1)∇θE(θt−1) +O(h3). (16)

We can then write

θt − θ(h;θt−1) = θt−1 − h∇θE(θt−1)− θ(h;θt−1) (17)

= h2f1(θt−1) +
h2

2
∇2

θE(θt−1)∇θE(θt−1) +O(h3). (18)

For the error to be of order O(h3) the terms of order O(h2) have to be 0, to match the GD update

(Step 3). This entails

f1(θt−1) = −
1

2
∇2

θE(θt−1)∇θE(θt−1), (19)

from which we conclude to f1 = −1
2∇

2
θE∇θE leading to Eq (2).

8
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Appendix B. Supervised learning

We denote by θ ∈ R
D the parameters of the model and by f : RD → R

D the update function;

we often consider f = −∇θE(θ;x), where E is the loss function but write f for simplicity of

notation. The Jacobian df
dθ
(θ) is the m × m matrix df

dθ
(θ)i,j =

(
∂θjfi

)
with i = 1, . . . ,D and

j = 1, . . . ,D. Since we are interested in the stochastic setting, we write f as an argument both of

data and parameters: f(θ;x) denotes the application of f at input x using parameters θ. We will

denote as

E(θ;Xt) =
1

B

B∑

i=1

E(θ;xt
i) (20)

and

f(θ;Xt) = −
1

B

B∑

i=1

∇θE(θ;xt
i) (21)

f(θ; {Xt, ...Xt+n−1}) =
1

n

n−1∑

i=0

f(θ; {Xt+i}) (22)

as averages over batches for convenience and clarity.

We will use that

d∇θE

dθ
∇θE = ∇θ

(‖∇θE‖2

2

)

(23)

repeatedly in our proofs.

Our goal is to find θ̇ such that the distance between n steps of stochastic gradient descent with

learning rate h and θ̇ is of order O(h3). We take the approach highlighted in Section A:

• Step 1. We expand the n discrete stochastic gradient descent updates up to O(h3).

• Step 2. We expand change of the modified continuous updates of the form θ̇ = f + hf1 in

time nh, where f is the gradient function obtained using the concatenation of all batches used

in the first step.

• Step 3. We match the terms between the discrete and continuous updates of O(h2) to find f1.

B.1. Two consecutive steps of stochastic gradient descent

Step 1: Expand the discrete updates.

From the definition of stochastic gradient descent:

θt = θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X
t) (24)

θt+1 = θt + hf(θt;X
t+1) (25)

9
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We expand the gradient descent steps and obtain:

θt+1 = θt + hf(θt;X
t+1) (26)

= θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X
t) + hf(θt;X

t+1) (From (24), 27)

= θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X
t) + hf(θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X

t);Xt+1) (From (25), 28)

= θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X
t) + hf(θt−1;X

t+1) (29)

+ h2
df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) +O(h3) (Taylor expansion, 30)

= θt−1 + 2h

(
1

2
f(θt−1;X

t) +
1

2
f(θt−1;X

t+1)

)

(Grouping f terms, 31)

+ h2
df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) +O(h3) (32)

= θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸

update with a batch obtained by
concatenating the two batches

+h2
df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) +O(h3) (33)

Step 2: Taylor expansion of modified flow

We now expand what happens in a time of 2h in continuous-time, by using the form of θ̇ given

by BEA

θ̇ = f(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) + 2hf1(θ; {X
t,Xt+1}) (34)

thus for any τ

θ(τ + 2h) = θ(τ) + 2hθ̇(τ) + 4h2θ̈(τ) +O(h3) (35)

= θ + 2hf(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) (36)

+ 4h2
[

f1 +
1

2

df(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

]

+O(h3). (37)

Step 3: Matching terms of the second order

From the above expansion of the discrete updates (Step 1) and of the continuous updates (Step 2)

we can find the value of f1 at the last initial parameters, θt−1:

4h2
[

f1 +
1

2

df(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

]

= h2
df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (38)

This leads to:

f1(θt−1) = −
1

2

df(·; {Xt,Xt+1})

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸

the IGR full-batch drift term

(From flow: (37), 39)

+
1

4

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (From SGD: (33), 40)

10
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From here we choose a function f1 which satisfies the above constraint

f1(θ) = −
1

2

df(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸

the IGR full-batch drift term

(41)

+
1

4

df(θ;Xt+1)

dθ
f(θt−1;X

t). (42)

We have now found the modified flow θ̇, which by construction follows two Euler updates with

an error of O(h3). Note the use of the initial parameters (highlighted in red) in the flow’s vector

field; this choice is required to ensure we can write a modified loss function in the single objective

optimisation setting by using f = −∇θE:

f1(θ) = −
1

2

d∇θE(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})

dθ
∇θE(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) (43)

+
1

4

d∇θE(θ;Xt+1)

dθ
∇θE(θt−1;X

t) (44)

= −∇θ

(
1

4
‖∇θE(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})‖2 −

1

4
∇θE(θ;Xt+1)T∇θE(θt−1;X

t)

)

,

(using (23), 45)

where E(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) = 1
2

(
E(θ;Xt) + E(θ;Xt+1)

)
is the loss E evaluated at both mini-

batches. We are now ready to write the RHS of the modified flow as a gradient function

θ̇ = −∇θ

(

E(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) (46)

+ 2h

(
1

4
‖∇θE(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})‖2 −

1

4
∇θE(θ;Xt+1)T∇θE(θt−1;X

t)

))

. (47)

This leads to the modified loss

Ẽ =E(θ; {Xt,Xt+1}) (48)

+ 2h

(
1

4
‖∇θE(θ; {Xt,Xt+1})‖2 −

1

4
∇θE(θ;Xt+1)T∇θE(θt−1;X

t)

)

. (49)

B.2. Multiple steps of stochastic gradient descent

We will now derive a similar result, for n stochastic gradient descent steps, start at iteration t.
Step 1: Expand discrete updates

θt = θt−1 + hf(θt−1;X
t) (50)

. . .

θt+n−1 = θt+n−2 + hf(θt+n−2;X
t+n−1) (51)

From Eq (33), we know that if we expand the first two steps we obtain

θt+1 = θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) +O(h3). (52)

11
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Then, by expanding the third step

θt+2 = θt+1 + hf(θt+1;X
t+2) (53)

= θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (Eq (52), 54)

+ hf(θt+1;X
t+2) +O(h3) (55)

= θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (56)

+ hf

(

θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t);Xt+2

)

+O(h3) (Eq (52), 57)

= θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (58)

+ hf(θt−1;X
t+2) (59)

+ h
df(·;Xt+2)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

(

2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t)

)

+O(h3) (Taylor expansion, 60)

= θt−1 + 2hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (61)

+ hf(θt−1;X
t+2) (62)

+ 2h2
df(·;Xt+2)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) (Simplifying h3 term, 63)

+O(h3) (64)

= θt−1 + 3hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1,Xt+2}) (Grouping f terms, 65)

+ h2
df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (66)

+ 2h2
df(·;Xt+2)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1}) +O(h3) (67)

= θt−1 + 3hf(θt−1; {X
t,Xt+1,Xt+2}) + h2

df(·;Xt+1)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) (68)

+ h2
df(·;Xt+2)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t) + h2

df(·;Xt+2)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t+1) (Eq (22), 69)

+O(h3). (70)

12
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Thus by induction we get

θt+n−1 = θt−1 + nhf(θt−1; {X
t, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (71)

+ h2
n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(·;Xt+µ)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t+τ ) +O(h3). (72)

Step 2: Taylor expansion of modified flow

θ(τ + nh) = θ + nhf(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (73)

+ n2h2
[

f1 +
1

2

df(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

]

(74)

+O(h3) (75)

Step 3: Matching terms

From the above expansion of the discrete updates (Step 1) and of the continuous updates (Step 2)

we can find the value of f1 at the last initial parameters, θt−1 by matching the terms of order h2:

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(·;Xt+µ)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t+τ ) (SGD: Eq (72), 76)

= n2

[

f1 +
1

2

df(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

]

(Flow: Eq (75), 77)

Leading to

f1(θt−1) = −
1

2

df(·; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1; {X
t, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸

the usual drift term

(78)

+
1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(·;Xt+µ)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t+τ ). (79)

From here we choose a function f1 which satisfies the above constraint.

f1(θ) = −
1

2

df(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ
f(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸

the usual drift term

(80)

+
1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(θ;Xt+µ)

dθ
f(θt−1;X

t+τ ) (81)

13
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We now replace f = −∇θE, using that in this case
df
dθ

= ∇2
θE,

f1(θt−1) = −
1

2

d∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ
∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (82)

+
1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

d∇θE(θ;Xt+µ)

dθ
∇θE(θt−1;X

t+τ ) (83)

= −∇θ

(1

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(using (23), 84)

−
1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

∇θE(θ;Xt+µ)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+τ )

)

. (85)

This leads to the modified loss

Ẽ(θ) = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (86)

+
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(87)

−
h

n

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

∇θE(θ;Xt+µ)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+τ ). (88)

Through algebraic manipulation we can write the above in the form

Ẽ(θ) = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (89)

+
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(90)

−
h

n

n−1∑

µ=1

[

∇θE(θ;Xt+µ)T

(
µ−1
∑

τ=0

∇θE(θt−1;X
t+τ )

)]

. (91)

We can now compare this with the modified loss we obtained by ignoring stochasticity and

assuming both updates have been done with a full batch; this entails using the IGR loss:

Ẽ = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
h

4
‖∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})‖2 (92)

Thus, when using multiple batches, there is the additional pressure to maximise the dot product

of the gradients obtained using the last k batches that came before the current batch, evaluated at

the parameters at which we started the n iterations.

B.3. Multiple steps of full-batch gradient descent

To contrast our results with multiple steps of gradient descent with the same batch, we briefly show

that the IGR flow follows gradient descent with error of order O(h3) after n gradient descent steps.

The proof steps follow the same approach as above, with two main differences: first, we assume

all batches are the same, and second, we no longer fix the starting parameters when choosing f1.
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With the same steps as before we obtain Eq (79):

f1(θt−1) = −
1

2

df(·; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1; {X
t, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) (93)

+
1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(·;Xt+µ)

dθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
θt−1

f(θt−1;X
t+τ ). (94)

Assuming that all batches are equal, and using that f is an empirical average, we obtain

f(·; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) = f(·;Xt) = f(·;Xt+i), for any choice of i. We then have

f1(θ) = −
1

2

df(θ,Xt)

dθ
f(θ;Xt) +

1

n2

n−1∑

τ=0

n−1∑

µ=τ+1

df(θ,Xt)

dθ
f(θ;Xt) = (95)

= (−
1

2
+

n(n− 1)

2n2
)
df(θ,Xt)

dθ
f(θ;Xt) (96)

= −
1

2n

df(θ,Xt)

dθ
f(θ;Xt) (97)

Replacing f = −∇θE(·;Xt) into the form of the modified flow in Eq 75, we obtain:

θ̇ = −∇θE(θ;Xt)−
nh

2n
∇2

θE(θ,Xt)∇θE(θ;Xt) (98)

= −∇θE(θ;Xt)−
h

2
∇2

θE(θ,Xt)∇θE(θ;Xt) (99)

which is the standard IGR flow. Importantly, the flow in the full-batch case does not depend on the

number of iterations.

B.4. On learning rates and number of updates

The important role of learning rates in BEA affects our results too: for our approximations to hold

nh has to be sufficiently small. If we adjust the learning rate by the number of updates, i.e. if we set

the learning rate for stochastic gradient descent equal to h/n, where h is the learning rate used by

full-batch gradient descent, we obtain the same implicit regularisation coefficient for the gradient

norm ‖∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})‖ minimisation as the IGR flow in Eq 7, and the main difference

between the two modified losses is given by the dot product terms present in Eq (6).

The number of updates, n, also plays an important role. While the dot product alignment

term in Eq (6) has a coefficient of h
n

, there are
n(n−1)

2 terms composing the term. Thus the

magnitude of the dot product regularisation term can grow with n, but its effects strongly de-

pend on the distribution of the gradients computed at different batches. For example, if gra-

dients ∇θE(θt−1;X
t+i) are normally distributed with the mean at the full-batch gradient, i.e.

∇θE(θt−1;X
t+i) ∼ N (∇θE(θt−1), σ

2), as the number of updates grows the regularisation ef-

fect in Eq 6 will result in a pressure to align mini-batch gradients with the full-batch gradient at the

previous iteration parameters, ∇θE(θt−1). Since our results hold for multiple values of n, empiri-

cal assessments need to be made to understand the interplay between the number of updates and the

strength of dot product regularisation on training.
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B.5. Expectation over all shufflings

We contrast our results with those of Smith et al. [17], who construct a modified loss over an epoch

of stochastic gradient descent in expectation over all possible shufflings of the batches in the epoch.

We thus also take an expectation over all possible batch shufflings (but not the elements in the batch)

in an epoch in Eq (6), and obtain

Eσ [Esgd(θ)] = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(100)

−
h

n
Eσ

[
n−1∑

k=0

∇θE(θ;Xt+k)T

(
k−1∑

i=0

∇θE(θt−1;X
t+i)

)]

(101)

= E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(102)

−
h

n

1

2
Eσ





n−1∑

k=0

n−1∑

i=0,i 6=k

∇θE(θ;Xt+k)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+i)



 , (103)

where σ denotes the set of all possible permutations of batches {1, ...n}. We used the symmetry of

the permutation structure since for each permutation where σ(i) < σ(j) there is also a permutation

where σ(i) > σ(j) by swapping the values of σ(i) and σ(j). We expand the last term

Eσ [Esgd] = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(104)

−
h

n

1

2
Eσ

[
n−1∑

k=0

n−1∑

i=0

∇θE(θ;Xt+k)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+i)

]

(105)

−
h

n

1

2
Eσ

[
n−1∑

k=0

∇θE(θ;Xt+k)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+k)

]

(106)

From here

Eσ [Esgd] = E(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1}) +
nh

4

∥
∥∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})

∥
∥
2

(107)

−
h

2n
∇θE(θ; {Xt, . . . ,Xt+n−1})T∇θE(θt−1; {X

t, . . . ,Xt+n−1} (108)

−
h

2n

[
n−1∑

k=0

∇θE(θ;Xt+k)T∇θE(θt−1;X
t+k)

]

. (109)

We obtain that the pressure to minimise individual batch gradient norms is translated into a pressure

to maximise the dot product between the gradients at the end of the epoch with those at the beginning

of the epoch, both for each batch and for the entire dataset.

Appendix C. Two-player games

We denote by φ ∈ R
m and θ ∈ R

n the parameters of the first and second player, respectively. The

players update functions will be denoted correspondingly by f(φ,θ) : Rm × R
n → R

m and by
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IMPLICIT REGULARISATION IN STOCHASTIC GRADIENT DESCENT

g(φ,θ) : Rm × R
n → R

n. The Jacobian
df
dθ
(φ,θ) is the m× n matrix

df
dθ
(φ,θ)i,j =

(
∂θjfi

)
with

i = 1, . . . ,m and j = 1, . . . , n.

Rosca et al. [14] presented a framework for the quantification of numerical integration error in

two player games. They found distinct modified flows that describe simultaneous Euler updates and

alternating Euler updates. That is, instead of using the original system

φ̇ = f(φ,θ), (110)

θ̇ = g(φ,θ), (111)

they find f1, g1, such that the modified continuous system

φ̇ = f(φ,θ) + hf1(φ,θ), (112)

θ̇ = g(φ,θ) + hg1(φ,θ) (113)

follows the discrete steps of the method with a local error of order O(h3). More precisely, if (φt,θt)
denotes the discrete step of the method at time t and (φ(h),θ(h)) corresponds to the continuous

solution of the modified system above starting at (φt−1,θt−1), ‖φt − φ(h)‖ and ‖θt − θ(h)‖ are

of order O(h3). We assume for simplicity that both players use the same learning rate h, but the

same arguments can be made when they use different learning rates. If f , g are negative gradient

functions, i.e, f = −∇φEφ, g = −∇θEθ, the modified flows describe the behaviour of gradient

descent in the game minφ Eφ(φ,θ) and minθ Eθ(φ,θ).
In their proof of Theorem 3.1, they have for simultaneous Euler updates

f1(φt−1,θt−1) = −
1

2

df

dφ
(φt−1,θt−1)f(φt−1,θt−1)−

1

2

df

dθ
(φt−1,θt−1)g(φt−1,θt−1) (114)

g1(φt−1,θt−1) = −
1

2

dg

dφ
(φt−1,θt−1)f(φt−1,θt−1)−

1

2

dg

dθ
(φt−1,θt−1)g(φt−1,θt−1). (115)

From their, they choose f1 and g1 as:

f1(φ,θ) = −
1

2

df

dφ
(φ,θ)f(φ,θ)−

1

2

df

dθ
(φ,θ)g(φ,θ) (116)

g1(φ,θ) = −
1

2

dg

dφ
(φ,θ)f(φ,θ)−

1

2

dg

dθ
(φ,θ)g(φ,θ). (117)

If we consider the situation of differentiable two-player games, we have that f = −∇φEφ and

g = −∇θEθ, where Eφ(φ,θ) : R
m × R

n → R and Eθ(φ,θ) : R
m × R

n → R are the respective

loss functions for the two players. Replacing this choice of f and g in the above, we obtain:

f1 = −
1

4
∇φ ‖∇φEφ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

−
1

2

d∇φEφ

dθ
∇θEθ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

, (118)

g1 = −
1

4
∇θ ‖∇θEθ‖

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

self term

−
1

2

d∇θEθ

dφ
∇φEφ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

interaction term

(119)

While the self terms can always be written as a gradient, whether or not the interaction term

in the above formulation can only be written as a gradient for certain games — Rosca et al. [14]
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focus on zero-sum and common-payoff games, where the interaction terms can be written as a

gradient. Here, we use our novel interpretation of BEA and choose f1 and g1, now depending

on the iteration number t, which will allow us to construct modified losses for general two-player

games. Specifically, based on Eqs (114) and (115), we choose

f1,t(φ,θ) = −
1

2

df

dφ
(φ,θ)f(φ,θ)−

1

2

df

dθ
(φ,θ)g(φt−1,θt−1) (120)

g1,t(φ,θ) = −
1

2

dg

dφ
(φ,θ)f(φt−1,θt−1)−

1

2

dg

dθ
(φ,θ)g(φ,θ). (121)

Here, we treat g(φt−1,θt−1) and f(φt−1,θt−1) as constants; this allows us to write the interaction

terms as negative gradients. We replace f = −∇φEφ and g = −∇θEθ in f1,t and g1,t and write

the drift terms as gradient functions:

f1,t(φ,θ) = −
1

2

d∇φEφ

dφ
∇φEφ −

1

2

d∇φEφ

dθ
∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (122)

= −
1

2
∇φ ‖∇φEφ‖

2 −
1

2
∇φ

(
∇θE

T
φ∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1)

)
(123)

= −∇φ

(
1

2
‖∇φEφ‖

2 +
1

2
∇θE

T
φ∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1)

)

(124)

g1,t(φ,θ) = −∇θ

(
1

2
‖∇θEθ‖

2 +
1

2
∇φE

T
θ ∇φEφ(φt−1,θt−1)

)

. (125)

Replacing the above in the modified flows given by BEA (Eqs (112) and (113))

φ̇ = f(φ,θ) + hf1(φ,θ) (126)

= −∇φ

(

Eφ + h

(
1

2
‖∇φEφ‖

2 +
1

2
∇θE

T
φ∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1)

))

(127)

θ̇ = g(φ,θ) + hg1(φ,θ) (128)

= −∇θ

(

Eθ + h

(
1

2
‖∇θEθ‖

2 +
1

2
∇φE

T
θ ∇φEφ(φt−1,θt−1)

))

. (129)

C.1. Non-saturating and saturating GAN losses

We now investigate the effect of implicit regularisation found in Section 3 on GANs, specifically,

the effect of the interaction terms, which takes the form of a dot product. We will denote the first

player, the discriminator, as D, parametetrised by φ, and the generator as G, parametrised by θ. We

denote the data distribution as p∗(x) and the latent distribution p(z). Consider the non-saturating

GAN loss described by Goodfellow et al. [5]:

Eφ(φ,θ) = Ep∗(x) logD(x;φ) + Ep(z) log(1−D(G(z;θ);φ)) (130)

Eθ(φ,θ) = Ep(z) − logD(G(z;θ);φ) (131)

18



IMPLICIT REGULARISATION IN STOCHASTIC GRADIENT DESCENT

Consider the interaction term for the discriminator (see Eq (127)), and replace the definitions of

the above loss functions:

∇θE
T
φ∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (132)

= ∇θ

(
Ep∗(x) logD(x;φ) + Ep(z) log(1−D(G(z;θ);φ)

)T
∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (133)

= ∇θ

(
Ep(z) log(1−D(G(z;θ);φ)

)T
∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (134)

=
(
Ep(z)∇θ log(1−D(G(z;θ);φ)

)T
∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (135)

=

(

−Ep(z)
1

1−D(G(z;θ);φ)
∇θD(G(z;θ);φ)

)T

∇θEθ(φt−1,θt−1) (136)

=

(

−Ep(z)
1

1−D(G(z;θ);φ)
∇θD(G(z;θ);φ)

)T

(137)

(

−Ep(z)
1

D(G(z;θt−1);φt−1)
∇θD(G(z;θt−1);φt−1)

)

(138)

=

(

Ep(z)
1

1−D(G(z;θ);φ)
∇θD(G(z;θ);φ)

)T

(139)

(

Ep(z)
1

D(G(z;θt−1);φt−1)
∇θD(G(z;θt−1);φt−1)

)

(140)

where the expectations can be evaluated at the respective mini-batches used in the updates for iter-

ations t and t − 1, respectively. Consider zit the latent variable with index i in the batch at time t.
Then the above is approximated as

1

B2

B∑

i,j=1

cnon−sat
i,j ∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ)

T∇θD(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1), with (141)

cnon−sat
i,j =

1

1−D(G(zit;θ);φ)

1

D(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1)
(142)

Thus, the strength of the regularisation—cnon−sat
i,j —depends on how confident the discriminator

is. In particular, this implicit regularisation encourages the discriminator update into a new set

of parameters where the gradient ∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ) points away from ∇θD(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1)
when ci,j is large. This occurs for zit where the discriminator is fooled by the generator—i.e. 1 −

D(G(zi;θ);φ) is close to 0 and 1
1−D(G(zit;θ);φ)

is large—and samples z
j
t−1 where the discriminator

was correct—D(G(zjt−1 ;θt−1);φt−1) low and thus 1

D(G(zjt−1
;θt−1);φt−1)

is large—at the previous it-

eration. This can be seen as beneficial regularisation for the generator, as it can be helpful at the next

generator update by ensuring the update direction −∇θEθ = 1
B

∑B
i=1

1
D(G(zit;θ);φ)

∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ)

is adjusted accordingly to the discriminator’s output. We note, however, that regularisation might

not have a strong effect, as gradients ∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ) that have a high weight in the generator’s

update are those where the discriminator is correct—i.e. 1
D(G(zit;θ);φ)

is large— but there the fac-

tor 1
1−D(G(zit;θ);φ)

in cnon−sat
i,j will be low. This is inline with the empirical results of Rosca et al.

[14], who show that for the non-saturating loss discretisation error does not have a strong effect on

performance.
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We can contrast this with what regularisation we obtain when using the saturating loss [5], where

Eθ = −Ep(z) log(1−D(G(z;θ);φ)), where we obtain the following implicit regulariser

1

B2

B∑

i,j=1

csati,j ∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ)
T∇θD(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1), , with (143)

csati,j =
1

1−D(G(zit;θ);φ)

1

1−D(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1)
(144)

Here, csati,j is high for zit and z
j
t−1 where the generator was fooling the discriminator—i.e. low 1 −

D(G(zjt−1;θt−1);φt−1) and 1−D(G(zit;θ);φ). Thus, instead of moving ∇θD(G(zit;θ);φ) away

from directions where the generator was doing poorly previously as is the case for the non-saturating

loss, it is moving it away from directions where the generator was performing well, which could lead

to instabilities or loss of performance. Moreover, unlike for the non-saturating loss, the implicit reg-

ularisation will have a strong effect on the update −∇θEθ = Ep(z)
1

1−D(G(z;θ);φ)∇θD(G(z;θ);φ),

since gradients ∇θD(G(z;θ);φ) that have a high weight in the generator’s update are those where

ci,j is high. This is inline with Rosca et al. [14], who show that in zero-sum games (such as the

one induced by the saturating loss), the regularisation induced by the discretisation error of gradient

descent is strong, and can hurt performance and stability.

20


	Revisiting Backward error analysis
	Implicit regularisation in multiple stochastic gradient descent steps
	Implicit regularisation in generally differentiable two-player games
	Conclusion
	BEA proofs
	Supervised learning
	Two consecutive steps of stochastic gradient descent
	Multiple steps of stochastic gradient descent
	Multiple steps of full-batch gradient descent
	On learning rates and number of updates
	Expectation over all shufflings

	Two-player games
	Non-saturating and saturating GAN losses


