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Abstract. This paper studies the effect of adding geometrically smoothed

momentum to the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm, which is an instance of
stochastic gradient descent on a linear least squares loss function. We prove

a result about the expected error in the direction of singular vectors of the

matrix defining the least squares loss. We present several numerical examples
illustrating the utility of our result and pose several questions.

1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction. Let A ∈ Rm×n be a tall (m ≥ n) matrix, b ∈ Rm be a column
vector, and f : Rn → R be the least squares loss function

(1) f(x) =
1

2
∥Ax− b∥22 =

1

2

m∑
i=1

(⟨ai, x⟩ − bi)
2 =

m∑
i=1

fi(x),

where ∥ · ∥2 is the ℓ2-norm, ⟨·, ·⟩ is the standard inner product, a⊤i is i-th row of A,
bi is the i-th entry of b, and fi(x) := (1/2)(⟨ai, x⟩ − bi)

2. For a positive probability
vector p ∈ Rm, stochastic gradient descent, with batch size 1, is the iteration

(2) xk+1 = xk − αk∇
1

pik
fik(xk) = xk − αk

⟨aik , xk⟩ − bik
pik

aik ,

where αk is the learning rate, and ik is chosen independently and randomly from
{1, . . . ,m} such that each i is chosen with probability pi. Setting pi = ∥ai∥22/∥A∥2F
and αk = 1/∥A∥2F , where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm, results in the randomized
Kaczmarz algorithm

(3) xk+1 = xk +
bik − ⟨aik , xk⟩
∥aik∥22

aik ,

see [21]. The randomized Kaczmarz algorithm has a geometric interpretation: at
iteration k, we perform an orthogonal projection of xk on the affine hyperplane {y ∈
Rn : ⟨aik , y⟩ = bik} defined by the ik-th equation. If Ax = b is a consistent linear
system of equations, meaning that there exists a solution x satisfying ⟨ai, x⟩ = bi
for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, then the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm has the following
convergence rate result established in 2009 by Strohmer and Vershynin: by [27,
Theorem 2] we have

(4) E∥xk − x∥22 ≤ (1− η)k∥x− x0∥22,
where η := σ2

n/∥A∥2F , where σn denotes the smallest singular value of A. In 2021,
Steinerberger [25] proved several results about how the error decays in different
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directions. Let vl be the right singular vector of A associated with the l-th largest
singular value σl of A. Then by [25, Theorem 1.1] we have

(5) E⟨xk − x, vl⟩ = (1− ηl)
k⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,

where ηl := σ2
l /∥A∥2F . Moreover, the direction in which the vectors approach the

solution remains roughly constant: By [25, Theorem 1.3], we have

(6) E
〈

xk − x

∥xk − x∥2
,

xk+1 − x

∥xk+1 − x∥2

〉2

= 1− 1

∥A∥2F

∥∥∥∥A xk − x

∥xk − x∥2

∥∥∥∥2
2

,

assuming that xk, xk+1 ̸= x. Moreover, Steinerberger poses the following question
based on these results:

“Once xk is mainly comprised of small singular vectors, its direction
does not change very much anymore . . . Could this property be used
for convergence acceleration?” [25, Page 4].

Our main result addresses this question: We show that adding geometrically
smoothed momentum to the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm can accelerate con-
vergence in the direction of small singular vectors. More precisely, we define the ran-
domized Kaczmarz with geometrically smoothed momentum (KGSM) algorithm,
see (9), and establish Theorem 1.1, which extends (5) to a setting with geometri-
cally smoothed momentum. Our method is interpretable and illustrated by several
numerical examples in §2.

Before going into the details of the algorithm and results, we present a numer-
ical example to illustrate the accelerated convergence and interesting dynamics of
KGSM (9) compared to the randomized Kaczmarz (3), see Figure 1.

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
Iteration Number

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100

Kaczmarz

KGSM

Figure 1. The error |⟨xk − x, vn⟩| in the direction of the smallest
singular vector vn for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (9)
(see §2.3 for a precise description of this numerical example).

1.2. Motivation. We are motivated by Polyak’s Heavy Ball Momentum [24], which
is the iteration

(7) xk+1 = xk − αk∇f(xk) + βk(xk − xk−1),

where f is the loss function; the name momentum comes from interpreting βk and
xk − xk−1 as mass and velocity, respectively. One potential idea is to translate (7)
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directly into the following modified randomized Kaczmarz algorithm

(8)

 xk+1 = xk +
bik − ⟨xk, aik⟩
||aik ||22

aik +Myk

yk+1 = xk+1 − xk,

where yk represents velocity and M represents mass. However, numerical results,
see §A.2, and theoretical results, see [1, 10], indicate that Heavy Ball Momentum
with batch size 1 is not effective; in particular, [1] explains:

“We study minibatching in the randomized Kaczmarz method as a
necessary algorithmic structure for unlocking the fast convergence
rate of HBM. . . .Minibatch-HBM with a batch size of B = 1 prov-
ably fails to achieve faster convergence than SGD” [1, Page 5].

Roughly speaking, the issue is that the momentum term is too noisy. One
potential way to address this issue is to consider a minibatch version of Heavy Ball
Momentum, which is studied by Bollapragada, Chen, and Ward [1], who prove
that the convergence is accelerated when the minibatch size is large enough but at
an increased computational cost per iteration, where minibatch size refers to the
number of equations used to form the stochastic gradient, see [1, Eq. 1.2].

In this paper, we take a different approach: instead of using a larger minibatch,
we geometrically smooth the momentum term. For β ∈ [0, 1) and M ∈ [0, 1], we
define Kaczmarz with geometrically smoothed momentum (KGSM) by

(9)

 xk+1 = xk +
bik − ⟨xk, aik⟩
||aik ||22

aik +Myk

yk+1 = βyk + (1− β)(xk+1 − xk).

Note that setting β = 0 results in (8), while setting β close to 1 results in a high
level of smoothing. Our main result is an analog of (5) which has an improved
convergence rate for the signed error in the direction of small singular vectors; see
Theorem 1.1. We demonstrate numerically that this expected signed error in the
direction of the singular vectors is an effective model for the absolute numerical
error in the direction of the singular vectors in some situations. Furthermore, we
pose several questions about the dynamics of KGSM in §4.

1.3. Related work. The Kaczmarz algorithm first appeared in the literature in a
1937 paper of Kaczmarz [9]. It was rediscovered in 1970 in the context of electron
microscopy under the name algebraic reconstruction techniques (ART) [4]. In 2009,
Strohmer and Vershynin [27] established the linear convergence result (4) for the
randomized Kaczmarz algorithm for consistent linear systems of equations; this
analysis was extended to noisy linear systems by Needell [19]. Moreover, the block
Kaczmarz methods corresponding to minibatch stochastic gradient descent have
been considered by several authors, see [1, 3, 18, 20, 21, 22].

In 2023, Marshall and Mickelin [16], considered the problem of determining an
optimal learning rate schedule αk for the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm

xk+1 = xk + αk
b̃ik − ⟨aik , xk⟩
∥aik∥22

aik ,

for the case where Ax = b is a consistent linear system of equations, and b̃ =
b + ε, where ε has independent mean zero random entries. The main result of
[16] shows that there is an optimal learning rate schedule that depends on two
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hyperparameters. A similar learning rate problem for block Kaczmarz problems
was subsequently studied in [28].

Part of the motivation for the current paper was to understand adaptive learning
rates in the context of the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm. In particular, we were
motivated by trying to understand ADAM [11], a popular stochastic optimization
method that adaptively controls the learning rate. The geometric smoothing of
the momentum in (9) is somewhat reminiscent of the geometric averaging used in
ADAM. We note that the idea of using weighted averaging (without momentum)
was considered in the context of the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm by [15].

Several authors have considered Kaczmarz algorithms that can be interpreted in
terms of adaptive learning rates in the context of solving linear systems of equations
with sparse corrupted equations [2, 6, 8, 26]. Here, the challenge is to find a way
to ignore the corrupted equations in a hard or soft way, which can be interpreted
as using an adaptive learning rate that de-emphasizes certain equations.

Another line of related research is the accelerated randomized Kaczmarz (ARK)
[12], which applies Nesterov’s accelerated procedure, which defines xk, yk, vk itera-
tively by 

yk = αkvk + (1− αk)xk,

xk+1 = yk − θk∇f(yk),
vk+1 = βkvk + (1− βk)yk − γk∇f(yk),

see [23]. Modifications and extensions of ARK have been considered by several
authors; see [5, 30, 31]. While our motivation is different, the iteration considered
in this paper has some similarities to Nesterov’s accelerated procedure. In the
general setting, several authors have considered momentum in stochastic iteration
in different contexts; in particular, see [13, 17].

Another related work by Han, Su, Xie [7], incorporates momentum into random-
ized Douglas-Rachford methods, which are related to the randomized Kaczmarz
algorithm and use iterative reflections. In this work, the authors use a sequence of
reflections followed by one momentum-based step, which can be viewed as another
way to achieve smoothing of the momentum term.

1.4. Main contributions. Before presenting our main result and its corollaries,
we outline the contributions of the paper. The main contributions are:

(1) Introducing KGSM (9), a Kaczmarz algorithm with geometrically smoothed
momentum: The simplicity of this algorithm helps isolate the effect of
geometrically smoothed momentum, while our theoretical and numerical
results demonstrate that, despite its simplicity, the iterates of KGSM have
a rich structure.

(2) Addressing a question raised by Steinerberger [25] (see §1.1 above) about
the possibility of using results on the convergence of the Kaczmarz algo-
rithm along singular vectors to accelerate the convergence: Our main result
extends [25, Theorem 1.1]. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the
first to study the interplay between momentum and singular vectors in the
context of the Kaczmarz algorithm. Our results provide insight into the
(M,β) parameter space, which governs the dynamical system of iterates
produced by KGSM.
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(3) Building towards a precise understanding of stochastic optimization meth-
ods in the context of linear algebra: Our results describe the behavior of
geometrically smoothed momentum in relation to the singular values and
vectors of the matrix defining a linear least squares loss function. These
results represent a step towards developing a complete and precise under-
standing of the algorithms used in practice (such as ADAM [11]) in the
linear algebra setting. Our work opens several new directions for possible
inquiry, including extending our analysis to more sophisticated momentum
algorithms; see §4 for further discussion.

1.5. Main result. Our main result establishes a convergence result for the signed
error in the direction of singular vectors for randomized Kaczmarz with geomet-
rically smoothed momentum (KGSM). Let β ∈ [0, 1) and M ∈ [0, 1] be given
parameters, suppose that x0 ∈ Rn is a given initial vector, and let y0 = 0 ∈ Rn be
the zero vector. Define

(10)

 xk+1 = xk +
bik − ⟨xk, aik⟩
||aik ||22

aik +Myk

yk+1 = βyk + (1− β)(xk+1 − xk),

for k = 0, 1, . . . where ik is chosen randomly and independently from {1, . . . ,m}
such that i is chosen with probability ∥ai∥22/∥A∥2F .

Theorem 1.1 (Main result). Fix β ∈ [0, 1), M ∈ [0, 1], and l ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Suppose
that xk is defined by KGSM (10). For all k ≥ 0 we have

(11) E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k [
1
−1
1−β

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,

where

r := 1− σ2
l

∥A∥2F
+M(1− β), and ζ := M(1− β)2.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is given in §3. We illustrate the result with several
corollaries and numerical examples. First, in the following corollary, we show that
setting M = 0 recovers Theorem 1.1 of Steinerberger [25].

Corollary 1.1 (M = 0). Additionally, assume M = 0, then (10) reduces to ran-
domized Kaczmarz (3), and (11) reduces to

(12) E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
[
1− ηl

0

]⊤ [
1− ηl 0
−1 β

]k [
1

− 1
1−β

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,

where we used the notation ηl := σ2
l /∥A∥2F . Recall that[

a 0
b c

]n
=

[
an 0
xn cn

]
,

where xn = b(an + an−1c+ · · ·+ acn−1 + cn). Thus, (12) reduces to

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ = (1− ηl)
k+1⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,

which is Theorem 1.1 of Steinerberger [25].



6 S. J. ALDERMAN, R. W. LUIKART, AND N. F. MARSHALL

Our next corollary optimizes the value of the smoothing parameter β by mini-
mizing the maximum magnitude eigenvalue of the 2× 2 matrix

(13) B :=

[
r ζ
−1 β

]
from (11) in Theorem 1.1. The eigenvalues of B are

(14) λ1 :=
r + β +

√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
and λ2 :=

r + β −
√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
.

Since r+ β > 0, it follows that |λ1| ≥ |λ2| for all β,M ∈ [0, 1]. In the following, we
consider the problem of minimizing |λ1|. Fix M ∈ [0, 1], and consider the eigenvalue
λ1 = λ1(β) as a function of the smoothing parameter β.

Corollary 1.2 (Minimizing λ1). Fix M ∈ [0, 1]. We have

argmin
β∈[0,1]

|λ1(β)| =



1− ηl

(1−
√
M)2

if 0 ≤M ≤ (1−√ηl)2,

0 if (1−√ηl)2 < M ≤ 1− ηl,

1− ηl

(1 +
√
M)2

if 1− ηl ≤M ≤ 1.

The proof of Corollary 1.2 is given in §3.3. Our next corollary restates Theorem
1.1 for the case where β is chosen using the optimized value of Corollary 1.2 for the
case 0 ≤M ≤ (1−√ηl)2, which is the numerical region of interest, see §2.4.

Corollary 1.3. In addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1 assume that 0 ≤
M ≤ (1−√ηl)2 and set

(15) β = 1− ηl

(1−
√
M)2

.

Then,

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k
(
1 + ηl

√
M(k + 1))− 1

1−
√
M

)
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩.

The proof of Corollary 1.3 is given in §3.3. Several numerical experiments illus-
trating Corollary 1.3, and its effectiveness at modeling the behavior of KGSM are
included in §2. Next, we consider the case where the matrix B defined in (13) has
complex eigenvalues.

Corollary 1.4. In addition to the assumptions in Theorem 1.1, suppose that the
eigenvalue λ1 defined in (14) is complex with a non-zero imaginary part; that is,
λ1 = ρeiθ for ρ > 0 and 0 < θ < π. Then,

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ = Cρk cos(kθ + θ0),

where C and θ0 are constants that depend on r, ζ, β, vl, x, and x0.

The proof of Corollary 1.4 is given in §3.3. This corollary is further discussed
and illustrated with numerical examples in §2.3 and §2.5. Before presenting these
numerical examples, we emphasize the limitations of our analysis.
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Remark 1.1 (Limitations). We emphasize that Theorem 1.1 and its corollaries pro-
vide formulas for the expected value of the signed quantity ⟨xk − x, vl⟩. If the sign
of this quantity was known to remain constant sign⟨xk − x, vl⟩ = sign⟨x0 − x, vl⟩
for some range of k, then these results become effective in describing the error
|⟨xk+1−x, vl⟩| of xk to the solution x in direction vl on that range of k. Informally
speaking, the sign remaining constant corresponds to xk not overshooting the solu-
tion x in the direction vl and keeping a constant approach direction. On the other
hand, if sign⟨xk − x, vl⟩ is not determined by sign⟨x0 − x, vl⟩, then these results
may or may not be effective in describing the error |⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩|. For example,
the sign⟨xk − x, vl⟩ could oscillate between positive and negative values or have an
equal chance of becoming a large negative or positive value. One possible approach
to understanding this issue would be to establish an absolute convergence result or
an analog of [25, Theorem 1.3]; see §4 for further discussion.

In the following section, we present various numerical examples that illustrate the
dynamics of KGSM, including cases where the dynamics are explained by Theorem
1.1 and cases that raise questions, which we discuss in §4.

2. Numerical Examples

This section is organized as follows: in §2.1, we introduce notation; in §2.2,
we illustrate Corollary 1.3 for a system with one small singular value; in §2.3,
we illustrate Corollary 1.4 for a system with one small singular value; in §2.4, we
explore the (M,β) parameter space; in §2.5, we discuss the periodic spiking behavior
that the error in the direction of a singular vector sometimes exhibits; in §2.6, we
consider a system whose singular values decay linearly; and in §2.7, we consider a
system with many small singular values.

Additional examples are included in Appendix A. In particular, §A.1 presents
an elementary example involving a Gaussian linear system; this example includes
detailed pseudocode to make it simple to implement in any numerical programming
environment. In §A.2, §A.3, §A.4, we provide supplementary numerical examples
referenced throughout the text.

2.1. Notation and preliminaries. Suppose that A is an m × n matrix with
m ≥ n. Let σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σn denote the singular vectors of A. Using this notation,
the Frobenius norm ∥A∥F can be expressed by

∥A∥F =

√√√√ n∑
j=1

σ2
j .

In the following, we generate random m×n matrices with specified singular values
σ = (σ1, . . . , σn) as follows. First, we construct a random m × n matrix U with
orthonormal columns by starting with an m×n matrix G with random independent
standard normal entries and applying the Gram-Schmidt procedure to obtain an
orthonormal basis for the column space. This construction guarantees that the
column space of U is sampled uniformly (with respect to the Haar measure) on
the Grassmann manifold Grn(Rm) of all n-dimensional subspaces of Rm, see [29,
§5.2.6]. Second, using the same procedure, we choose a random n × n matrix V
with orthonormal columns and set

A := U diag(σ)V,
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where diag(σ) is the n×n matrix whose i-th diagonal entry is σi, and which is zero
off the diagonal.

2.2. Basic Example. We generate a matrix with only one small singular value
to create a simple example illustrating Corollary 1.3. More precisely, using the
procedure described in §2.1, we generate a random 100×20 matrix A whose singular
values are

σ1 = · · · = σ19 = 1, and σ20 = 1/50.

We choose a random solution vector x ∈ Rn (with independent standard normal
entries) and define b := Ax. We set

(16) M = 0.9, and β = 1− η20

(1−
√
M)2

,

where η20 := σ2
20/∥A∥2F , see Remark 2.1 for a discussion about setting the momen-

tum parameter M .
We choose a random initial vector x0 (with independent standard normal entries)

and run randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10). At each iterate, we compute
the absolute error in the direction of the smallest right singular vector |⟨x−xk, v20⟩|,
see Figure 2. For comparison, we plot the theoretical estimates for |E⟨xk − x, v20⟩|
from (5) and Corollary 1.3, respectively.

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
Iteration Number

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Kaczmarz

Kaczmarz theory

KGSM

KGSM theory

Figure 2. The numerical error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| for randomized
Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10), and the theoretical estimates for
|E⟨xk−x, v20⟩| from (5) and Corollary 1.3, for the example of §2.2.

The numerical results in Figure 2 are an example of where the theoretical results
of (5) and Corollary 1.3 for the expected signed error E⟨xk − x, v20⟩ provide an
accurate model for the absolute numerical error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩|. Moreover, in this
case, the addition of geometrically smoothed momentum drastically increases the
convergence rate.

2.3. Complex pertubation. Recall that from (14) that

(17) λ1 :=
r + β +

√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
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is the largest magnitude eigenvalue of the 2 × 2 matrix (13) from Theorem 1.1,
where r = 1 − σ2

l /∥A∥2F +M(1 − β) and ζ = M(1 − β)2. The formula for β from
Corollary 1.3

β = 1− ηl

(1−
√
M)2

,

is the curve where the discriminant D = (r − β)2 − 4ζ in (17) vanishes. Above the
curve, the eigenvalues are complex, while below the curve, there are two distinct
real eigenvalues.

In the following, we repeat the same experiment as in §2.2, but perturb β by
0.001 into the region where the eigenvalues are complex; that is, we set

M = 0.9 and β = 1− η20

(1−
√
M)2

+ 0.001.

In this case, the theoretical estimate for |E⟨x−xk, v20⟩| for KGSM is computed using
Theorem 1.1, and the complex eigenvalues of the matrix in (11) predict oscillatory
behavior, as explained in Corollary 1.4, where the error dips at regular intervals,
see Figure 3.

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
Iteration Number

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100

Kaczmarz

Kaczmarz theory

KGSM

KGSM theory

Figure 3. The numerical error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| for randomized
Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10), and the theoretical estimates for
|E⟨xk − x, v20⟩| from (5) and Theorem 1.1 for the example in §2.3

Informally speaking, Figure 3 illustrates a case where too much momentum is
built in a given direction. We further explore this periodic spiking behavior of the
error in §2.5, where we show that the spikes in the numerical error correspond to
changes in sign⟨xk − x, vn⟩.

2.4. Exploring the (M,β) parameter space. This section further explores the
(M,β) parameter space. For the same linear system described in §2.2, we run
KGSM for four different values of (M,β); in particular, we consider

(18) (M,β) = (0.85, 0.992), (0.9, 0.992), (0.95, 0.992), and (0.965, 0.932),

see Figure 4.
For each of the four values of (M,β) illustrated in Figure 4, we run KGSM (10),

compute the absolute error in the direction of the smallest right singular vector
|⟨x− xk, v20⟩|, and plot the results in Figure 5.
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0.85 0.90 0.95
M

0.90

0.92

0.94

0.96

0.98

1.00

β

0.9975

0.9980

0.9985

0.9990

0.9995

1.0000

1.0005

Figure 4. Visualization of the values of (M,β) from (18). The

curve β = 1− η20/(1−
√
M)2 is plotted for reference in blue.

To interpret the results in Figures 5, recall that the curve β = 1−η20/(1−
√
M)2

in Figure 4 divides the (M,β) parameter space: above the curve, the eigenvalues
of the 2 × 2 matrix in Theorem 1.1 are complex; below the curve, the eigenvalues
are distinct real values; and on the curve, the eigenvalues are repeated real values,
see §2.3.

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

Kaczmarz

KGSM

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
10−8
10−7
10−6
10−5
10−4
10−3
10−2
10−1
100

Kaczmarz

KGSM

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000
10−3

10−2

10−2

10−1

10−1

100

100

Kaczmarz

KGSM

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000

100

1010

1020

1030

1040

Kaczmarz

KGSM

Figure 5. The error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| for the randomized Kaczmarz
(3) and KGSM (10) for parameters (M,β) indicated by markers
labeling each plot, which correspond to the markers in Figure 4.
For corresponding plots of ℓ2-norm error ∥xk − x∥2 and |⟨xk −
x, v19⟩|, see §A.4.

In the following, we briefly discuss the plot corresponding to each marker:

Black circle. The parameters denoted by the black circle marker are those from
(16) previously discussed in §2.2 and are included in Figure 5 to provide context.
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Red square. The parameters denoted by the red square marker are in the region
where the eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are real. The momentum parameter M is smaller
compared to the black circle marker, and as a result, the rate of convergence of
KGSM is relatively slower; see Figure 5.

Green plus. The parameters denoted by the green plus marker are in the region
where the eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are complex, which results in oscillatory behavior;
see Figure 5 and the discussion in §2.3.

Blue triangle. The parameters denoted by the blue triangle marker are on the curve
β = 1 − η20/(1 −

√
M)2. The momentum parameter M is larger compared to the

black circle marker. Here, one might expect that KGSM converges faster relative
to the black circle experiment. Instead, the method breaks down, and the iteration
diverges; see Figure 5. The following remark discusses setting the momentum
parameter M .

Remark 2.1 (Setting the momentum parameter M). Recall that by Corollary 1.3,
the expected signed error in the direction of the smallest singular vector E⟨x −
xk, v20⟩ decreases by a factor of 1 − ηl/(1 −

√
M) each iteration. We can make

this factor arbitrarily small by setting M close to (1 − √ηl)2. Numerical results
indicate that each linear system has a critical value of M beyond which the KGSM
iteration fails to converge. Numerically, an effective value of M can be determined
by increasing M until the methods diverge or using bisection to identify such a
value. We pose several questions related to the critical value of M in §4.

2.5. Periodic Spiking behavior. In this section, we discuss the periodic spiking
behavior of the error |⟨xk − x, vl⟩| observed in Figure 3 and Figure 5–Green plus.
The existence of this periodic spiking behavior is explained by Corollary 1.4 whose
formula for E⟨xk−x, vl⟩ exhibits periodic spikes. Informally speaking, this behavior
occurs when too much momentum is built in the direction vl (or −vl), causing the
error |⟨xk−x, vl⟩| to rapidly decrease and then subsequently rapidly increase as xk

overshoots the solution. This overshooting behavior can be visualized by plotting
the error |⟨xk − x, vl⟩| together with sign⟨xk − x, vl⟩, see Figure 6.

Observe that in each example illustrated in Figure 6, spikes in |⟨xk − x, v20⟩|
corresponds to a change in sign⟨xk − x, v20⟩. Note that this periodic spiking be-
havior is predicted by Theorem 1.1, and in turn, Corollary 1.4, in expectation.
However, determining the locations of the spikes using Corollary 1.4 would require
the accurate computation of θ and θ0, which may be prohibitively computationally
expensive. Additionally, it may be difficult to compute the location of the spikes
due to numerical error. For example, in Figure 3, observe that the KGSM theory
curve accurately predicts the first spike but has become less accurate by the second
spike. It may be possible and interesting to predict the spikes in the error during
run time; see §4 for further discussion.

2.6. Linear distribution of singular values. So far, we have considered the
case where the matrix A only has one small singular value. Here, we consider
cases where the singular values decay linearly. In this case, the KGSM method is
still effective in accelerating the convergence rate, but the dynamics are no longer
precisely predicted by Theorem 1.1.
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Figure 6. On the left, we plot |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| for KGSM from
the example of Figure 3, and the corresponding value of sign⟨xk −
x, v20⟩ . On the right, we plot |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| for KGSM on the
example of Figure 5–Green plus, and the corresponding value of
sign⟨xk − x, v20⟩.

Using the procedure described in §2.1, we generate a random 100× 20 matrix A
whose singular values are

σ1 = 1, σ2 =
19

20
, · · · , σ20 =

1

20
.

We set

M = 0.85, and β = 1− η20

(1−
√
M)2

.

We choose a random initial vector x0 (with independent standard normal entries)
and run randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10). At each iterate, we compute the
absolute error in the direction of the smallest right singular vector |⟨x−xk, v20⟩| and
the ℓ2-norm error ∥x− xk∥2, see Figure 7. For comparison, we plot the theoretical
estimates for |E⟨xk − x, v20⟩| from (5) and Corollary 1.3, respectively.

The error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| in Figure 7 exhibits a notable spiking behavior. While
parameters (M,β) are set so that the eigenvalues λ1 and λ2 are real, the initial
behavior of |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| is similar to that found in the complex eigenvalue case.
In this case, the spiking is not periodic and does not resemble Corollary 1.4. This
indicates that the spiking is due to either a numerical error or some initial behavior
of the algorithm. To further explore this phenomenon, we run KGSM 100 times
and plot error quartiles; see Figure 8.

Observe that the 1st quartile in Figure 8 shows that spikes in |⟨xk−x, v20⟩| seem
to appear more or less randomly. On the other hand, these spikes do not appear in
the 4th quartile, indicating that the spikes do not affect the worst-case error.
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Figure 7. The numerical error |⟨xk−x, v20⟩| (left) and ∥xk−x∥2
(right) for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10), and the
theoretical estimates for |E⟨xk − x, v20⟩| from (5) and Corollary
1.3, for the example of §2.6.
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Figure 8. We plot the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th quartiles as shaded
regions for |⟨xk−x, v20⟩| (left) and ∥x−xk∥2 (right) over 100 trials
of KGSM (10) on systems described in §2.6.

2.7. Many small singular values. In the following, we consider the extreme case
of a matrix where all of the singular values are small except for one. We repeat the
same numerical experiment (with the parameters) described in §2.6 but construct
the matrix A to have singular values

σ1 = 1, and σ2 = · · · = σ20 = 1/50.

The results are plotted in Figure 9.
The numerical example in Figure 9 exhibits complicated dynamics. Observe

that the theoretical estimate for the signed expected error from Corollary 1.3 no
longer seems to match the numerical error |⟨x− xk, v20⟩|, even for a large number
of iterations. Furthermore, the error includes multiple dips similar to the complex
dynamics of §2.3, but without a defined period. This example was designed as a
worst-case situation for KGSM.

Remark 2.2 (Extending analysis to ℓ2-norm error). Our proof technique does not
seem to directly extend to the standard expected ℓ2-norm error analysis of the
randomized Kaczmarz algorithm [27]. Figure 9 indicates a potential reason why
extending the analysis might be challenging: the performance of KGSM seems to
depend on the distribution of the singular values of the matrix A rather than just
the condition number. That being said, even in this challenging case, KGSM still
converges significantly faster compared to the standard Kaczmarz algorithm in the
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Figure 9. The numerical error |⟨xk−x, v20⟩| (left) and ∥x−xk∥2
(right) for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10), and the
theoretical estimates for |E⟨xk − x, v20⟩| from (5) and Corollary
1.3, for the example of §2.7.

ℓ2-norm and along singular vectors associated with the smallest singular value.
It could be the case that the expected ℓ2-norm error decreases at a similar rate to
|E⟨xk−x, vn⟩| up to a constant for some region of parameters (M,β), and that an ℓ2-
norm error result can be established by identifying the correct way to introduce this
constant factor. Another approach to study the ℓ2-norm error would be to study
the sequence of errors (E|⟨xk − x, vl⟩|)nl=1 in the direction of all singular vectors
simultaneously, which would lead to a detailed understanding of the dynamics, and
may be easier than studying E|⟨xk−x, v⟩| for fixed l in isolation. Further discussion
of possible directions for extending our results is given in §4.

2.8. Comparison to ℓ2-norm error. So far, we have been plotting the error
|⟨xk − x, vn⟩| in the direction of the smallest singular value vn. In this section, we
compare the singular vector error |⟨xk − x, vn⟩| to the ℓ2-norm error ∥x − xk∥2.
We start by considering the numerical example described in §2.3 and provide a
side-by-side comparison of error in the direction of the smallest singular vector and
the ℓ2-norm error in Figure 10.
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Figure 10. The error |⟨xk − x, v20⟩| (left) and ∥xk − x∥2 (right)
for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10) for a linear system
with one small singular vector.

In the numerical example of Figure 10, where the underlying matrix only has
one small singular value, the square error is roughly a scaled version of the error
in the direction of the smallest singular vector. Next, we modify this numerical
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example by adding another small singular value. More precisely, we repeat the
same numerical experiment with the same parameters but now set:

σ1 = · · · = σ18 = 1, and σ19 = σ20 = 1/50.

We plot the error in the direction of one of the smallest singular vectors in com-
parison to the ℓ2-norm error in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. The errors |⟨xk−x, v20⟩| and |⟨xk−x, v19⟩| (left) and
∥xk − x∥2 (right) for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (10)
for a linear system with two small singular vectors.

In the numerical example in Figure 11, the ℓ2-norm error does not capture the
finer features of the singular vector error since there are two small singular vectors
whose errors are not perfectly synchronized due to numerical error. The general
rate of decrease is similar, but the finer features are lost.

3. Proof of main result

This section gives the proof of Theorem 1.1 and its corollaries.

3.1. Notation and preliminaries. Let A be m×n matrix that is tall in the sense
that m ≥ n. Let vl denote the right singular vector of A associated with the l-th
largest singular value σl. The proof of the results uses the following lemma, which
is the first step in the proof of Steinerberger [25, Theorem 1.1].

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that a⊤ is a row of A chosen with probability ∥a∥22/∥A∥2F .
Then,

E
⟨x, a⟩⟨a, vl⟩
∥a∥22

=
σ2
l

∥A∥2F
⟨x, vl⟩,

for any x ∈ Rn.

We give the proof for completeness.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Direct calculation gives

E
⟨x, a⟩⟨a, vl⟩
∥a∥22

=

m∑
i=1

∥ai∥22
∥A∥2F

x⊤aia
⊤
i vl

∥ai∥22
=

x⊤A⊤Avl
∥A∥2F

=
σ2
l x

⊤vl
∥A∥2F

,

which completes the proof. □
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3.2. Proof of main result.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Given an initial x0 and β ∈ [0, 1) and M ∈ [0, 1] let y0 =
0 ∈ Rn be the zero vector. Suppose that xk and yk are defined iteratively by (10).
Without loss of generality, by the possibility of replacing xk with xk − x, we can
assume the solution x is the zero vector. In this case, (10) reduces to

(19)

 xk+1 = xk −
⟨xk, aik⟩aik
∥aik∥22

+Myk

yk+1 = βyk + (1− β)(xk+1 − xk).

Inducting on k gives

(20) yk = (1− β)

k∑
j=1

βk−j(xj − xj−1).

Indeed, the base case k = 0 of the induction holds since an empty sum is equal to
zero, and assuming the formula holds for yk and applying (19) gives

yk+1 = β

(1− β)

k∑
j=1

βk−j(xj − xj−1)

+ (1− β)(xk+1 − xk),

= (1− β)

k+1∑
j=1

βk+1−j(xj − xj−1).

(21)

Observe that splitting the sum over j in (20) into two sums, shifting the indices,
and combining terms gives

k∑
j=1

βk−j(xj − xj−1) =

k∑
j=1

βk−jxj −
k∑

j=1

βk−jxj−1,

=

k∑
j=1

βk−jxj −
k−1∑
j=0

βk−j−1xj ,

= xk − (1− β)

k−1∑
j=1

βk−j−1xj

− βk−1x0.

(22)

It follows that

(23) yk = (1− β)xk − (1− β)2

k−1∑
j=1

βk−j−1xj

− (1− β)βk−1x0.

Combining (19), (20), (21), and (22) gives

xk+1 =
(
1 +M(1− β)

)
xk −

⟨xk, aik⟩
∥aik∥22

aik

−M(1− β)2

k−1∑
j=1

βk−j−1xj

−M(1− β)βk−1x0.

(24)
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Recall that vl denotes the right singular vector associated with the l-th largest
singular value σl of A. Taking the inner product of (24) with vl gives

⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =
(
1 +M(1− β)

)
⟨xk, vl⟩ −

⟨xk, aik⟩⟨aik , vl⟩
∥aik∥22

−M(1− β)2

k−1∑
j=1

βk−j−1⟨xj , vl⟩

−M(1− β)βk−1⟨x0, vl⟩.

Let Ei0,...,ik−1 denote the expectation conditional on i0, . . . , ik−1. We have

Ei0,...,ik−1
⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =⟨xk, vl⟩

(
1− σ2

l

∥A∥2F
+M(1− β)

)

−M(1− β)2

k−1∑
j=1

βk−j−1⟨xj , vl⟩

−M(1− β)βk−1⟨x0, vl⟩,

(25)

where the term σ2
l /∥A∥2F results from applying Lemma 3.1. Set

r := 1− σ2
l

∥A∥2F
+M(1− β),

ζ := M(1− β)2,

Sn :=

 n∑
j=1

βn−j⟨xj , vl⟩

+
βn

1− β
⟨x0, vl⟩.

(26)

With this notation, (25) can be written as

(27) Ei0,...,ik−1
⟨xk+1, vl⟩ = r⟨xk, vl⟩ − ζSk−1.

For any fixed integer k ≥ 1, and j = 1, 2, . . . , k, we claim that

(28) Ei0,...,ik−j
⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]j−1 [⟨xk+1−j , vl⟩
−Sk−j

]
.

For fixed integer k ≥ 1, we prove this expression by induction on j. In base case
j = 1 of the induction, (28) reduces to (27). Assume that (28) holds up to j.
By the tower property of conditional expectation, we have Ei0,...,ik−j−1

Ei0,...,ik−j
=

Ei0,...,ik−j−1
. Thus, taking the conditional expectation Ei0,...,ik−j−1

of both sides
gives

Ei0,...,ik−j−1
⟨xk+1, vl⟩ = Ei0,...,ik−j−1

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]j−1 [⟨xk−j+1, vl⟩
−Sk−j

]
,

=

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]j−1

Ei0,...,ik−j−1

[
⟨xk−j+1, vl⟩
−Sk−j

]
,

=

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]j−1 [
r⟨xk−j , vl⟩ − ζSk−j−1

−⟨xk−j , vl⟩ − βSk−j−1

]
,

=

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]j [⟨xk−j , vl⟩
−Sk−j−1

]
,
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where the second equality follows from the linearity of expectation, the third equal-
ity follows from (27) and the definition of Sk, and the fourth equality follows from
factoring out [

r ζ
−1 β

]
from the right vector. Setting j = k − 1 gives

(29) Ei0⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k−1 [⟨x1, vl⟩
−S0

]
.

Taking the full expectation of (29) gives

E⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k−1

E
[
⟨x1, vl⟩
−S0

]
,

=

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k−1 [
(1− σ2

l /∥A∥2F )⟨x0, vl⟩
− 1

1−β ⟨x0, vl⟩

]
,

=

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k−1
[
r − ζ

1−β

− 1
1−β

]
⟨x0, vl⟩,

(30)

where the final equality follows from the definition of r and ζ, see (26). In addition
since [

r ζ
−1 β

] [
1
−1
1−β

]
=

[
r − ζ

1−β

− 1
1−β

]
,

we have proved that when k ≥ 1, we have

(31) E⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k [
1

− 1
1−β

]
⟨x0, vl⟩.

Note that so far, we have assumed k ≥ 1. To complete the proof, it remains to
consider the case when k = 0. On one hand computing the expectation E⟨x1, vl⟩
using (19) gives

(32) E⟨x1, vl⟩ = ⟨x0, vl⟩
(
1− σ2

l

∥A∥2F

)
=

(
r − ζ

1− β

)
⟨x0, vl⟩;

on the other hand, setting k = 0 on the right-hand side of (31) gives

(33)

[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
1

− 1
1−β

]
⟨x0, vl⟩ =

(
r − ζ

1− β

)
⟨x0, vl⟩.

Since the right-hand side of (32) and (33) are equal, we conclude that the case
k = 0 holds, and thus we have established

(34) E⟨xk+1, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]⊤ [
r ζ
−1 β

]k [
1

− 1
1−β

]
⟨x0, vl⟩,

for all k ≥ 0. This completes the proof. □
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3.3. Proof of corollaries.

Proof of Corollary 1.2. Let M ∈ [0, 1] and 0 < ηl ≤ 1 be fixed. By (14) we have

(35) λ1(β) :=
r + β +

√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
.

Recall that r, ζ, and ηl are defined by

r = 1− ηl +M(1− β), ζ = M(1− β)2, and ηl =
σ2
l

∥A∥2F
.

The discriminant D := (r − β)2 − 4ζ has two zeros

β0 := 1− ηl

(1−
√
M)2

, and β1 := 1− ηl

(1 +
√
M)2

.

The discriminant D is nonnegative when β ∈ (−∞, β0], negative when β ∈ (β0, β1),
and nonnegative when β ∈ [β1,∞).

Case 1: M ∈ [0, (1−√ηl)2]. In this case, β0 ≥ 0 and we claim

β0 = argmin
β∈[0,1]

|λ1(β)|.

We prove this claim by considering three subcases.

Case 1a: β ∈ [0, β0]. In this case, the discriminant D is nonnegative so

|λ1(β)| =
1

2

(
β + r +

√
(β + r)2 − 4(rβ + ζ)

)
=

1

2

(
β + r +

√
D
)
.

We claim that ∂β |λ1(β)| ≤ 0. Indeed,

∂β |λ1(β)| =
1

2

(
1−M +

∂βD

2
√
D

)
,

where
∂βD

2
= −(1− β)(1−M)2 + ηl(1 +M).

The assumption that β ∈ [0, β0] and M ∈ [0, (1 −√ηl)2] implies that ∂βD/2 ≤ 0.
Thus, to show that ∂β |λ1(β)| ≤ 0 it suffices to show that

(1−M)2 ≤
(
∂βD

2
√
D

)2

.

That is, it suffices to show that

(1−M)2D −
(
∂βD

2

)2

≤ 0.

Using the definition of D and expanding terms gives

(1−M)2D −
(
∂βD

2

)2

= −4η2l M ≤ 0,

so we conclude that ∂β |λ1(β)| ≤ 0, which implies that |λ1(β)| ≥ |λ1(β0)| for β ∈
[0, β0].
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Case 1b: β ∈ (β0, β1). In this case, the discriminant is negative so

|λ1(β)|2 =
(r + β) + 4ζ − (r − β)2

4
= (1− ηl +M(1− β))β +M(1− β)2.

Observe that the derivative of |λ1(β)|2 with respect to β0 is positive

∂β |λ1(β)|2 = 1− ηl −M ≥ 1− ηl − (1−√ηl)2 = 2(
√
ηl − ηl) > 0,

which implies |λ1(β0)| < |λ1(β)| for all β ∈ (β0, β1).

Case 1c: β ∈ [β1, 1). In this case, r ≤ β, so we can estimate

|λ1(β)| ≥
r + β

2
≥ r ≥ 1− ηl ≥ |λ(β0)|,

which completes the proof of Case 1.

Case 2: M ∈ ((1−√ηl)2, 1). In this case, we claim

argmin
β∈[0,1]

|λ1(β)| =
{

0 if M ∈ [(1−√ηl)2, 1− ηl]
β1 if M ∈ (1− ηl, 1]

.

We prove the claim by considering two subcases.

Case 2a : β ∈ [0, β1). Since the assumption on M implies [0, β1) ⊂ (β0, β1) the
discriminant is negative and

|λ1(β)|2 =
(β + r)2 + 4(rβ + ζ)− (β + r)2

4
= (1− ηl +M(1− β))β +M(1− β)2.

Taking the derivative with respect to β gives

∂β |λ1(β)|2 = 1− ηl −M.

We conclude that the minimum occurs at β = 0 when M ∈ [(1−√ηl)2, 1− η] or at
β1 when M ∈ [1− ηl, 1].

Case 2b: β ∈ [β1, 1). Since β ∈ [β1, 1) the discriminant is nonnegative, the eigen-
values are real, and

∂β |λ1(β)| =
1

2

(
1−M +

∂βD

2
√
D

)
as in Case 1a. Observe that, by our assumption on β,

∂βD/2 = −(1− β)(1−M)2 + ηl(1 +M) >

(
ηl

(1 +
√
M)2

)
(1−M)2 + ηl(1 +M)

= ηl

[
1−M2

(1 +
√
M)2

+ (1 +M)

]
.

Since M ∈ ((1 − √ηl)2, 1), all terms above are positive, which shows ∂βD/2 > 0.
Furthermore, ∂β |λ1(β)| > 0 implying the minimum occurs at β1. This means that
for M ∈ [(1 − √η)2, 1] the minimum reduces to Case 2a by continuity of |λ1(β)|,
completing our proof. □
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Proof of Corollary 1.3. Let B denote the 2× 2 matrix

B =

[
r ζ
−1 β

]
from (11) in Theorem 1.1 and recall the eigenvalues of B are

λ1 :=
r + β +

√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
and λ2 :=

r + β −
√
(r − β)2 − 4ζ

2
.

Set
β = 1− ηl

(1−
√
M)2

.

In this case

B =

1− ηl
1−2

√
M

(1−
√
M)2

η2l
M

(1−
√
M)4

−1 ηl
M

(1−
√
M)2


has the eigenvalue

λ = 1− ηl

1−
√
M

of algebraic multiplicity two. It is straightforward to verify that the Jordan decom-
position of this matrix is

B =

 η2
l M

(1−
√
M)4

0

− ηl

√
M

(1−
√
M)2

1

[1− ηl

1−
√
M

1

0 1− ηl

1−
√
M

] (1−
√
M)4

η2
l M

0

(1−
√
M)2

ηl

√
M

1

 .

It follows that

Bk =

 η2
l M

(1−
√
M)4

0

− ηl

√
M

(1−
√
M)2

1



(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k
k
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k−1

0
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k

 (1−

√
M)4

η2
l M

0

(1−
√
M)2

ηl

√
M

1

 .

By Theorem 1.1 we have

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =

1− ηl +M ηl

(1−
√
M)2

M
η2
l

(1−
√
M)4

⊤  η2
l M

(1−
√
M)4

0

− ηl

√
M

(1−
√
M)2

1



(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k
k
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k−1

0
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k

 (1−

√
M)4

η2
l M

0

(1−
√
M)2

ηl

√
M

1

[ 1

−(1−
√
M)2

ηl

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩;

performing matrix multiplication gives

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
(
1− ηl

1−
√
M

)k
1 +

ηl

(
(
√
M(k + 1))− 1

)
1−
√
M

 ⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,

which completes the proof. □

Proof of Corollary 1.4. In addition to the assumptions in Theorem 1.1, suppose
that the eigenvalue λ1 defined in (14) is complex with a non-zero imaginary part;
that is, λ1 = ρeiθ for ρ > 0 and 0 < θ < π. Applying Theorem 1.1 we obtain

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]T
QΛkQ−1

[
1
−1
1−β

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩,
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where QΛQ−1 is the eigenvalue decomposition of B =
[

r ζ
−1 β

]
and ζ, β, r are defined

as in the proof of Theorem 1.1. Since B is a real matrix and λ1 is complex we know
that λ2, the second eigenvalue of B, is conjugate to λ1. Hence

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ =
[
r
ζ

]T
Q

[
ρkeikθ 0

0 ρke−ikθ

]
Q−1

[
1
−1
1−β

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩.

Defining

[
c1
c2

]
:= Q−1

[
1
−1
1−β

]
⟨x0 − x, vl⟩ we see that

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ = ρk
[
r
ζ

]T
Q

([
c1
0

]
eikθ +

[
0
c2

]
e−ikθ

)
= ρk(C1e

ikθ + C2e
−ikθ),

where C1 =

[
r
ζ

]T
Q

[
c1
0

]
and C2 =

[
r
ζ

]T
Q

[
0
c2

]
. Since E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ is a real

number for all k, we see that

Re(C1) sin(kθ) + Im(C1) cos(kθ)− Re(C2) sin(kθ) + Im(C2) cos(kθ) = 0,

for all k. Since 0 < θ < π, it follows that Re(C1) = Re(C2) and Im(C1) = −Im(C2).
Thus,

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ = ρk(C1e
ikθ + C1eikθ).

Writing C1 = C
2 e

iθ0 for some C > 0 and θ0 ∈ [0, 2π), we obtain

E⟨xk+1 − x, vl⟩ = ρkC cos(kθ + θ0).

This completes the proof.
□

4. Discussion

4.1. Summary. This paper introduced the randomized Kaczmarz with geomet-
rically smoothed momentum (KGSM) algorithm. The method depends on two
hyperparameters

• the momentum parameter M , and
• the geometric smoothing parameter β.

We analyzed the behavior of this method across different distributions of singular
vectors and different values of M and β. Our main result, Theorem 1.1, provides a
formula for the expected signed error E⟨x−xk, vl⟩ of KGSM in the direction of the
singular vectors vl of the matrix A that defines the least squares loss. In Corollary
1.1, we observed how our result extends Theorem 1.1 of Steinerberger [25], while
Corollaries 1.2 and 1.3 optimize the smoothing parameter β for a fixed momentum
parameter M . Our theoretical results are illustrated by several numerical examples
in §2. In addition, we provided examples that show the limitations of our analysis
and pose questions regarding the dynamics of KGSM. We detail some of these
questions below and discuss potential avenues to extend our analysis.

4.2. Limitations and questions. The main limitation of our theoretical analysis
is that it does not provide insight into the value of the critical momentum parameter
M for a given linear system. We discuss this issue and related questions in the
following.
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4.2.1. Critical momentum. Our numerical results indicate that there is a critical
momentum along the curve illustrated in Figure 4 where the algorithm’s behavior
breaks down. More generally, there is a region of the (M,β) parameter space where
the method fails to converge. What is the critical M or region in (M,β) parameter
space where this failure occurs?

4.2.2. Estimating M and β from data. We did not investigate methods for estimat-
ing effective parameters M and β from data. Even if formulas for M and β are
known, these would need to be estimated from data to implement the method for
practical problems. Is it possible to estimate suitable parameters as the algorithm
runs adaptively? A related question involves estimating the locations of the peri-
odic spikes in the error discussed in §2.5. Is it possible to estimate the locations of
spikes in the error in an adaptive way?

4.2.3. Nesterov acceleration. Another method to accelerate the convergence of ran-
domized Kaczmarz is Nesterov acceleration [12]. Could our analysis be extended
to analyze Kaczmarz methods that use Nesterov acceleration? It may be possible
to adapt our analysis to the setting of Liu and Wright [12] or to study convergence
along singular vectors for other accelerated gradient methods.

4.2.4. Direction of convergence and convergence in ℓ2-norm. We did not establish
an analog of [25, Theorem 1.3], which would help to explain any directional change
in KGSM. Can this result be generalized to the setting with geometrically smoothed
momentum? In particular, can the change in direction be controlled as a function of
M? Another related question is establishing convergence for the expected absolute
error in the direction of a singular vector |⟨x−xk, vl⟩| or for the ℓ2-norm ∥x−xk∥2.
By Jensen’s inequality, we have |E⟨x − xk, vl⟩| ≤ E|⟨x − xk, vl⟩|, so our results
provide a lower bound that our numerical results indicate is sharp in some cases.
Thus, at least for some special cases, proving a result about the absolute error may
be possible.

4.2.5. Block methods. Our analysis considered the case of block size one (or equiv-
alent minibatch size). Can the analysis be extended to Kaczmarz methods with
variable block or minibatch size? One potential approach would be to combine our
analysis with that of Bollapragada, Chen, and Ward [1] or to directly approach the
problem using the methodology of other block methods.
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Appendix A. Futher Examples

A.1. Elementary example: Gaussian system. In this section, we present an
example of KGSM on a linear system defined by a 60× 50 matrix with i.i.d. stan-
dard Gaussian entries. This example is straightforward to implement in any pro-
gramming environment that supports random number generation and basic linear
algebra operations; detailed pseudocode is included in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Elementary example: KGSM vs. Kaczmarz on a Gaussian system

1: m← 60, n← 50, N ← 15000
2: M ← 0.8, β ← 0.98
3: A← random normal(m,n)
4: x← random normal(n, 1)
5: b← Ax
6: x0, y0, z0 ← zeros(n, 1)
7: u, v ← zeros(N, 1)
8: for k = 1, . . . , N do
9: i← unif random({1, . . . ,m})

10: ai ← (i-th row A)⊤ (dim n× 1)

11: x1 = x0 +
bi−a⊤

i x0

∥ai∥2
2

ai +My0

12: y1 = βy0 + (1− β)(x1 − x0)

13: z1 = z0 +
bi−a⊤

i z0
∥ai∥2

2
ai

14: x0 ← x1, y0 ← y1, z0 ← z1
15: uk ← ∥z0 − x∥2, vk ← ∥x0 − x∥2
16: end for
17: plot log10(u) blue, log10(v) red
18: legend(‘Kaczmarz’,‘KGSM’)

Note that the pseudocode in Algorithm 1 chooses rows uniformly at random
instead of proportional to their squared 2-norm; this was done intentionally for
simplicity: since the squared ℓ2-norm of the rows concentrates to n, choosing rows
uniformly at random does not make a large practical difference. Further, we note
that the ratio m/n was specifically chosen so that the distribution of singular values
includes a range of big and small values. Tall Gaussian matrices are well-conditioned
and thus will not provide an interesting example for KGSM; indeed, recall that if the
width n of a random Gaussian matrix is fixed, then the condition σ1(A)/σn(A)→ 1
as m→∞.

A.2. Batch size 1 Heavy Ball Momentum. In this section, we provide two
numerical examples illustrating the ineffectiveness of batch size 1 Heavy Ball Mo-
mentum (8). In particular, we compare Kaczmarz, KGSM, and batch size 1 Heavy
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Ball Momentum for the system with one small singular value described in §2.2 and
the system whose singular values decay linearly described in §2.6, see Figure 12.
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Figure 12. The error ∥x − xk∥2 for Kaczmarz, KGSM, and
batch size 1 Heavy Ball Momentum (8) with M = 0.5 for the
linear systems described in §2.2 (left) and §2.6 (right).

While batch size 1 Heavy Ball Momentum is sometimes slightly better than ran-
domized Kaczmarz, we were unable to identify any situation or parameter settings
where it was better in any significant way.

A.3. Additional spectral decays. In this section, we consider systems whose
singular values decay based on convex and concave functions. In particular, using
the procedure described in §2.1 we construct 100 × 20 matrices Aµ and Aσ with
singular values

(36) µi =

(
1− c1

(
i− 1

20

)6
)

and σi =

(
1− c2

(
i− 1

20

))6

,

for i = 1, . . . , 20, where c1 and c2 are constants chosen so that σ20 = µ20 = 1/50,
see Figure 13.
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Figure 13. The singular values µi (left) and σi (right) defined in §36.

We define Mµ = 0.95, βµ = 1− µ2
20/∥Aµ∥2

F

(1−
√
M)2

, Mσ = 0.91, and βσ = 1− σ2
20/∥Aσ∥2

F

(1−
√
M)2

to be the momentum and smoothing parameters for each system, respectively; see
Remark 2.1 for a discussion about setting the momentum parameter M . We choose
a random initial vector x0 for each system (with independent standard normal
entries), run randomized Kaczmarz (3) and KGSM (9), and compute the ℓ2-errors,
see Figure 14.

In both cases, the theoretical estimates from §1.5 seem to match the numerical
error. This contrasts with some of the behavior seen in the example with many small
singular values in §2.7, where the theory largely deviated from the numerical error.
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Figure 14. The error ∥xk−x∥2 for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and
KGSM (9) for the system defined by Aµ (left) and Aσ (right). For
reference, we plot the value of |E⟨x−xk, v20⟩| for KGSM computed
via Theorem 1.1.

Additionally, we see that KGSM converges significantly faster than randomized
Kaczmarz in both cases. Interestingly, this example seems to indicate that KGSM
converges faster for convex spectral decays than concave spectral decays. Note
that σ1 = µ1 and σn = µn. Since σ is convex and µ is concave, it follows that
∥Aσ∥F ≤ ∥Aµ∥F . Since Theorem 1.1 approximately predicts the behavior of both
plots, the difference in convergence rates is explained by the dependence of Theorem
1.1 on the quantity ηl = σl/∥A∥F . These two numerical examples, in combination
with the numerical examples given in §2 and §A.1, illustrate the performance benefit
of KGSM over randomized Kaczmarz for a variety of different spectral decays.

A.4. Further phase plots. In Example 2.4, we explored the diverse dynamics of
KGSM (9) for four values in different regions of the (M,β) parameter space (see
Figure 4). In this section, we provided additional plots of |⟨x− xk, v19⟩| in Figure
15, and ∥x− xk∥2 in Figure 16.

Observe that the error in the direction of v19 appears noisy, while the ℓ2 error
seems to be noise-free and roughly matches |⟨xk − x, v20⟩|. Roughly speaking, the
noise in the direction v19 is due to the fact that the error convergences rapidly in this
direction but is subject to perturbations of magnitude on the order of |⟨xk−x, v20⟩|
as the algorithm runs. Finally we note that since v1, v2, · · · , v19 have the same
singular value σ1 = · · · = σ19 = 1, plots of the error in the directions v1, . . . , v18 all
appear similar to those of v19 in Figure 16.
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Figure 15. The error |⟨xk − x, v19⟩| for KGSM (10) with pa-
rameters (M,β) indicated by markers labeling each plot, which
correspond to the markers in Figure 4.
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Figure 16. The error ∥x−xk∥2 for randomized Kaczmarz (3) and
KGSM (10) for parameters (M,β) indicated by markers labeling
each plot which correspond to the markers in Figure 4.
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