
How Memory in Optimization Algorithms

Implicitly Modifies the Loss

Matias D. Cattaneo∗

Princeton University
cattaneo@princeton.edu

Boris Shigida∗

Princeton University
bs1624@princeton.edu

Abstract

In modern optimization methods used in deep learning, each update depends on the history of
previous iterations, often referred to as memory, and this dependence decays fast as the iterates go
further into the past. For example, gradient descent with momentum has exponentially decaying
memory through exponentially averaged past gradients. We introduce a general technique for identifying
a memoryless algorithm that approximates an optimization algorithm with memory. It is obtained
by replacing all past iterates in the update by the current one, and then adding a correction term
arising from memory (also a function of the current iterate). This correction term can be interpreted
as a perturbation of the loss, and the nature of this perturbation can inform how memory implicitly
(anti-)regularizes the optimization dynamics. As an application of our theory, we find that Lion does
not have the kind of implicit anti-regularization induced by memory that AdamW does, providing a
theory-based explanation for Lion’s better generalization performance recently documented (X. Chen
et al., 2023).

1 Introduction

Many optimization methods used in deep learning are first-order methods with exponentially decaying
memory. For example, adding “momentum” to gradient descent (GD) is a well-established practice to
make training smoother and convergence faster (e. g. Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and G. E. Hinton (2012)).
Adaptive methods such as Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2017), RMSProp (Tieleman, G. Hinton, et al., 2012),
AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019), and AdaFactor (Shazeer and Stern, 2018), which are commonly
used to train large language models (Grattafiori et al., 2024; DeepSeek-AI et al., 2024; Chowdhery et al.,
2023), all have exponentially decaying memory. Despite the popularity of such optimization methods, there
is little theoretical knowledge about the implicit regularization memory introduces to them (potentially
informing what regions of the loss space the method takes the iterates to, what minima they converge
to, how such minima influence the generalization of the trained model, and so on). In this article, we
introduce a general framework for identifying such regularization.

We study a general class of optimization algorithms described by the following iteration

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − hF (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)), (1)

where θ(n) ∈ Rd are the (evolving) parameters of the machine learning model, θ(0) is some initial condition,

h is the step size or learning rate, and the functions F (n) map from (some subset of) (Rd)n+1 to Rd and
are allowed to be different at each iteration. The right-hand side in Eq. (1) depends on the whole history
of previous iterates, which means the algorithm has memory.

For many algorithms used in practice, dependence on the history comes in one specific form: by using
what we call “momentum variables”, that is, exponential averages of some functions of the iterate θ(n)

(usually, more specifically, functions of the loss gradient). We present five leading examples to illustrate
this point.

∗Equal contribution
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Example 1.1 (Heavy-ball momentum gradient descent; Polyak (1964)). This optimizer can be written in
the form (1) with

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) = m
(n+1)
1 ,

where m
(n+1)
1 =

n∑
k=0

βn−k∇L(θ(k)), (2)

for some initial condition θ(0), and where β ∈ [0, 1) is the momentum parameter, L is the loss function to
be optimized, and ∇L is its gradient. ■

This optimizer in Example 1.1 is often just referred to as GD with momentum, where the exponential

sum m
(n+1)
1 in Eq. (2) is the momentum variable: it exponentially averages past gradients. The aforemen-

tioned optimizer is well-known and often used for training recurrent neural networks and convolutional
neural networks, but it underperforms adaptive optimizers when training other architectures such as
transformers (Zhang et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Anil et al., 2019; Kunstner et al., 2023). The following
modification is also commonly used (this formulation is taken from Choi et al. (2020) and matches the
standard PyTorch implementation).

Example 1.2 (Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent; Nesterov (1983)). This optimizer can be written in
the form (1) with

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) = m
(n+1)
1 +m

(n+1)
2 ,

where m
(n+1)
1 = β

n∑
k=0

βn−k∇L(θ(k)),

m
(n+1)
2 = ∇L(θ(n)),

for some initial condition θ(0), and where β ∈ [0, 1) is the momentum parameter, L is the loss function to
be optimized, and ∇L is its gradient. ■

The next example presents a leading adaptive optimizer nowadays commonly used for training large
language models (Grattafiori et al., 2024; DeepSeek-AI et al., 2024).

Example 1.3 (AdamW; Loshchilov and Hutter (2019)). The optimizer can be written in the form (1) with

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) =
m

(n+1)
1√

m
(n+1)
2 + ε

+m
(n+1)
3 ,

where m
(n+1)
1 =

1− β1

1− βn+1
1

n∑
k=0

βn−k
1 ∇L(θ(k)),

m
(n+1)
2 =

1− β2

1− βn+1
2

n∑
k=0

βn−k
2

(
∇L(θ(k))

)2
,

m
(n+1)
3 = λθ(n),

for some initial condition θ(0), and where 0 ⩽ β1, β2 < 1 are momentum parameters, ε > 0 is a numerical
stability parameter, 0 < λ < 1 is a weight decay parameter, and the squares and square roots are taken
component-wise. ■

In Example 1.3, m
(n+1)
1 and m

(n+1)
2 are also momentum variables : exponentially averaged gradients

and exponentially averaged squared gradient components respectively, with coefficients in front of the
sum, such as (1 − β1)(1 − βn+1

1 )−1, providing “bias correction” (Kingma and Ba, 2017). The variable

m
(n+1)
3 here is a degenerate momentum variable, with memory decaying infinitely fast.

The following modification incorporates Nesterov’s momentum into AdamW. This formulation is
taken from Choi et al. (2020) (except here ε is inside the square root in the denominator).
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Example 1.4 (NAdam with decoupled weight decay; Dozat (2016)). The optimizer can be written in the
form (1) with

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) =
β1m

(n+1)
1 + (1− β1)m

(n+1)
4√

m
(n+1)
2 + ε

+m
(n+1)
3 ,

where m
(n+1)
1 =

1− β1

1− βn+1
1

n∑
k=0

βn−k
1 ∇L(θ(k)),

m
(n+1)
2 =

1− β2

1− βn+1
2

n∑
k=0

βn−k
2

(
∇L(θ(k))

)2
,

m
(n+1)
3 = λθ(n),

m
(n+1)
4 = ∇L(θ(n)),

for some initial condition θ(0), and where 0 ⩽ β1, β2 < 1 are momentum parameters, ε > 0 is a numerical
stability parameter, 0 < λ < 1 is a weight decay parameter, and the squares and square roots are taken
component-wise. ■

As a final example, consider a new optimizer called Lion (EvoLved Sign Momentum), which was
recently discovered by an evolutionary search, and then verified to generalize better than AdamW on a
variety of tasks (X. Chen et al., 2023). We consider a generalized version of the Lion algorithm.

Example 1.5 (Lion-K; L. Chen et al. (2024)). The optimizer can be written in the form of (1) with

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) = −∇K(m
(n+1)
1 +m

(n+1)
2 ) +m

(n+1)
3 ,

where m
(n+1)
1 = −(1− ρ2)

ρ1
ρ2

n∑
k=0

ρn−k
2 ∇L(θ(k)),

m
(n+1)
2 = −

(
1− ρ1

ρ2

)
∇L(θ(n)),

m
(n+1)
3 = λθ(n), (3)

for some initial condition θ(0), and where 0 ⩽ ρ1, ρ2 < 1 are Lion’s momentum parameters (Section 3
makes clear why we choose the letter ρ rather than β for them), λ > 0 is a weight decay parameter,
K : Rd → R is some convex function, and ∇K is its subgradient. ■

Ordinary Lion corresponds to K(x) = ∥x∥1 and ∇K(x) = sign(x) in Example 1.5, where the sign
function is understood component-wise. We consider the generalized Lion-K algorithm because it covers a
few known algorithms as special cases: see Table 1 and Section 3.1 in L. Chen et al. (2024). In fact, it also
includes Example 1.1 as a special case by taking K(x) = ∥x∥2/2, ρ1 = ρ2, and λ = 0, but we will deal
with that important specific example separately for clarity.

It is reasonable to expect that adding exponentially decaying memory to an algorithm in such a
way as described above (for example, replacing the gradient with exponentially averaged past gradients)
changes the optimization dynamics, thereby affecting the performance of the trained model. The technique
we introduce identifies how the iteration evolution changes when memory is added. This technique starts
with an iteration having memory, and replaces it by a memoryless iteration that approximates the original
one, provided a correction term is added. Specifically, we start with algorithm (1), and then construct a
corresponding new memoryless iteration of the form

θ̃
(n+1)

= θ̃
(n)

− h
[
F (n)(θ̃

(n)
) +M (n)(θ̃

(n)
)
]
, (4)

where we slightly abuse notation and put

F (n)(θ̃
(n)

) ≡ F (n)(θ̃
(n)

, . . . , θ̃
(n)︸ ︷︷ ︸

n + 1 times

),

and where the function M (n)(θ) captures a correction due to the presence of memory. We then prove an

explicit bound on the approximation error ∥θ(n) − θ̃
(n)

∥, as a function of the learning rate h. Interpreting
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the correction term can sometimes generate predictions on whether memory helps or hurts generalization
of first-order methods with momentum.

Our general theory only relies on memory decaying sufficiently fast, not necessarily in the form of
momentum variables, and thus covers all the examples listed above and many others, while also allowing
for both full-batch and mini-batch training. Section 2 first presents a heuristic discussion of our proposed
technique focusing on the simplest possible case for clarity: GD with momentum (Example 1.1). Then,
Section 3 presents our main theoretical contribution, which is more cumbersome in terms of notation and
technicalities due to its generality.

Depending on specific optimization algorithm considered, our general result can lead to different
theoretical and practical conclusions. As a substantive application, Section 4 studies AdamW (Example 1.3)
and Lion-K (Example 1.5), and demonstrates that Lion does not suffer from the anti-regularization effect
that AdamW’s memory has, which may be a partial explanation for Lion’s better generalization on many
tasks. Section 5 discusses further implications of our main theoretical result: modified equations, and
mini-batch training.

1.1 Related Literature

Approximating a memoryful iteration with a memoryless one is closely connected with the method of
modified equations (sometimes called backward error analysis), where a discrete algorithm like (1) is
approximated by a continuous solution of an ordinary differential equation or stochastic differential
equation. Typically, this method can only be applied to an algorithm with no memory, in a possibly
enlarged phase space as opposed to Rd; for example, heavy-ball momentum GD has no memory when
viewed as a discrete iteration (θ(n),m(n)) in R2d, where m(n) is the momentum variable. The general
technique introduced in this paper can be used to derive a memoryless discrete iteration which can then
be approximated by a continuous trajectory. Background on the method of modified equations can be
found in Ernst Hairer and Wanner (2006) and Q. Li, Tai, and E (2017).

Works deriving modified equations for (S)GD with or without momentum include Barrett and
Dherin (2021), Smith et al. (2021), Ghosh et al. (2023), Farazmand (2020), Kovachki and Stuart (2021),
Miyagawa (2022), Rosca et al. (2023), and Q. Li, Tai, and E (2017). In particular, Ghosh et al. (2023)
identified that momentum strongly regularizes the loss function in the case of GD, though their error
bounds both have a different focus (continuous approximation rather than discrete one), and follow a
different approach which appears hard to generalize to other algorithms. Our approach works for a wide
class of algorithms, and we recover their main results in Section 5. Works approximating adaptive methods
with continuous trajectories include C. Ma, Wu, and E (2022), Malladi et al. (2022), and Barakat and
Bianchi (2021). More recently, Cattaneo, Klusowski, and Shigida (2024) studied the special case of Adam
/ RMSProp. Their focus is not on memory but on continuous approximations; in particular, they do not
have approximation bounds between two discrete iterations like we do. In addition, their arguments are
highly specialized to Adam, and they do not incorporate weight decay. Although we also discuss Adam
(with weight decay) extensively, it is only because of its importance in practice, and our results cover a
much broader class of optimizers.

This paper is also connected to the strand of the literature studying the implicit bias of optimization
algorithms. For example, Xie and Z. Li (2024) and L. Chen et al. (2024) prove that weight decay causes
AdamW and Lion to solve an ℓ∞-norm constrained optimization problem. In addition, a large body of
work is devoted to the bias of optimization algorithms towards the direction of the max-margin vector
(Soudry, Hoffer, and Srebro, 2018; Nacson, J. Lee, et al., 2019; Nacson, Srebro, and Soudry, 2019; Q. Qian
and X. Qian, 2019; B. Wang et al., 2022; Gunasekar, J. Lee, et al., 2018; Ji and Telgarsky, 2018; Ji and
Telgarsky, 2019). Similarly, Damian, T. Ma, and Jason D Lee (2021), Z. Li, T. Wang, and Arora (2022),
Arora, Z. Li, and Panigrahi (2022), Wen, T. Ma, and Z. Li (2022), and Damian, Nichani, and Jason D. Lee
(2023) explore the sharpness of regions SGD converges to. Gunasekar, Woodworth, et al. (2017) and Arora,
Cohen, et al. (2019) study implicit regularization in matrix factorization. Y. Li, Wei, and T. Ma (2019)
prove in a certain setting that a larger learning rate leads to better generalization.

1.2 Notation

We use standard notations for the ℓp norm of a vector ∥v∥p =
(∑

i|vi|p
)1/p

; the infinity-norm is defined as
∥v∥∞ = maxi|vi|; finally, the norm without indices is by default Euclidean: ∥v∥ ≡ ∥v∥2. When we write
un,h = O(g(h)), where g(h) is some fixed function of h and un,h is some sequence of vectors possibly
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depending on h, we mean that there is a constant C not depending on h or n such that ∥un,h∥ ⩽ Cg(h).

For a vector-valued function f(u1, . . . ,uk) ∈ Rd, the notation ∂f
∂uℓ

, where uℓ ∈ Rm, means a d×m matrix

whose (i, j)-th element is ∂fi
∂uℓ;j

. Similarly, ∂2f
∂uℓ∂up

is a tensor of order 3 whose (i, j, k)-th coordinate is

∂2fi
∂uℓ;j∂up;k

. (S)GD is an abbreviation for (stochastic) gradient descent, O(S)DE for ordinary (stochastic)

differential equation. We will contract repeating arguments when convenient, e. g. instead of F (n)(θ, . . . ,θ)

we will write just F (n)(θ). We will use notation L(·) for the loss and ∇L(·) for its gradient, h for the
learning rate.

2 Developing Intuition: Memory Regularizes GD with Momentum

We provide a heuristic explanation of our technique, considering the simplest algorithm with exponentially
decaying memory: heavy-ball momentum GD (Example 1.1). As explained above, we would like to remove
the dependence of the right-hand side in

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h

n∑
k=0

βn−k∇L(θ(k)) (5)

on the “past” iterates θ(n−1), . . . ,θ(0), leaving only the dependence on the “current” iterate θ(n). Let us
represent “past” iterates through the “current” one. First, write

θ(n−1) = θ(n) + h

n−1∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n−1−b))

= θ(n) + h

n−1∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n)) +O(h2),

where the second equality relies on exponential averaging to replace historical iterates with θ(n), influencing
only higher-order terms. Similarly,

θ(n−2) = θ(n−1) + h

n−2∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n−2−b))

= θ(n−1) + h

n−2∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n)) +O(h2),

= θ(n) + h

{n−1∑
b=0

βb +

n−2∑
b=0

βb

}
∇L(θ(n)) +O(h2),

where the last equality follows by inserting the expression for θ(n−1). Continue like this up to

θ(n−k) = θ(n) + h

k∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n)) +O(k2h2),

where the k2 provides an estimate on the accumulation of error terms of order h2.
We have now represented all the historical iterates through the current one. Combining it with

Taylor expansion around θ(n) in Eq. (5), we obtain

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h

n∑
k=0

βk

{
∇L(θ(n)) + h∇2L(θ(n))

k∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βb∇L(θ(n)) +O(k2h2)

}
= θ(n) − h

1− βn+1

1− β
∇L(θ(n))

− h2 β[1− (2n+ 1)βn(1− β)− β2n+1]

(1− β)3
∇2L(θ(n))∇L(θ(n)) +O(h3).
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Now using ∇2L(θ)∇L(θ) = (1/2)∇∥∇L(θ)∥2 and neglecting coefficients that go exponentially fast to
zero as n → ∞, we obtain that heavy-ball momentum GD is close to ordinary GD (no momentum) with a
different step size and different loss, given by

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h

1− β
∇L̃(θ), where

L̃(θ) = L(θ) + hβ

2(1− β)2
∥∇L(θ)∥2.

(6)

The term hβ
2(1−β)2 ∥∇L(θ)∥2 that is added implicitly to the loss by the momentum can be interpreted

as implicit regularization. Since β is usually taken to be close to one, the term strongly penalizes the
squared norm of the gradient. There is empirical evidence that such penalization improves generalization
(Barrett and Dherin, 2021; Smith et al., 2021; Ghosh et al., 2023). In fact, this term (up to coefficients)
can be interpreted as a first-order approximation of ℓ2 sharpness (Ghosh et al., 2023), which suggests
that it moves the trajectory towards “flatter” minima; this is often thought to improve generalization
(Foret et al., 2021), although in general the evidence on the connection between sharpness of minima and
generalization is mixed (Andriushchenko et al., 2023).

3 General Theory: The Effect of Memory

The general form of an optimization algorithm with memory is given by Eq. (1). The only property of
memory we use is that it (uniformly in n) decays exponentially fast, as made precise by Assumption 3.1

below. Openness and convexity of the domain of optimization D, that is, where all {θ(n)} will be assumed
to lie, are innocuous assumptions (e.g., Rd is open and convex); we impose them to avoid technicalities
with differentiation and Taylor expansion.

Assumption 3.1 (Memory Decay). Let D be an open convex domain in Rd. Let {F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0))}∞n=0

be a family of functions Dn+1 → Rd, two times continuously differentiable on their respective domains,
such that for any n ∈ Z⩾0, k1, k2 ∈ {0, . . . , n}, r, i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d},

|F (n)
r | ⩽ γ−1, (7)∣∣∣∣ ∂F
(n)
r

∂θ
(n−k1)
i

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ γk1
, (8)

∣∣∣∣ ∂2F
(n)
r

∂θ
(n−k1)
i ∂θ

(n−k2)
j

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ γk1,k2 , (9)

where F (n) = (F
(n)
1 , . . . , F

(n)
d )T, and γ−1, γk1

and γk1,k2
are a families of positive reals (not depending on

n) satisfying
∑∞

k1=1 γk1
k21 +

∑∞
k1,k2=1 γk1,k2

k1k2 < ∞.

In the examples listed in the introduction, F (n) satisfies a more specific form that can be used to
give more primitive conditions for Assumption 3.1. The following remark discusses this case.

Remark 3.2 (F (n) as a function of momentum variables). Let {g(n)
ℓ }Lℓ=1 be L two times contin-

uously differentiable functions D → Rd, uniformly bounded along with two derivatives, and let
Φ(m1, . . . ,mL) : (Rd)L → Rd be a fixed two times continuously differentiable function, uniformly bounded

along with two derivatives. Let {βℓ}Lℓ=1 be fixed reals in [0, 1), and {b(n+1)
ℓ }Lℓ=1 be L bounded nonnegative

sequences of reals (for n ∈ Z⩾0). If the function F (n) has the specific form

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) := Φ(m
(n+1)
1 , . . . ,m

(n+1)
L ),

where m
(n+1)
ℓ := b

(n+1)
ℓ

n∑
k=0

βk
ℓ g

(n−k)
ℓ (θ(n−k)), (10)

then it satisfies Assumption 3.1 (Lemma D.1). In the full-batch case, the same holds true except g
(n)
ℓ ≡ gℓ

are not allowed to depend on n. ⌟
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Remark 3.2 considers the special case of optimization methods based on momentum variables. For
instance, in the case of AdamW (Example 1.3), Remark 3.2 applies with L = 3,

g1(θ) = ∇L(θ), g2(θ) =
(
∇L(θ)

)2
, g3(θ) = θ,

b
(n+1)
1 =

1− β1

1− βn+1
1

→ b1 = 1− β1,

b
(n+1)
2 =

1− β2

1− βn+1
2

→ b2 = 1− β2,

b
(n+1)
3 ≡ b3 = λ, β3 = 0.

In the case of Lion-K (Example 1.5), the remark applies with L = 3,

g1(θ) = −∇L(θ), g2(θ) = −∇L(θ), g3(θ) = θ,

β1 = ρ2, β2 = 0, β3 = 0,

b
(n+1)
1 ≡ b1 = (1− ρ2)

ρ1
ρ2

,

b
(n+1)
2 ≡ b2 = 1− ρ1

ρ2
,

b
(n+1)
3 ≡ b3 = λ.

We used the letter ρ when defining the Lion iteration to avoid confusion with the β in the definition of
momentum variables.

3.1 Deriving the Memoryless Approximation

By Taylor expansion with the Lagrange remainder,

F (n)
r (θ(n), . . . ,θ(0))− F (n)

r (θ(n), . . . ,θ(n))

=

n∑
k=1

(
θ(n−k) − θ(n)

)T ∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n))

+
1

2

n∑
k1,k2=1

(
θ(n−k1) − θ(n)

)T ∂2F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k1)∂θ(n−k2)
(ζ)

(
θ(n−k2) − θ(n)

)
=

n∑
k=1

(
θ(n−k) − θ(n)

)T ∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n)) +O(h2), (11)

where ζ is some point on the segment between
(
θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)

)
and

(
θ(n), . . . ,θ(n)

)
; in the last step we

used Eq. (9), θ(n−k1) − θ(n) = O(k1h), and θ(n−k2) − θ(n) = O(k2h).
Next, write

θ(n−k) − θ(n)

=

n−1∑
s=n−k

(
θ(s) − θ(s+1)

)
= h

n−1∑
s=n−k

F (s)(θ(s), . . . ,θ(0))

= h

n−1∑
s=n−k

F (s)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n)) +O(k2h2),

where in the last step we used F (s)(θ(s), . . . ,θ(0)) − F (s)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n)) = O((n − s)h), which follows
from Taylor expansion and Eq. (8). Insert this into Eq. (11) and use Eq. (8) again to continue:

F (n)
r (θ(n), . . . ,θ(0))− F (n)

r (θ(n), . . . ,θ(n))

7



= h

n∑
k=1

∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n))T

n−1∑
s=n−k

F (s)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(n)) +O(h2).

We conclude that the original numerical iteration can be rewritten as

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h
[
F (n)(θ(n)) +M (n)(θ(n))

]
+O(h3),

where the linear in h correction function is defined as M (n) = (M
(n)
1 , . . . ,M

(n)
d )T with

M (n)
r (θ) := h

n∑
k=1

∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ)T

n−1∑
s=n−k

F (s)(θ). (12)

The derivation of the memoryless iteration is now complete. To make it easier to apply it to our
examples, we can write it more specifically as the following section shows.

3.2 F (n) as a Function of Momentum Variables

Specializing to the setup of Remark 3.2, and for any s, n ∈ Z⩾0, F
(s)(θ) = Φ

(
ḡ
(s+1)
1 (θ), . . . , ḡ

(s+1)
L (θ)

)
,

where ḡ
(s+1)
ℓ (θ) := b

(n+1)
ℓ

∑s
k=0 β

k
ℓ g

(n−k)
ℓ (θ), and

∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ)

=

L∑
ℓ=1

∑
i

b
(n+1)
ℓ βk

ℓ

∂Φr

∂mℓ;i

(
ḡ
(n+1)
1 (θ), . . . , ḡ

(n+1)
L (θ)

)T∇g
(n−k)
ℓ;i (θ).

Therefore, in this special case, the correction term in the memoryless iteration (4) is given by, for
r = 1, . . . , d,

M (n)
r (θ)

= h

L∑
ℓ=1

∑
i

b
(n+1)
ℓ

∂Φr

∂mℓ;i

(
ḡ
(n+1)
1 (θ), . . . , ḡ

(n+1)
L (θ)

)
×

n∑
k=1

βk
ℓ∇g

(n−k)
ℓ;i (θ)T

n−1∑
s=n−k

Φ
(
ḡ
(s+1)
1 (θ), . . . , ḡ

(s+1)
L (θ)

)
.

In the full-batch case g
(n)
ℓ (θ) ≡ gℓ(θ), this can be simplified further. Let us assume b

(n+1)
ℓ −→

n→∞
bℓ,

where bℓ is constant in n. Then ḡ
(n+1)
ℓ (θ) also become constant in n: specifically, they settle to ḡℓ(θ) :=

bℓ(1− βℓ)
−1gℓ(θ). Lemma D.2 then implies that the iteration becomes close to

θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h
[
Φ(ḡ1(θ

(n)), . . . , ḡL(θ
(n))) +M (n)(θ)

]
with

M (n)
r (θ)

= h

L∑
ℓ=1

∑
i

bℓβℓ

(1− βℓ)2
∂Φr

∂mℓ;i

(
ḡ1(θ

(n)), . . . , ḡL(θ
(n))

)
×∇gℓ;i(θ

(n))TΦ
(
ḡ1(θ

(n)), . . . , ḡL(θ
(n))

)
.

Correction terms for all examples are provided in Appendix C.

3.3 Approximation Bound

An argument similar to the derivation in Section 3.1 can be made to obtain the following result.
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Theorem 3.3 (Memoryless approximation: 1-step error bound). Under Assumption 3.1, there exists

a discrete memoryless iteration
{
θ̃
(n)}∞

n=0
satisfying (4) with initial condition θ̃

(0)
= θ(0), correction

function defined in Eq. (12), and a constant C1 not depending on h, such that

sup
n∈Z⩾0

∥∥θ̃(n+1)
− θ̃

(n)
+ hF (n)(θ̃

(n)
, . . . , θ̃

(0)
)
∥∥
∞ ⩽ C1h

3.

The proof is available in Appendix A.
The importance of this one-step approximation result is that it allows to bound the global error

between the memoryfull iteration θ(n) and memoryless iteration θ̃
(n)

on a finite time horizon.

Corollary 3.4 (General momentum methods: global error bound on a finite time horizon). In the setting

of Theorem 3.3, let {θ(n)}n∈Z⩾0
be the sequence of vectors generated by the iteration in Eq. (1) with

initial condition θ(0). Let T ⩾ 0 be a fixed time horizon. Then there exists a constant C2, depending on T

but independent of h, such that maxn∈[0:⌊T/h⌋]
∥∥θ(n) − θ̃

(n)∥∥
∞ ⩽ C2h

2.

The proof is in Appendix B.

4 Application: Memory Anti-Regularizes AdamW but not Lion

We first study AdamW with memory by an application of Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4. Neglecting
coefficients decaying to zero exponentially fast, we have

θ(n+1) = (1− hλ)θ(n) − h

(
∇L(θ(n))√(

∇L(θ(n))
)2

+ ε︸ ︷︷ ︸
≈ sign(∇L(θ(n)))

+M (n)(θ(n))

)
,

where M (n)(θ) is given by

h

(
β1(1− β1)

−1 − β2(1− β2)
−1(∣∣∇L(θ)

∣∣2 + ε
)1/2 +

εβ2(1− β2)
−1(∣∣∇L(θ)

∣∣2 + ε
)3/2)(∇∥∇L(θ)∥1,ε + λ∇2L(θ)θ

)
.

Here ∥·∥1,ε is the perturbed one-norm defined as ∥v∥1,ε :=
∑d

i=1

√
v2i + ε. Taking ε to zero, we can write

this in the form of preconditioned gradient descent (with decoupled weight decay):

θ(n+1) = (1− λh)θ(n) − h
∇L̃(θ(n))∣∣(∇L(θ(n))

)∣∣ ,
where

L̃(θ) = L(θ) + h

(
β1

1− β1
− β2

1− β2

)
∥∇L(θ)∥1 + hλ

(
β1

1− β1
− β2

1− β2

)
(∇L(θ)Tθ − L(θ))

is the modified loss. We see that the correction term β1/(1− β1)∥∇L(θ)∥1, coming from exponentially
averaging the gradients, penalizes the one-norm of the ∇L, acting as a regularizer, but the correction
term −β2/(1 − β2)∥∇L(θ)∥1, coming from exponentially averaging the squared gradient components,
anti-penalizes this one-norm and acts as an anti-regularizer. Moreover, if β1 < β2 (essentially always
in practice), the anti-regularization is stronger than the regularization. Thus, memory anti-regularizes
AdamW.

Consider now Lion-K (Example 1.5). Neglecting terms going to zero exponentially fast as n → ∞,
the memoryless iteration is

θ(n+1) = (1− hλ)θ(n) − h
[
−∇K

(
−∇L(θ(n))

)
+M (n)(θ(n))

]
,

where
M (n)(θ) = −h

ρ1
1− ρ2

∇2K(−∇L(θ))∇2L(θ)
[
∇K(−∇L(θ))− λθ

]
.

9



As mentioned above, ordinary Lion is recovered by setting K(x) = ∥x∥1. This function is not
differentiable, so let us replace it with the smooth convex approximation ∥x∥1,ε, where ε is a small positive
constant. The results of Section 3 can be applied, and the memoryless iteration is

θ(n+1) = (1− λh)θ(n) − h

[
∇L(θ(n))(

|∇L(θ(n))|2 + ε
)1/2 +M (n)(θ(n))

]
,

where
M (n)

r (θ) = h
ρ1

1− ρ2

ε(
|∇rL(θ)|2 + ε

)3/2∇r

[
∥∇L(θ)∥1,ε + λ(∇L(θ)Tθ − L(θ))

]
.

This term is small as long as ε is small. Therefore, better generalization of Lion on a number of tasks
(X. Chen et al., 2023) may be attributed to the fact that memory does not anti-regularize Lion (while it
does anti-regularize AdamW).

5 Further Implications

5.1 Modified Equations

We have taken a very general algorithm (1) and, assuming smoothness and that memory decays sufficiently

fast, converted it to a memoryless iteration θ(n+1) = θ(n) − h
[
F (n)(θ(n)) +M (n)(θ(n))

]
+O(h3). In this

section we find an ODE in the form θ̇ = Gh(θ) whose continuous solution, with initial condition θ(0),
will approximate the memoryless iteration established in Section 3. Let us derive Gh(θ) in the form of a
power series G1(θ)+hG2(h)+O(h2), where O(h2) means “terms of order at least two in h”. Relating the
iteration number n of a discrete iteration and the time point t = nh on a continuous trajectory, we would
like the continuous trajectory to satisfy the same one-step relation as the discrete iteration, up to O(h3):

θ((n+ 1)h) = θ(nh)− h
[
F (n)(θ(nh), . . . ,θ(nh)) +M (n)(θ(nh))

]
+O(h3).

In fact, we will ensure it is true for nh replaced by any t:

θ(t+ h) = θ(t)− h
[
F (n)(θ(t), . . . ,θ(t)) +M (n)(θ(t))

]
+O(h3). (13)

But, using a Taylor expansion, and recalling that we are finding the trajectory satisfying θ̇(t) = Gh(θ(t)),
hence θ̈(t) = ∇Gh(θ(t))θ̇(t), we have

θ(t+ h) = θ(t) + hθ̇(t) +
h2

2
θ̈(t) +O(h3)

= θ(t) + h
{
G1(θ(t)) + hG2(θ(t)) +O(h2)

}
+

h2

2

{
∇G1(θ(t))G1(θ(t)) +O(h)

}
+O(h3)

= θ(t) + hG1(θ(t))

+ h2

{
G2(θ(t)) +

∇G1(θ(t))G1(θ(t))

2

}
+O(h3).

In order to match (13), we need to have

G1(θ) = −F (n)(θ, . . . ,θ),

G2(θ) = −
(
M (n)(θ)/h+

∇G1(θ)G1(θ)

2

)
.

So, apart from the correction term coming from memory, the ODE θ̇ = G1(θ) + hG2(h) derived has
another term

h2∇G1(θ)G1(θ)

2

arising from the fact that the algorithm is discrete.
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For the example of full-batch heavy-ball momentum GD as in Section 2, where G1(θ) = −(1 −
β)−1∇L(θ) (ignoring coefficients going to zero exponentially fast in n), this additional term is equal to
h2(1− β)−2∇∥∇L(θ)∥2/4, providing additional implicit regularization. We recover the ODE derived by
Kovachki and Stuart (2021) and Ghosh et al. (2023):

θ̇ = −∇L(θ)
1− β

− h
1 + β

(1− β)3
∇∥∇L(θ)∥2

4
.

5.2 Mini-Batch Training

In specific cases, it is possible to identify the additional implicit regularization that is introduced to the
algorithm by noise, if mini-batch training is used as opposed to full-batch. Assume that the form of
F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) is given by

F (n)(θ(n), . . . ,θ(0)) =

n∑
k=0

βkg(n−k)(θ(n−k)),

where the g(n−k)(·) functions are uniformly bounded along with their derivatives.
The correction term introduced by memory (12) is

M (n)
r (θ) := h

n∑
k=1

∂F
(n)
r

∂θ(n−k)
(θ, . . . ,θ)T

n−1∑
s=n−k

F (s)(θ, . . . ,θ)

= hβ

n−1∑
k=0

βk∇g(n−1−k)
r (θ)T

k+1∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βbg(n−l−b)(θ).

Assume that n is a (large) number of mini-batches in one epoch, and mini-batches are sampled
randomly without replacement, with each permutation equally likely. Let us take the expectation of
the correction term with respect to this randomness, that is, take the average over all re-orderings π of
(g(0), . . . , g(n)):

E
n−1∑
k=0

βk∇g(n−1−k)
r (θ)T

k+1∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βbg(n−l−b)(θ)

:=
1

(n+ 1)!

∑
π

n−1∑
k=0

βk∇g(π(n−1−k))
r (θ)T

×
k+1∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βbg(π(n−l−b))(θ).

Note that E∇g
(i)
r (θ)Tg(j)(θ) depends only on whether i = j or i ̸= j. Therefore,

E[M (n)
r (θ)]/h = C3(β)E[∇g(1)r (θ)Tg(1)(θ)]

+ C4(β)E[∇g(1)r (θ)Tg(2)(θ)],

where C3(β) and C4(β) can be calculated as

C3(β) := β

n−1∑
b=0

βb
b+1∑
l=1

βb+1−l −→
n→∞

β

(1− β)2(1 + β)
,

C4(β) := β

n−1∑
k=0

βk
k+1∑
l=1

n−l∑
b=0

βb − C3(β) −→
n→∞

2β2

(1− β)3(1 + β)
.

We can simplify

E[∇g(1)r (θ)Tg(2)(θ)] =
1

(n+ 1)n

∑
i ̸=j

∇g(i)r (θ)Tg(j)(θ)
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= ∇gr(θ)
Tg(θ) + on(1),

where g(θ) = Eg(1)(θ) = (n + 1)−1
∑n+1

k=0 g
(k)(θ) is the average of {g(k)(θ)}, on(1) tends to zero as

n → ∞.
So, for large n we can write

E[M (n)
r (θ)]/h

≈ C3(β)E[∇g(1)r (θ)Tg(1)(θ)] + C4(β)∇gr(θ)
Tg(θ)

=
(
C3(β) + C4(β)

)
∇gr(θ)

Tg(θ)

+ C3(β)E[(∇g(1)r (θ)−∇gr(θ))
T(g(1)(θ)− g(θ))]

≈ β

(1− β)3
∇gr(θ)

Tg(θ)

+ C3(β)E[(∇g(1)r (θ)−∇gr(θ))
T(g(1)(θ)− g(θ))].

The second term can be interpreted as additional implicit regularization by noise.
For example, take g(k)(θ) = ∇L(k)(θ) the kth minibatch loss. Then we obtained that “on average”

mini-batch GD with momentum is given by the iteration like (6), except the modified loss has an additional
term:

L̃(θ) = L(θ) + hβ

2(1− β)2
∥∇L(θ)∥2 + hβ

2(1− β)(1 + β)
E∥∇L(1)(θ)−∇L(θ)∥2.
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A Proof of Theorem 3.3

Since, by the assumptions of the theorem,
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By Taylor expansion with the Lagrange remainder,
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B Proof of Corollary 3.4

We follow a standard argument, e. g. Ghosh et al. (2023) and Cattaneo, Klusowski, and Shigida (2024).
We prove the following claim by induction over n ∈ Z⩾0:
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C Correction Terms for All Examples

For GD with momentum (Example 1.1):

M (n)(θ) =
hβ

2(1− β)3
∇∥∇L(θ)∥2.

For Nesterov’s accelerated GD (Example 1.2):

M (n)(θ) =
hβ2

2(1− β)3
∇∥∇L(θ)∥2.

For AdamW (Example 1.3, also discussed in Section 4):

M (n)(θ) = h
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For Nadam (Example 1.4):
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For Lion-K (Example 1.5, also discussed in Section 4):

M (n)(θ) = −h
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[
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]
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D Auxiliary Results

Lemma D.1 (Memory decays exponentially fast). If F (n) is a function of momentum variables as described
in Remark 3.2, then for any n and k ⩽ n
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where {γk} and {γk1,k2} are sequences decaying exponentially fast: specifically,

γk := Cγ{max
ℓ

βℓ}k, γk1,k2 := Cγ{max
ℓ

βℓ}k1+k2

for some constant Cγ > 0.

Proof. It is easy to see (17) by taking the derivative:
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and using the uniform boundedness of derivatives of g
(n−k)
ℓ;i and Φr. Eq. (18) is proven similarly.

Lemma D.2. Let {ak}∞k=1 and {bk}∞k=1 be sequences of reals such that
∑∞

k=1(|ak|+ |bk|) < ∞. Then
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0.

Proof. Fix ε > 0. Take such positive integer n0 that for any n0 ⩽ n1 ⩽ n2 we have
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Since ε is arbitrary and
∑∞

k=1(|ak|+ |bk|) is a finite constant, the statement follows.
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