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ABSTRACT

Full-parameter fine-tuning of large language models (LLMs) incurs substantial
optimizer state memory overhead, limiting the model sizes that fit on modern
GPUs. Existing approaches either compress optimizer state, abandon first-order
gradients, or change the update geometry while retaining dense state. The recently
introduced Muon optimizer reduces optimizer memory through matrix-valued up-
dates. Still, its geometry differs from AdamW and can lead to performance degra-
dation when fine-tuning AdamW-pretrained models. To reduce optimizer memory
without sacrificing accuracy or computational efficiency in LLM fine-tuning, we
propose Ternary Absolute-max Column-wise One-sparse optimizer, or TACO,
which follows Muon’s operator-norm steepest-descent view but takes the geomet-
ric route further. TACO computes the exact steepest-descent direction under a
dimension-normalized 1 — 1 operator norm by selecting the sign of the largest
magnitude entry in each column of two-dimensional weight matrices. This retains
first-order gradients while making optimizer state memory nearly negligible. Our
practical TACO optimizer maintains only a small set of low precision gradient
components per column, reducing persistent optimizer state by 174 x relative to
AdamW8bit (from 27.7 GB to 0.16 GB) and peak training memory by 2.9 (from
80.6 GB to 27.5 GB) on OPT-13B, while achieving comparable accuracy and run-
time. TACO further enables full-parameter fine-tuning of 30-32B-parameter mod-
els on a single 80 GB H100 GPU across multiple model families and tasks.

Our code is available at: github.com/Jichao2357/TACO_optimizer.

1 INTRODUCTION

Full-parameter fine-tuning adapts all model weights and remains a strong baseline for transferring
large language models (LLMs) to downstream tasks (Houlsby et al.,|[2019;Hu et al.|2021)); however,
it often suffers from memory overhead. For instance, a 13B-parameter model occupies roughly
26 GB of memory in BF16 before allocating any training state. During AdamW (Loshchilov &
Hutter, [2019) fine-tuning, the two FP 32 moment buffers add another ~ 104 GB of memory. At the
same time, gradients contribute ~ 26 GB, yielding roughly 156 GB before accounting for activations,
temporary workspaces, or an optional FP 32 master copy; see the Pareto frontier memory-accuracy
trade-off graph in Figure[I] Thus, at this scale, AdamW’s persistent optimizer states alone require
roughly 4 the BF 16 parameter memory.

Several memory-efficient first-order optimizers reduce this overhead while retaining backpropa-
gation, including state-quantizers (AdamW8bit quantizes optimizer states (Dettmers et al., [2021);
FlashAdamW combines 8-bit optimizer states with a compact master-weight representation (Gon-
zalez Ortiz et al., [2026)), factorized second moment methods (Adafactor uses factorized second-
moment estimates (Shazeer & Stern, 2018))), and low-rank gradient methods (GaLore projects gra-
dients and optimizer states into a low-rank subspace (Zhao et al., 2024)), and APOLLO-Mini uses
a rank-1 subspace to estimate adaptive scaling factors (Zhu et al.,|2025)). In contrast, zeroth-order
(ZO) methods avoid backpropagation and approach inference-level memory by estimating updates
from forward evaluations (Bergou et al., 2020} Bibi et al.| [2020; \Gorbunov et al., [2020; |Cai et al.}
2021; Malladi et al.l 2023} Boucherouite et al., 2024)). Recent variants incorporate low-rank sub-
spaces or curvature information to improve query efficiency (Yu et al., 2025} Zhao et al., [2025} [Kim!
et al.,[20235)), but still require additional forward queries.
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Figure 1: Performance-memory overview of TACO and other optimizers. Left: Pareto frontier memory-
accuracy trade-off for fine-tuning OPT-13B on the SST-2 dataset on an 80 GB H100 GPU. TACO lies at the
low-memory end of the Pareto frontier, achieving 94.22% accuracy with 27.54 GB of peak training memory.
The dashed line connects the Pareto-optimal methods. The vertical line marks the 80 GB H100 memory limit.
Adam achieves 95.3% accuracy with 254.8 GB of peak memory. Right: Peak GPU memory decomposition of
TACO on OPT-30B across 8 downstream tasks. The bars show model state, optimizer state, and other transient
memory across all eight downstream tasks. TACO’s optimizer state occupies only 0.267 GB, less than 0.5% of
peak memory on each task, while the transient memory accounts for the variation across tasks.

The recently introduced Muon optimizer (Jordan| 2024; Bernstein & Newhousel 2024; |Shah et al.,
20235)) asks a different question: what steepest-descent direction under a matrix geometry makes
the update useful? Muon treats two-dimensional weights as matrices, retains a single momentum
matrix, and orthogonalizes it to approximate a steepest-descent step under spectral geometry. This
reduces optimizer memory relative to AdamW, although Muon’s state remains dense. Additionally,
switching an AdamW-pretrained model to Muon during fine-tuning can degrade performance, a
phenomenon called optimizer mismatch that is attributed to the different update geometries and
implicit biases of the two optimizers (Qu et al., [ 2026).

Zeroth-Order Muon (ZO-Muon) (Lang et al.,[2026) improves query efficiency, but as a zeroth-order
method, it requires additional forward evaluations. Sequential evaluation for ZO methods can keep
memory close to inference, but the additional function evaluations can increase computational and
communication overhead, especially in distributed training or with larger batches.

Thus, existing approaches, including Muon, expose a fundamental trade-off between the memory
footprint of first-order training and the optimization efficiency of standard gradients, prompting a
natural question:

Can full-parameter fine-tuning retain first-order information and competitive wall-clock effi-
ciency while making persistent optimizer-state memory nearly negligible?

To answer this, we propose TACO, a Ternary Absolute-max Column-wise One-sparse optimizer.
Using the same operator-norm steepest-descent viewpoint as Muon, TACO is not just another
memory-efficient optimizer; TACO’s conceptual centerpiece is an optimization geometry whose ex-
act steepest-descent direction has extreme structural sparsity. Under a dimension-normalized 1 — 1
operator norm, the corresponding dual geometry makes the steepest-descent direction separable
across columns, and each column selects the sign of its largest-magnitude gradient coordinate. Thus,
an m X n update contains at most n nonzeros.

Although the TACO steepest-descent direction is one-sparse per column, minibatch gradients can
make the selected coordinates unstable across training. A conventional dense gradient history can
stabilize coordinate selection but erodes the memory advantage. TACO instead retains only a small,
low-precision set of dynamic gradient heavy hitters per column. This sparse gradient history keeps
persistent optimizer-state memory negligible even as model size grows. For example, TACO can
fine-tune OPT-30B on a single 80 GB H100 GPU, with peak GPU memory of 62.5 GB on SST-2,
64.7 GB on RTE, and 68.1 GB on BoolQ; see Peak GPU memory decomposition in Figure[]] Adam
does not fit this model on a single H100 80 GB GPU. Across our study, TACO enables full-parameter
fine-tuning of models up to 32B parameters on a single 80 GB H100 and transfers across multiple
model families and tasks.



Taken together, our main contributions are:

(i) Geometry-induced sparse optimization. We propose TACO, a new first-order optimizer for
memory-efficient full-parameter LLM fine-tuning. TACO is derived from the exact steepest-descent
solution under a dimension-normalized 1 — 1 operator norm, whose geometry naturally yields a
ternary, column-wise Top-1 update. Thus, TACO’s sparsity is intrinsic to its optimization geometry
rather than imposed by post-hoc gradient sparsification; see Section 3]

(i) Convergence and fine-tuning theory. We prove that vanilla TACO reaches an e-stationary
point in O(¢72) iterations under standard smoothness assumptions. We further show that, in our
theoretical setting, TACO shares the continuation geometry and limiting solution of an Adam proxy
while differing from Muon, and satisfies standard pP spectral scaling under balanced winner counts.
These results connect TACO to optimizer mismatch and the learning rate transfer problem; see
Sections[3land

(iii) TACO-specific memory-efficient design. TACO does not require an accurate dense model
of the gradient history, but only enough information to recover the dominant coordinate in each
column. Exploiting this structure, we develop a practical implementation based on dynamic FP 8
sparse gradient histories and immediate gradient processing, reducing persistent state from O(mn)
to O(n) while retaining first-order gradients and the column-wise Top-1 update; see Section

(iv) Empirical validation at scale. We evaluate TACO across model scales, architectures, and
downstream tasks. TACO achieves competitive task performance with substantially reduced training
memory, enables full-parameter fine-tuning of OPT-30B and Qwen3-32B on a single 80 GB H100
GPU, and transfers across OPT, Qwen3, Pythia, Llama, and Mistral model families. Ablations
further characterize the roles of the gradient history EMA decay factor, heavy hitter threshold, update
sparsity, and optimizer step budget; see Section [6]

2 RELATED WORK

Zeroth-order optimization has become a practical way to reduce the memory cost of LLM fine-
tuning. These methods construct an update direction from the change in loss under a parameter
perturbation. MeZO applies this idea by regenerating its perturbations in place using a seeding
trick (Malladi et al., 2023)). Sparse MeZO reduces the number of perturbed parameters, preserv-
ing sparsity (Liu et al., 2025)). ZO-Muon projects the estimated gradient into a lower-dimensional
subspace and applies polar orthogonalization to recover more useful structure from the noisy esti-
mate (Lang et al., 2026). HiZOO instead incorporates diagonal Hessian information into zeroth-
order optimization, using curvature-aware preconditioning to improve convergence (Zhao et al.,
2025).

Memory-efficient first-order optimization methods retain backpropagation while reducing
parameter-associated training state. Adafactor represents second moments using row and column
factors (Shazeer & Stern, 2018)), while CAME adds a confidence-guided correction to improve the
stability of this representation (Luo et al.,[2023)). Alternatively, 8-bit Adam uses block-wise quanti-
zation to store optimizer statistics at lower precision (Dettmers et al [2021). FlashOptim combines
quantized optimizer states with a compact master-weight representation and provides FlashAdamW
as a drop-in AdamW variant (Gonzalez Ortiz et al., 2026). GaLore projects gradients and optimizer
states into a lower-dimensional space (Zhao et al.l 2024)), whereas APOLLO approximates adaptive
gradient scaling through a random low-rank auxiliary space; its APOLLO-Mini variant reduces this
space to rank one and applies tensor-wise scaling (Zhu et al.l 2025).

Operator-norm and linear-minimization-oracle (LMO) optimization. Bernstein & Newhouse
(2024) formulate matrix optimization as steepest-descent under operator norms and characterize the
1 — p family through maximum column norms. |[Pethick et al.|[(2025) develop a stochastic LMO
framework and instantiate it with layer-aware operator geometries in Scion.

Sign-based methods. In gradient compression, TernGrad maps gradient values to {—1,0,+1} to
reduce the communication bottleneck in distributed training (Wen et al., 2017), while signSGD
retains only the coordinate-wise gradient signs (Bernstein et al., 2018)); see GRACE (Xu et al.|
2021), a compressed communication framework that places these methods under one umbrella.
SignMuon (Mishra et al., [2026) communicates the signs of locally constructed Muon directions.



3 @3TACO: TERNARY ABSOLUTE-MAX COLUMN-WISE ONE-SPARSE
OPTIMIZER

Setup and notation. We consider the minimization problem

min  F(W). (1)

WeRmxn

Let G = VEF(W). We use d; and g; to denote the jth column of matrices D and G, respectively,
and define (G, D). = tr(G" D). For a vector z € R? and r € [1,00], we define the dimension-
normalized r-norm as ||z, 4 = d~'/"||z||,, with the convention =/ = 1. For a linear map
D : R™ — R™, we define the induced operator norm, || D (p.n—q,m) = SUP -0 | D% gm/ [l p.n-
Here, the domain R” is equipped with || - ||, and the codomain R™ with || - ||4.,,. The indices in
(p,n — g, m) record the norm orders and dimensions of the input and output spaces; here n and m
determine normalization factors, not additional tensor indices. We use © to denote the element-wise
Hadamard product and, with a slight abuse of notation, let sign(-) act element-wise on vectors and
matrices. For ¢ € [1, co], we write || Al|1 4 = max ;| <1 [[Az]|4.

Hl
From Muon to TACO. A first-order Taylor approximation of (1)) gives
F(W +nD) = F(W) +n/(G, D) + O(n?).
From this steepest-descent viewpoint, Muon solves the local minimization problem
ml%n <G’ D>F ) ||D||(2,n%2,m) <1, )

where the geometry used to constrain D determines the steepest local descent direction. In this
view, Muon uses the normalized 2 — 2 (spectral) operator norm; if G has the SVD decomposition
G = UXV'T, then D is proportional to UV T.

TACO makes a different geometric choice. Since the /;-norm encourages sparsity, we equip both
spaces with normalized ¢;-norms, for which

n n
1D\l (1,n—1,m) = EHDHl—n = Emj&XdeHb

and we reformulate (2)) as

( min (G, D)p, 1Dt nostmy < 1 o)

The maximum-column identity is the p = 1 specialization of the general 1 — p characterization;
TACO’s specific choice is to use this geometry as the basis of a column-wise one-sparse, low-state
optimizer. Thus, 1 — 1 is not a global element-wise ¢; constraint. It gives every column its own ¢;

budget. Its dual norm under the Frobenius pairing is
m

Gl (1,n—1,m)+ = n Z 1195l 00-
J

Because the constraint separates across columns, each column spends its budget on an extreme point

of an ¢; ball, its largest-magnitude gradient coordinate. Let ¢; € argmax, |G;;|,j € [n], with any
fixed rule for breaking ties, define the operator S : R™*" — R™*"™ ag

sign(Gij), i=1i;

(G = {1 i

)

Therefore, an exact minimizer of (3) is

“4)

otherwise.

R
D* = -Z8(G).

TACO’s geometry produces a ternary, column-wise, and one-sparse update; an m x n update
has at most n nonzeros. The factor m/n is not an additional layerwise scaling hyperparameter; it
follows directly from dimension normalization. This distinguishes TACO from Top-1 sparsification
in conventional optimization (Sahu et al., 2021} Dutta et al., [2020). TACO’s sparsity follows from
the exact closed-form solution of the local problem.

Given W; and G; = VF(W;), vanilla TACO computes D; = *S(G') and updates the sequence

{Wt}tT:o as
Wi = Wy — Dy (5)




The term vanilla distinguishes the history-free TACO iteration from the noise-robust practical im-
plementation in Section 3]

Convergence of Vanilla TACO. We state the convergence guarantee of vanilla TACO using the
same primal-dual norm pair that defines the update.

Assumption 1. (Lower boundedness and smoothness) The objective function is lower bounded and
L-smooth. That is, F, := infy F(W) > —oo, and for all W1, Wy € R™*", the following holds:
[VEW1) = VEW2)|l1,ns1,m)= < LIW1 = Wal[(1n-1,m)-

Theorem 1. (Nonconvex convergence of vanilla TACO) Let Assumption || hold and define Ap :=
F(Wy) — F,. The iterates {W;}L_, in (é) with step sizes 1, > 0 satisfy

Ap+% ZT:l n;
: VE(W, L < 2 t=0 "It )
2, T F OV < ST E 5

In particular;, with n = \/ 28E, we have mino<i <1 [|[VEW) || (1.n—1,m) < /250

We call W an e-stationary point in the TACO geometry if ||VE(W)[(1,5—1,m)* < €. Theorem
shows that vanilla TACO reaches an e-stationary point in O(~2) iterations.

4 CONTINUATION GEOMETRY, IMPLICIT BIAS, AND p/P-SCALING OF TACO

Recent work shows that Adam and Muon can exhibit different fine-tuning behavior because their
update geometries induce different implicit biases (Qu et al., 2026). We study where TACO lies
relative to these geometries in a simplified fixed-input setting, and then analyze how the spectral
norm of its update scales with matrix dimensions.

Let z € R™, z # 0, denote a fixed input. Ties in TACO’s column-wise selections are resolved using
a fixed deterministic rule. For W, € R™*"™ and a vector w € R", let the continuation set generated
by w at Wy be represented by C(Wo, w) := {Wy +aw' : a € R™}.

We include the Adam and Muon proxies in (I0) and (TT)), respectively; see Appendix [A] To make
the optimizer comparison precise, we consider a setting in which the objective depends on a weight
matrix only through its action on a fixed input and ask how different update geometries move through
parameter space while producing the same target output.

Assumption 2. (Coherent objective) The objective depends on W through the layer output, i.e.,
F(W) = ¢(W z) for a differentiable function ¢ : R™ — R.

Assumption 3. (Common target output) Starting from the same W, all compared methods converge
to limits W* satisfying W*z = u* for the same optimal output u*.

With these conditions in place, we now ask how each optimizer moves through parameter space. We
first show that, despite very different update rules, TACO and Adam follow the same continuation
geometry and converge to the same parameter-space solution. We then contrast this behavior with
Muon, whose spectral geometry induces a different continuation path.

Theorem 2. (Adam and TACO continuation equivalence) Let Assumptions[2|and[3|hold, and let the
Adam Proxy follow @) Then both the TACO and Adam sequences lie in C(Wy, sign(z)) for all

W) s -
t >0, and Wirco = Wi gam = Wo + %.

Theorem 3. (Muon continuation separation) Let Assumptions [2|and[3| hold and let the Muon proxy

follow (I1). Further let r = w* — Woz. Then Muon’s iterates lie in C(Wo, z) and Wy, =
- - i T

Wo ||Tz27|\§’ Wition = Wiaco =7 (m — Slgn(Z))

[ER

Theorems [2| and [3| demonstrate that, under this setting, TACO behaves more like Adam than Muon
when fine-tuning a model, even though TACO was motivated by the same geometric framework as
Muon. In our setting, TACO and Adam follow the same family of parameter updates and arrive at
the same solution. In contrast, Muon generally moves in a different direction and ends at a different
solution. This matters because models are usually pretrained with AdamW, so preserving Adam-
like behavior during fine-tuning may help avoid the optimizer mismatch problem that appears when
switching to Muon.



Theoretical ;P. The pP problem seeks update scalings that preserve well-behaved optimization
dynamics as model width increases, allowing the learning rate to transfer across model scales rather
than requiring repeated hyperparameter tuning; Muon is one solution to the framework (Bernstein,
2025)). Since TACO is derived from the same steepest-descent perspective under a different operator
geometry, we ask whether its update preserves the spectral scaling required for yP transfer.

Assumption 4. (Balanced TACO Winners) For G € R™*", let ¢; denote the number of columns
whose TACO winner lies in row i. We assume max; ¢; = ©(n/m) for all iterates W;.

Theorem 4. (TACO pP-scaling) Let Assumption hold. Then the TACO direction D = S(G)
satisfies ||D||s = \/max; ¢;, for every G. Hence D satisfies the standard pP spectral scaling

1Dll> = © () -

Theorem (4| shows that TACO satisfies the standard pP spectral scaling law when the largest-
magnitude coordinates selected across columns remain reasonably balanced across rows, rather than
becoming disproportionately concentrated in only a few rows. Hence, the theorem provides a theo-
retical basis for learning rate transfer across model widths. We complement this result with empirical
P experiments in Appendix [B] where the same learning rate remains optimal across model scales.

Together with the continuation analysis above, these theoretical developments position TACO as an
unusually favorable combination: it inherits the reduced hyperparameter sensitivity associated with
P scaling, follows the same continuation geometry as AdamW under our theoretical setting, and
retains these properties while requiring almost no persistent optimizer state.

5 PRACTICAL DESIGN OF TACO

Although vanilla TACO updates are sparse by design, applying S directly to a single minibatch
gradient makes the selected coordinates sensitive to minibatch noise. A conventional dense gradient
history can stabilize coordinate selection but also reintroduce the dense mn-entry state TACO was
meant to avoid. Exploiting TACO’s special geometric update structure, our implementation resolves
this tension with a sparse gradient history, low-precision state, and immediate gradient processing.
This motivates the following design principle:

TACO does not need an accurate model of the gradient history. TACO only needs enough infor-
mation to recover its dominant coordinate in each column.

Gradient history and dynamic heavy hitters. A dense exponential moving average (EMA) is
M, = pM,_, + (1 — u)Gy, 1 = 0.95. However, the next TACO direction only needs a reliable
winner: the entry with the largest absolute value in each column, rather than a dense reconstruction
of M. Let Hy, (X) retain the k largest-magnitude entries of every column of X and set all remaining

entries to zero. Practical TACO maintains the following update rule:
Mt = Hk‘(:U’Mt—l + (1 - M)Gt)’ H= 0957 k= 165

where the unretained entries of the sparse M;_; are treated as zero. The update remains D; =
MS(M;). In our experiments, we set k = 16 to control how many entries are retained in each
column for future winner selection; it does not change the column-wise Top-1 TACO update. For
additional discussion of sparse gradient history approximation, see Theorem [5|and ablations in Ap-
pendix [B] The retained history values are stored in FP8 E4M3 format, which uses four exponent
bits and three mantissa bits (Micikevicius et al., [2022), together with int 32 for row indices. Win-
ner selection depends primarily on relative magnitude and sign and therefore requires less numerical
fidelity than an adaptive moment used to rescale every coordinate.

Persistent state memory. Each retained entry uses one byte for its E4M3 value and four bytes
for its int32 row index. Thus, for an m x n matrix, TACO stores 5kn bytes, compared with
mnbgense bytes for one dense state matrix whose entries use byense bytes. When m < 22, int16
indices suffice, reducing the history storage to 3kn bytes. But some model matrices have more
rows than signed int16 can index, so we use int32. With int32, the relative history cost is
5k/(mbdense), Which decreases as the matrix height m grows and is small when k& < m. Thus,
TACO reduces persistent state memory complexity from O(mn) to O(kn).

Backward pass memory management. TACO is applied to matrix-valued parameters, while scalar
and vector parameters use an auxiliary AdamW optimizer. PyTorch autograd hooks (Paszke



Algorithm 1 Practical implementation of TACO with and

Require: Wy € R™*™; learning rate schedule (1;):>0; gradient history EMA decay factor ;1 = 0.95; heavy
hitter threshold £ = 16; optimizer step budget 7.
Ensure: Final parameters Wr.
1: Initialize an empty sparse gradient history M_
2: fort=0,...,7 —1do

3: Compute G; + VF (W) > Backpropagation
4: Gy > In-place history update
5: My (Gy) >Dynamic heavy hitters
6: Store the retained values of M; in E4M3 and their row indices in int 32

T Wi+ W — e 28(My) >Sis defined in (4
8: Release the dense G

9: end for

10: return W

Autograd 0.2 PN-0.4/0.3|1.7]-0.2 0 0|o
p'gradv =G -0.5/0.61-2.4/0.1/0.9 00|24
In-place EMA -1.1[0.7 B¥ 0.5|-0.6 K6 ol oK o
Gi = pMiy + (1 — )Gy 0.4-1.91.2kN8-2.2-03 Hz |0 1.9 0
v —>
-0.8{0.32.0/-0.7/0.4[1.1 0| of20]0
Hard threshold
M, «— Hi6(Gy) 1.6]-0.21-0.5/1.4 P18 16/ 0|00
v -0.5{1.3/0.2}-1.1/-1.5[0.6 ojlofofo
Release G and update
0.9-0.8/1.5/0.20.7|-2.1 ojlofo|o
Wt+1 = Wg — m%S(AL)
Gt Mt S(Mt)

Figure 2: Illustrative workflow of the memory-efficient practical implementation of TACO. We use H
for illustration; in our experiments, we use H1¢. In this example, we highlight the largest- and second-largest-
magnitude elements for H2 in each column. Here, G; is the dense gradient via autograd, M; is obtained
via H2(G¢) by retaining the largest- and second-largest-magnitude elements in each column, and finally, the
operator S is used, which keeps the sign of the largest-magnitude element in each column. Only the sparse
gradient history M; persists across iterations.

et al.| 2019) make each matrix gradient (G; available as soon as it is computed. TACO updates G
in-place using the sparse gradient history, extracts Hy (G¢) as the new history, applies the parameter
update, and releases G;. We set gradient accumulation to 1, so dense gradients do not persist across
microbatches. Gradient checkpointing reduces activation memory. Together, these techniques bring
peak training memory close to inference memory. Peak training memory includes model parameters,
sparse optimizer state, checkpointed activations, and the current gradient. Autograd hooks and
checkpointing are standard systems techniques rather than contributions of this work.

6 EXPERIMENTS

Implementation details and models used. We evaluate TACO for full-parameter fine-tuning across
five model families: OPT, Qwen3, Pythia, Llama, and Mistral, covering model sizes from 1.3B to
32B parameters. Our experiments include SST-2, RTE, BoolQ, MultiRC, SQuAD, DROP, COPA,
and CB, spanning classification, multiple-choice reasoning, and question answering. We first com-
pare TACO with a range of optimizers on OPT-13B, then study its scaling behavior across the OPT
and Qwen3 model families and its transfer across different model architectures. Finally, we sum-
marize several ablations characterizing TACO’s optimizer step budget, gradient history EMA decay
factor, heavy hitter threshold, and update sparsity. Unless otherwise specified, TACO uses a shared
hyperparameter configuration across the non-ablation experiments; see complete experimental con-
figurations, dataset construction, prompt formats, hyperparameters, and results in Appendix [B]

Memory, trained model quality, and runtime on OPT-13B. Figure [3| compares TACO with
memory-efficient and conventional first-order optimizers across eight downstream tasks. TACO
consistently requires substantially less peak GPU memory while maintaining competitive task per-
formance. The SST-2 efficiency comparison in Figure[]isolates this advantage: beyond the 25.7 GB
required for model weights, TACO uses only 1.8 GB of additional training memory, including
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Figure 3: OPT-13B performance and peak-memory comparison across downstream tasks. Upper bars
report test accuracy or F1; lower mirrored bars report peak GPU memory. OOM denotes configurations that do
not fit within the available GPU memory. Across all tasks, TACO consistently requires the least GPU memory
while maintaining competitive performance; see TableElin Appendix for full results.
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Figure 4: Efficiency comparison in terms of optimization trajectory, peak memory decomposition, and train-
ing throughput for fine-tuning OPT-13B on SST-2. For the Train loss vs. Steps plot, we show only the first 500
steps, as all optimizers plateaued; the shaded region shows & sample standard deviation across five training
seeds; see Table ]in Appendix [B]for full results.

just 0.16 GB of persistent optimizer state. In comparison, Adafactor, GalL.ore, and FlashAdamW
require 26.9, 31.0, and 42.0 GB of additional memory, respectively, resulting in peak memory of
52.6, 56.7, and 67.7 GB versus 27.5 GB for TACO. Although Adafactor has the smallest persistent
optimizer state, its substantially larger transient memory results in much higher peak GPU memory
than TACO. TACO reaches 94.2% SST-2 accuracy at 276 tokens/second, compared with 95.5% at
350 tokens/second for Adafactor, 95.7% at 31 tokens/second for Galore, and 95.5% at 547 token-
s/second for FlashAdamW. TACO therefore occupies the low-memory end of the accuracy—memory
trade-off while retaining competitive performance and practical throughput.

Scaling across model families. Figure [5] shows that TACO remains trainable within the memory
limit of a single 80 GB H100 as OPT scales from 1.3B to 30B parameters and Qwen3 scales from 8B
to 32B parameters. Within OPT, SST-2 accuracy remains broadly stable, RTE generally improves
with scale, and BoolQ is non-monotonic. Qwen3 similarly maintains strong performance across
model sizes. Peak memory scales with model size and stays within the capacity of a single H100
80 GB GPU, even for OPT-30B and Qwen3-32B. Importantly, these experiments use the same TACO
hyperparameter configuration across model sizes rather than model-specific tuning.

Transfer across architectures. TACO is agnostic to model architecture. It achieves strong perfor-
mance on Llama-3.1-8B and Qwen3-32B across all three tasks, while Pythia-12B and Mistral-24B
exhibit larger task-dependent variation, particularly on RTE and BoolQ. Peak GPU memory remains
close to the model footprint across architectures, consistent with TACO’s small persistent optimizer
state. Figure [6] reports architecture transfer results and examines learning rate transfer across OPT
model scales, where all four model sizes attain their best validation accuracy at 3 x 10~°. The broader
sweep in Appendix [B|shows the same optimum across all evaluated model-dataset configurations,
further supporting the use of a shared TACO configuration across model scales.

Gradient history and heavy hitter threshold. Practical TACO uses an EMA gradient history with
sparse heavy-hitter. Comparing dense gradient history with k € {64,32,16,8,4,2,1}, we find
moderate sparse histories mostly retain performance comparable to dense gradient history while
substantially reducing persistent optimizer state. In particular, k& = 16 uses only 38.3 MB of opti-
mizer state, a 34.4 x reduction from dense gradient history, while achieving the strongest BoolQ and
RTE performance in the sweep. Hence, we use k = 16 as the default heavy-hitter threshold. Across
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Figure 5: Scaling behavior of TACO across the OPT and Qwen3 model families. We plot the test perfor-

mance against peak GPU memory as model size increases; see Table|§|in Appendix@for full results.
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Figure 6: Transfer across model architectures and learning rate stability across model scales. Lefi:
TACO performance and peak GPU memory across Pythia-12B, Llama-3.1-8B, Qwen3-32B, and Mistral-24B
on SST-2, RTE, and BoolQ, showing consistent memory efficiency with task-dependent performance. Right:
Learning rate sweep on RTE for OPT-1.3B, OPT-6.7B, OPT-13B, and OPT-30B. All four models attain their
best validation accuracy at 3 x 1075, supporting learning rate transfer across model scales.

eight tasks, © = 0.95 improves six, including classification and multiple-choice tasks, with the
largest gains on MultiRC (+8.9 F1A) and CB (+7.1%); SQuAD and DROP are the two exceptions.
We therefore retain /o = 0.95 as default; see Tables[7]and [8]in Appendix [B]for full results.

Optimizer step budget. TACO continues to improve beyond the default 2K-step budget. Increasing
the budget from 2K to 16K steps improves BoolQ and RTE by +6.5% and +4.3%, respectively, and
SQuAD by +2.1 F1. These results show that the default 2K-step budget does not represent TACO’s
performance ceiling; see Table [6]in Appendix [B]for full results.

Update sparsity. We relax TACO’s theoretically derived column-wise Top-1 update and evalu-
ate denser Top-k variants. Top-1 achieves the strongest final performance across all three evalu-
ated tasks, while dense updates substantially degrade performance, particularly at Top-8 and be-
yond. These results support retaining Top-1 as the standard TACO update, consistent with the exact
steepest-descent solution under the 1— 1 geometry; see Table 0]in Appendix [B]for full results.

7 CONCLUSION

We introduced the Ternary Absolute-max Column-wise One-sparse (TACO) optimizer for memory-
efficient full-parameter LLM fine-tuning. TACO is derived from the exact minimizer of a local op-
timization problem under a dimension-normalized 1 — 1 operator norm, yielding a ternary, column-
wise one-sparse update. Exploiting this structure, practical TACO maintains a sparse, low-precision
gradient history for matrix-valued parameters, making persistent optimizer-state memory nearly
negligible. We establish a nonconvex convergence guarantee for vanilla TACO and, in a simplified
fixed-input setting, show that it shares the continuation geometry and limiting solution of an Adam
proxy while generally differing from Muon. We further establish uP spectral scaling under balanced
winner counts and give a sufficient condition under which sparse history preserves the dense-history
TACO update. Across model scales, architectures, and downstream tasks, TACO maintains compet-
itive performance with a small memory footprint, enabling full-parameter fine-tuning of models up
to 32B parameters on a single 80 GB H100 GPU. More broadly, our results suggest that optimization
geometry can provide a useful framework for designing memory-efficient first-order optimizers.



Al USE STATEMENT

We used generative Al tools, including ChatGPT and Codex, as research and writing assistants.
ChatGPT was used to improve the clarity and organization of the manuscript, provide feedback
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Organization of the Appendix. We organize the Appendix as follows. Appendix [A] contains the
proofs of the theorems in Sections [3] and ] In particular, it contains the proofs of Theorem [I]
to Theorem @ Appendix [B] describes the experimental setup, including the models and datasets,
implementation details, hyperparameter settings, and hardware configuration. Appendix [B]also pro-
vides additional experimental results, including the complete optimizer comparison, model scaling
results, ablation studies, and architecture transfer results.

A THEORETICAL ANALYSIS AND PROOEFS

This section provides proofs and additional theoretical context for the results in Sections[3|and[d} We
first establish the convergence guarantee for vanilla TACO, then examine its continuation geometry
and pP scaling, and conclude with a condition under which sparse gradient histories preserve the
dense-history TACO update.
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A.1 VANILLA TACO CONVERGENCE

We begin by proving the convergence guarantee in Theorem [I] for the history-free iteration. The
proof uses (G, Di)r = ||G¢||(1,n—1,m)- to express the first-order decrease exactly, while smooth-

ness contributes the step-size penalty Ln? /2.

Theorem 1. (Nonconvex convergence of vanilla TACO) Let Assumption [l hold and define Ap =
F(Wy) — F,. The iterates {W; }1_, in (5) with step size n; > 0 follow

- Ap+ 530
021<HTHVF(Wt)H(1’n_>1’m)* S T_1 .

=0

In particular, with ) = QLA—:,F, we have ming< <7 [|[VF(Wy)|l(1,n—1,m) < ,/%.

Proof. By Assumption|[I] using the L-smoothness of F', for any update direction D, we have
L
F(W + D) < F(W) +(VE(W), D) p + S ID {1 1,y (©)

Since VF(W) = G, with Wiy = Wy — 0Dy, we have || Di|l1ns1m) < 1, (G, Di)p =
Gl (1,n—1,m)=» and @ reduces to

L
F(Wiy1) < FWe) = nellGell(ins1,m)= + 5773 @)
Summing (7)) with ¢ varying from 0 to 7" — 1 gives
T-1 T-1
L
F(Wr) = FWo) < = 3l Gillansrmy + 5 D i (®)
t=0 t=0
Note that /' > F|. Reordering the inequality, we obtain
T—1 T—1
. L 2
(gy@mm%mvgyme+22yp ©)
which proves the result. O

The resulting bound balances the initial objective gap A p against the accumulated step-size penalty.
Choosing 7 = y/2Ar/(LT) gives the T—'/? stationarity bound.

A.1.1 MULTILAYER ANALYSIS

For neural network training, consider matrix parameters
W= (Wu)’ . 7W<L>) WO ¢ Rmexne,
and the objective £ : R™*™ x ... x R™X"c _ R For each layer, define N,(D®)) :=

DO (1 ny—s1,me)- On the product space R™*™ x ... x R™LX"s  define N(D) =
maxy HD(Z)||(1,7W—>1JTM)' The dual norm of N is given by

L L
* my 1
NG = 321G mesrmor = D22 D Ny e
=1 j

=1
The local minimization problem under this multilayer setting is

L
i 0 p©
mDm;_:l<G ,D >F, s.t. N(D) < 1.

The exact minimizer is obtained simultaneously in every layer,

DO ="gG®) p=1,... L
Ny

Thus, the parameter update is
Wi =w gD, t=1,--- L.
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. . me o .
Note that every layer receives its geometry scaling factor s and the optimization learning rate 7

remains a single shared scalar across all layers. This distinction is important; it suggests that the
learning rate is an optimization hyperparameter that is invariant to the parameter shape.

A.2 CONTINUATION GEOMETRY, IMPLICIT BIAS, AND P-SCALING ANALYSIS

Our implicit-bias analysis extends the implicit-bias study of |Qu et al.| (2026) beyond their least-
squares setting. Rather than restricting the objective to a squared loss, we consider the more general
class F(W) = ¢(W z) for a differentiable function ¢, and characterize the continuation geometry
and limiting solutions induced by TACO, the Adam proxy, and the Muon proxy under a common
target output. The least-squares problem studied in|Qu et al.|(2026) is recovered as a specific instance
of this framework; we return to this case after the general results and show how our solutions reduce
to their previously derived SignGD and Muon endpoints.

We consider F(W) = ¢(Wz) and ask which weights are selected among matrices producing the
same target output u*. For the implicit-bias analysis, we use the following optimizer proxies:

(‘The Adam proxy is initialized with M_; = V_; = 0 and follows )
. M
My =piMiy +(1=P1)G: Ve=BVia + (1= )G OCr M= 1o
— M
- 10)
. v, N, (
Vi=——7 Wi =Wy — i ——
AT v
\\ J
(The Muon proxy is initialized with B_; = 0 and follows )
By =BBi_1+ G, Wy =Wy—nP(By), P(B)=UV', B=UZV'. ()
\HCI‘C, Gt = VF(W,:)

J

We note that both proxies use momentum; however, their resulting theoretical developments are
invariant to momentum. We use momentum for a more realistic case.

The proofs of Theorems andbegin with Gy = g;2 ", where g; = Vé(W;2). As a result, the
gradient columns are scaled copies of the same vector. We track this structure through the optimizer
histories where TACO’s and Adam proxy’s winners yield the factor sign(z) ", whereas the Muon
proxy obtains z .

Theorem 2. (Adam and TACO continuation equivalence) Let Assumptions2|and[3| hold, and let the
Adam Proxy follow (I0). Then both the TACO and Adam sequences lie in C(Wy, sign(z)) for all
t >0, and
(u* — Wyz)sign(z) T

1211
Proof. Assumptionand the chain rule give Gy = VF(W,) = g;z | with g; = Vé(W;2).

For TACO, M, = p,z ' for some p; € R™. This holds att = Osince M_; = 0. If My_1 = pe_12 ",
then uM; 1 + (1 — )Gy = prz " with By = ups—1 + (1 — p1)gs.

Wisco = Widam = Wo +

Column j of ;2" equals z;py, so its entry magnitudes are |z;|[p; ;| and their ordering does not
depend on j.

The nonzero columns have the same magnitude ordering, with equal-magnitude entries ordered by
row index. Hence, H} retains the same row set Z; in each nonzero column, while zero columns
remain zero, giving M, = p; 2.

The same ordering argument applied to .S selects a single row ¢} in every column with z; # 0 and
returns a zero column whenever z; = 0, so S(M;) = sign(py,;; )e;r sign(z) " and D, = ZS(M;)

has the form a sign(z) .

For the Adam proxy, M; = p;z' and V; = ¢;(z ® 2) T with ¢; > 0 entrywise. Both hold at ¢ = 0
and propagate, since Gy ©® Gy = (g; ® g;)(z ® 2) T. Bias correction preserves the two forms, so the

(i, 7) entry of M, /+/V; equals c;(p.i//Gii) sign(z;) with ¢; = /1 — B5T1 /(1 — g1, giving an

T

update of the form asign(z) ' as well.
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Hence, both sequences lie in C(W), sign(z)).
For W = W, + asign(z) " we have sign(z) "z = ||z||1, hence Wz = Wyz + al|z|;. Imposing
Wz = u* and using ||z||; > 0 determines a = (u* — Wyz)/| |1 O

Theorem 3. (Muon continuation separation) Let Assumptions E]and Bl hold and let the Muon proxy
follow (11). Further let r = u* — Wyz. Then Muon’s iterates lie in C(Wy, z) and

2T z SIgn(z)>T

Wlt/luon VVO + — WK(/Iuon - W’f‘ACO =r ( 2
H I3 21z Nzl
Proof. The gradient can be represented via G; = g;z ', and B; = b;z " by induction from B_; = 0.

If b, # 0, then - -
bez' = (be/||bell2) ([[be]l2]l2[|2) (z/]2]]2)
is a singular value decomposition, so P(B;) = bz " /(||b¢]|2]|2]|2)-

T

Hence, every update has the form az ', so the iterates and their limit lie in the closed set C(Wy, z).

For W = Wy +az' we have Wz = Wyz + al|z||3, and Wz = u* forces a = r/||2||3, which gives
the endpoint.

Subtractmg the endpoint of Theorem [2| gives the displayed difference, and z'z/||2[3 =
sign(2) "2/ 2[l1 = 1 gives (Wiiyon — Wiaco)? = 0.

The common target fixes the output correction 7 = u* — W)z, but the continuation set determines
how this correction is represented in the weight space. We illustrate this distinction next through
least squares, connecting our formulas to the optimizer mismatch analysis of |Qu et al | (2026).

Remark 4. (Extension to deep neural networks) Theorem[2|extends directly to deep networks under
sequential layerwise fine-tuning. Consider

ho = x, hzZO'g(W(g)h(_l), {=1,...,L,
and optimize one WO at a time while keeping all other layers fixed. During each stage, hy_ is
fixed, so the objective depends on W) only through W9 hy_1 and therefore satisfies Assumption
with z = hy_y. Theorem 2] then implies that TACO and the Adam proxy reach the same endpoint for

that layer. Since the resulting networks are identical, they produce the same input to the next layer,
and repeating this argument over £ =1, ... L yields identical final networks.

Theorems 2| and |3| prove the general case. Below, we illustrate Theorems [2 and [3| through a specific
example.

Least-squares example. Consider the least-squares objective function
1
Fis(W) = S [[Wz = u*|I3,
where W e R™*™, z € R" is nonzero, and u* € R™. This satisfies Assumpt10nlw1th o(u) =
2llu — w*||3. Let 7 = u* — Wyz. Proposition D.4 of Qu et al.[(2026) glves the solutions
rsign(z)" A
12[l1 || I3

for SignGD and momentum-free Muon with exact orthogonalization from arbitrary initialization
Wo. Their convergence result uses positive step sizes satisfying 7, — 0 and y_,~ 7 = 0.

WSlgnGD Wo + ) Wl\jluon Wo+ i3

Under Assumption [3| Theorem 2] gives

WTACO - WAdam WS*ignGDv
while Theorem [3] gives the same Muon endpoint for the momentum-based proxy. Thus, TACO and
the Adam proxy select the same limiting weights as SignGD in this setting.

These endpoints also characterize different minimum-norm corrections, where TACO and the Adam
proxy inherit the minimum-max-norm correction identified for SignGD, whereas Muon selects a
minimum-spectral-norm correction. For nonzero initialization, these statements concern the dis-
placement W — W, rather than the norm of the final weights themselves.

The distinction between the continuation sets comes from their fixed right factors. In C(Wy, w), the
coefficient a € R™ varies, while w € R" is fixed. Every row of W — W,y = aw is therefore a
scalar multiple of w " . Changing a changes these row coefficients but cannot change their direction.
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Both C(Wy, z) and C(W), sign(z)) have dimension m, but they coincide only when z = csign(z)
for some ¢ > 0. A common nonzero correction
az' = bsign(z)"

has a nonzero row satisfying a;z = b; sign(z), which forces this proportionality. Otherwise,
C(Wy, z) NC(Wy,sign(z)) = {Wy},

and the two endpoints differ whenever r # 0.

The two factors are not interchangeable. In particular, zsign(z) " and sign(z)z " are both n x n
matrices, so they are not admissible m x n corrections when m # n. Even when m = n, these
products are generally different matrices.

1
100 . (3
WO:<0 1 O)’ Z:<_21>7 u_<0)'

Then Woz = (1,2)7, 7 = (2,-2)7, ||z]l1 = 4, and ||z||3 = 6. Substituting into the endpoint
formulas gives

For example, let

1/3 1 -1

W’f‘ACO = W;\(dam = 5 (1 1 1 > ;
. 1[4 2 1

WMuon - g -1 1 1 ) .

Direct multiplication verifies Wixco? = Wagam? = Wiluon? = U~
Hence, both endpoints achieve zero least-squares loss. Their corrections exhibit their implicit biases:

1 2
HW"PACO - WOHmax = 5 < § = ||W1<(/Iuon - WOHmaX»

whereas

2 V6
[Wition — Wollz2 = —= < = = [[Wiaco — Woll2-

V3 2
More generally, Wz is the initial output on the fixed input z, so r = u* — Wyz is precisely the
output correction required by fine-tuning. The dependence on z records which input is being fitted;
changing z changes the optimization problem. For n > 1, the target output does not determine a

unique parameter matrix; the complete solution family is

{W:Wz=u"} = Wuon + {N € R™": Nz =0}.
Each continuation set contains exactly one matrix producing v*, so the update geometry selects one
member of this solution family.

We next turn from the limiting weights to the width dependence of the update. For uP scaling, the
relevant quantity is || D||, which is determined by how concentrated TACO’s column-wise winners
are across rows. Assumption [ controls this concentration as m and n grow.

Theorem 4. (TACO jiP-scaling) Let Assumption 4| hold. Then the TACO direction D = S(G)
satisfies ||Dl||s = Z,/max; c;, for every G. Hence D satisfies the standard P spectral scaling

[D]2 =0 ( ﬂ)W

n

Proof. Since each column of S(G) contains one nonzero entry at row ¢;, we have
S(AS(G)" = diag(ci, ..., cm).

IS(G)l2 =, /maxes,

and the TACO direction D = 7 S(G) satisfies

m
ID|l2 = — . /maxc¢;.
n 7

This identity holds for every G and uses no assumptions. Dividing by 1/m/n gives

||D||2 _m )
= maxc;,
,/m/n n i

so the left side is ©(1) exactly when max; ¢; = ©(n/m), which proves both directions. O

Hence,
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The proof reduces a spectral-norm question to a counting question, since ||S(G)|2 = /max; ¢;
exactly. The degenerate case makes the condition concrete. If a single row wins every column, then
max; ¢; = n and || D||s = m/+/n, which exceeds the uP target by a factor of y/m.

A.3 GRADIENT HISTORY AND HEAVY HITTER ANALYSIS

Finally, we connect the update rule to the sparse-history design in Section 5] The dense gradient
history M, and sparse gradient history M, need not agree entrywise. Rather than requiring their
selected coordinates to agree directly, we give a sufficient condition based on the approximation
error and the separation between the largest and second-largest entries of the dense gradient history.

Let My = pM,_1 + (1 — )Gy and My = Hy,(uMy—1 4+ (1 — 11)Gy) denote the dense and sparse
gradient history. For every column j and iteration ¢, define the sparse-history approximation error
asegj o= |[M:j — My jlloo-

Theorem 5. (Winner-margin preservation of TACO) Let i ; = argmax; |Mt7ij| and define the
dense-history winner margin as ~; ; = |]\;[t7i:.j7j| — maXixz; |Mt,ij\. If ve; > 26 for every
column j and iteration t, then S(M,;) = S(M,) for all t > 0.

Proof. Fix a column j and iteration ¢, and let ¢* = 4} - Then,

|Myixj| = [ Myisj| — €t
For any 7 # i*, ~

|My,ij| < |Myij| + evj-
Since vy, ; > 2¢4 5, R ~

| My ixj| — €t,5 > max | Myij| + et j-
Therefore,
| Myixj| > [ M5

for every i # ¢*, so the dense and sparse gradient histories select the same winning row.

Moreover, ¢ ; > 2¢; ; implies |]\~4t,i*j| > ¢4 ;. Hence,
|Myiej = Myivs| < ety < [Myge),
so the selected entries also have the same sign. By the definition of S in equation (4),
S(My). ; = S(My). ;.
Since this holds for every column j, we obtain
S(Mt) = S(Mt)
for all ¢ > 0, which proves the result. L]

The result shows that exact reconstruction of the dense gradient history is not required to preserve
the TACO update. It is sufficient for the approximation error to remain smaller than half of the
dense-history winner margin in every column. Thus, when the dominant coordinate is sufficiently
separated from the remaining coordinates, sparse history compression can perturb the retained values
while still producing exactly the same TACO direction as the dense gradient history. This provides
a direct theoretical connection between TACO’s winner-based update rule and the memory-efficient
sparse-history design in Section [3]

B EXPERIMENT SETUP AND ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENT RESULTS

Model and datasets. For LLM experiments, we evaluate the OPT family (Zhang et al., |2022),
including OPT-1.3B, OPT-6.7B, OPT-13B, and OPT-30B; the Qwen3 family (Yang et al., [2025)),
including Qwen3-8B, Qwen3-14B, and Qwen3-32B; as well as Pythia-12B (Biderman et al.|[2023),
Llama-3.1-8B (Dubey et al.,|2024])), and Mistral-Small-24B-Base-2501 (Mistral Al Team),[2025). We
evaluate on SST-2 (Socher et al.,2013)), RTE (Dagan et al.,|2005; Bar Haim et al.,[2006; |/Giampiccolo
et al.l 2007} Bentivogli et all 2009), BoolQ (Clark et al.l 2019), CB (De Marneffe et al., |2019),
COPA (Roemmele et all [2011), and MultiRC (Khashabi et al.l [2018)) from SuperGLUE (Wang
et al., 2019), together with the question answering datasets SQuUAD (Rajpurkar et al., [2016) and
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Configuration Setting

Fine-tuning Full-parameter

Model precision BF16

Maximum sequence length 1,024

Gradient accumulation 1

Learning rate 3e-5

Learning rate schedule Linear

Warmup 50 steps

Gradient checkpointing Enabled

Data seed 42

Default optimizer step budget 2,000 optimizer steps
Default batch size 4

TACO update Column-wise Top-1
Gradient history EMA decay factor p = 0.95

Heavy hitter threshold k = 16 entries per column
Gradient history value format FP8 E4M3

Gradient history index format int32

Auxiliary AdamW B =(0.9,0.999), e = 105, weight decay = 0.01

Table 1: Shared experimental configuration. All experiments use this setting unless otherwise specified.

DROP (Dua et al.| [2019). Our experimental code is adapted from MeZO (Malladi et al., [2023), and
we adopt the same task prompts as MeZO.

Implementation details. TACO treats model parameters as matrices and is applied to matrix-valued
parameters. For ordinary attention and FFN linear weight matrices, TACO uses the geometry-
derived m/n scaling in (5). Token embedding matrices are treated separately and use a scaling
factor of 1, reflecting their one-hot lookup structure rather than an ordinary dense linear transfor-
mation. Following the common practice of matrix-based optimizers such as Muon (Jordan, [2024),
scalar and vector parameters are optimized with an auxiliary AdamW optimizer. For models based
on the GPT-NeoX architecture, such as Pythia, the query, key, and value projections are stored in
a single fused QKV parameter. We respect this logical matrix structure by treating the fused pa-
rameter as three separate Q, K, and V projections for TACO history compression and coordinate
selection, and applying TACO independently to each projection before writing the updates back to
the fused parameter. This prevents the Q, K, and V projections from competing for a single selected
coordinate in each column.

Hyperparameters. We group our experiments into four categories, E1-E4; see Table Un-
less otherwise specified, all experiments use the shared hyperparameters summarized in Table [T}
Experiment-specific hyperparameters and settings are summarized in Table 2]

El compares TACO against six baseline optimizers. For each optimizer, we perform a common
learning rate sweep spanning 10~% to 1072 on SST-2, RTE, and BoolQ using the same training
seed, batch size 1, and a 500-step budget, and select the final learning rate based on validation
performance. The selected learning rate is then used in E1 experiments.

Hardware. All reported experiments are conducted on NVIDIA H100 80 GB HBM3 GPUs of
the same model. Each device reports approximately 85.5 GB of total memory when expressed
in decimal units (10° bytes). Peak GPU memory is measured as the maximum CUDA memory
allocated during training and is reported in decimal GB. Runtime and throughput comparisons use
the same GPU model and hardware configuration.

B.1 OPTIMIZER COMPARISON

We provide the complete OPT-13B comparison across all eight downstream tasks in Table
The corresponding SST-2 efficiency results, including persistent optimizer state, peak GPU mem-
ory, runtime, throughput, and validation behavior, are reported in Table E} Each configuration is
launched with five seeds; reported values average over successful runs. Failed runs are marked by
n/5 or OOM. Although Adafactor has the smallest persistent optimizer state, its transient training
memory is substantially higher, resulting in considerably larger peak GPU memory than TACO.
FlashAdamW benefits from hardware-optimized fused kernels and gradient release, so its through-
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Experiment Model and task Optimizer = Experiment specific hyperparameters
TACO -
Model: OPT-13B AdamW8bit LR = 3e-6; 8-bit optimizer states; FP 32
El Tasks: SST-2, RTE, embedding; weight decay = 0.01
Optimizer comparison BoolQ, COPA, CB, & & y=>u
Fix model, task MultiRC, SQuAD, Adafactor LR = 1e-4; B2 decay = —0.8; weight
DROP decay = 0
APOLLO- LR = 3e-6; rank = 1; projection
Mini gap = 200; tensor-wise scale = 128
FlashAdamW LR = 1e-6; BF16 weights; 8-bit weight
correction; 8-bit moments; weight
decay = 0.01
GaLore LR = 3e-5; rank = 128; projection
gap = 200; scale = 0.25; weight
decay = 0
Muon LR = 3e-5; momentum = 0.95; Nesterov;
Newton-Schulz iteration = 5; auxiliary
LR =3e-4
Models:
2 OPT-{1.3B, 6.7B,
Model scaling 13B, 308} TACO -
. oS Qwen3-{8B, 14B, 32B}
Fix optimizer, task
Tasks:
SST-2, RTE, BoolQ
E3.1
Optimizer step Steps € {2K, 4K, 8K, 16K}
budget ablation
E3.2 Toodel: OPT-1.3B p e {0,0.95);
Gradient history EMA Boold RTE, SQUAD additionally evaluated on
decay factor ablation ’ ’ SST-2, COPA, CB, MultiRC, and DROP
E3.3
Heavy hitter k € {dense, 64,32,16,8,4,2,1}
threshold k ablation
E3.4 Top-1, Top-2, Top-4, Top-8,
Update sparsity TACO Top-16, Top-32;
Top-k ablation heavy hitter threshold k = 32
E3.5 Models:
L . Qwen3-{14B, 32B} BS € {2,4,8,16, 32,64, 128}
Batch size ablation Tasks: SST_2, RTE
Models:
E3.6 OPT-{1.3B, 6.7B,
P learning rate 13B, 30B} Learning rate sweep
transfer study Qwen3-{8B, 14B, 32B}
Tasks: SST-2, RTE
Models:
Pythia-12B,
E4 Llama-3.1-8B,
Architecture transfer Qwen3-32B, TACO -
Fix optimizer, task Mistral-24B
Tasks:

SST-2, RTE, BoolQ

Table 2: Experiment configurations for E1-E4. E1 compares optimizers with the model and tasks fixed.
E2 studies TACO across model scales. E3 contains the ablation studies. E4 evaluates transfer across model
architectures. Settings not explicitly listed follow Table[l| Note that TACO uses uniform hyperparameters in
TableE} except the ablation study category, E3, where only explicitly listed hyperparameters are varied.
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put also reflects systems-level optimization (Gonzalez Ortiz et al., [2026). TACO remains the most
memory-efficient method in terms of peak GPU memory while maintaining competitive downstream
performance and practical training throughput. The main performance and memory observations are
discussed in Section

Classification Multiple Choice Generation
Method SST-2 RTE BoolQ COPA CB MultiRC  SQuAD DROP
TACO 94.2 80.8 71.5 89.4 87.1 61.2 82.6 30.8
AdamW8bit 95.3 83.5 62.1 @15 88.2 71.8 OOM 88.1 OOM
Adafactor 95.5 87.3 82.0 87.0 90.0 75.1 88.6 37.7
APOLLO-Mini 93.0 83.5 77.8 87.0 80.7 64.2 88.8 36.7
FlashAdamW 95.5 86.3 64.8 @s) 86.8 85.7 57.5 88.4 39.8
GalLore 95.7 85.7 80.2 91.8 76.4 67.3 88.0 345
Muon 94.4 77.0 @5y 73.5 @5) 87.2 81.2 2s5) OOM 77.8 OOM

Table 3: OPT-13B performance comparison across downstream tasks. SST-2, RTE, BoolQ, COPA, and
CB report accuracy; MultiRC reports F1A; SQuAD and DROP report F1. For entries marked (n/5), only n of
the five runs complete successfully and the remaining runs fail due to OOM.

Optimizer Steps State Mem. | Peak Mem. | Runtime | Throughput? Acc. 1 Best Val. Step |
(GB) (GB) (minutes)  (tokens/s) (%)
TACO 2K 0.159 27.54 14.92 275.8 94.22 1240
Adafactor 2K 0.013 52.59 11.77 349.7 95.50 840
AdamW 8bit 2K 27.708 80.60 15.74 261.3 95.25 1380
APOLLO-Mini 2K 1.095 53.67 8.95 460.1 92.98 940
FlashAdamW 2K 40.167 67.68 7.55 546.7 95.48 940
GaLore 2K 2.655 56.71 132.34 31.1 95.71 1120
Muon 2K 26.248 80.01 101.98 40.3 94.38 680

Table 4: OPT-13B fine-tuning efficiency on SST-2. Best Val. Step reports the mean checkpoint selected by
validation performance.

B.2 MODEL SCALING

Table[5]provides the complete scaling results for the OPT and Qwen3 model families on SST-2, RTE,
and BoolQ. These results complement the scaling discussion in Section [6]and Figure [5|by reporting
downstream performance and peak GPU memory for each model size. Results are averaged over
three seeds.

Family Model Size SST-2 RTE BoolQ
Acc. Mem. (GB) Acc. Mem. (GB) Acc. Mem. (GB)
OPT 1.3B 92.9 34 69.6 4.0 63.7 5.5
6.7B 94.4 14.8 74.0 15.5 68.1 17.3
13B 94.7 27.6 78.5 28.6 72.3 31.0
30B 93.3 62.5 79.5 64.4 67.1 68.2
Qwen3 8B 93.9 19.4 88.8 20.6 86.3 24.5
14B 94.4 333 89.9 34.8 87.5 38.2
32B 94.1 69.6 90.3 71.6 87.2 75.9

Table 5: Scaling behavior of TACO across the OPT and Qwen3 model families.

B.3 ABLATION STUDIES

E3.1: Optimizer step budget ablation. We vary the optimizer step budget from 2K to 16K on
OPT-1.3B; results are reported in Table[6] TACO continues to improve beyond the default 2K-step
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budget across all three tasks. Most of the improvement on RTE and SQuAD is obtained by 4K-
8K steps, while BoolQ continues to improve through 16K steps. Relative to the 2K-step setting,
the 16K-step budget improves BoolQ and RTE by 6.5 and 4.3 percentage points, respectively, and
SQuAD by 2.1 F1 points. These results indicate that the default 2K-step budget does not represent
TACO’s performance ceiling. Results are averaged over three seeds.

Task T=2K T=4K T =8K T =16K Change

BoolQ 68.6 72.6 733 75.1 +6.5 pp
RTE 72.6 76.5 76.7 76.9 +4.3 pp
SQuAD 786 80.0 80.8 80.7 +2.1F1

Table 6: TACO optimizer step budget ablation on OPT-1.3B with T' € {2K, 4K, 8K, 16K}. The change is
measured from 7' = 2K to T' = 16K.

E3.2: Gradient history EMA decay factor ablation. We examine the effect of the gradient history
EMA decay factor by comparing the default ;1 = 0.95 with the history-free setting ;x = 0 across
all eight downstream tasks; results are reported in Table [/} The EMA gradient history improves
performance on all six classification and multiple-choice tasks, with the largest gains on MultiRC
(+8.9 F1A) and CB (+7.1 percentage points). The two generation tasks, SQuAD and DROP, favor
© = 0 by 2.6 and 0.4 F1 points, respectively. Overall, these results support ;x = 0.95 as a uniform
practical default. Results are averaged over three seeds.

Task p=0 pn=0.95 Change
SST-2 93.7 93.9 +0.3 pp
RTE 71.2 72.6 +1.3 pp
BoolQ 66.1 68.6 +2.5pp
COPA 78.0 79.0 +1.0 pp
CB 79.2 86.3 +7.1 pp
MultiRC 53.5 62.5 +8.9 FIA
SQuAD 81.3 78.6 —2.6 F1
DROP 28.7 28.3 —0.4F1

Table 7: Effect of gradient history EMA decay factor 1 on OPT-1.3B. SST-2, RTE, BoolQ, COPA,
and CB report accuracy; MultiRC reports F1A; SQuAD and DROP report F1.

E3.3: Heavy hitter threshold & ablation. We compare dense gradient histories with sparse gradi-
ent history retaining k € {64,32,16,8,4,2,1} entries per column; results are reported in Table
Moderately sparse gradient histories retain performance broadly comparable to dense gradient his-
tory while substantially reducing persistent optimizer state. In particular, & = 16 achieves the
strongest BoolQ and RTE performance while using only 38.3 MB of optimizer state, a 34.4x reduc-
tion from the 1317.7 MB required by dense gradient history. SQuAD is slightly better with dense or
k = 32 history, while more aggressive compression at very small & begins to degrade performance.
We therefore use & = 16 as the default heavy hitter threshold. Results are averaged over three seeds.

Dense k=64 k=32 k=16 k=8 k=4 k=2 k=1

BoolQ 68.1 66.8 67.9 68.6 67.5 65.5 65.8 66.3
RTE 69.7 70.9 71.0 72.6 70.8 70.3 69.3 69.7
SQuAD 79.4 79.4 79.4 78.6 78.9 78.6 71.7 78.4
State memory (MB)  1317.7 145.4 74.0 38.3 20.4 11.5 7.0 4.8

Table 8: TACO heavy hitter threshold & ablation on OPT-1.3B.

E3.4: Update sparsity Top-% ablation. We relax TACO’s theoretically derived column-wise Top-1
update and evaluate Top-k variants while fixing the heavy hitter threshold to £ = 32; results are
reported in Table [0] Top-1 achieves the strongest final performance across all three tasks. Top-2
remains broadly comparable, while performance begins to degrade for denser updates and deterio-
rates substantially at Top-8 and beyond, particularly on BoolQ and RTE. Although Top-2 and Top-4
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can make faster progress during the early stage of training on some tasks, this advantage is transient
and does not translate into better final performance. These results support retaining the column-wise
Top-1 update used by TACO, which also corresponds exactly to the steepest-descent solution under
the 1 — 1 geometry. Results are averaged over three seeds.

Task Top-1 (TACO) Top-2 Top-4 Top-8 Top-16 Top-32

BoolQ 67.9 66.6 67.8 61.9 61.5 61.5
RTE 71.0 70.4 69.3 53.6 56.1 471
SQuAD 79.4 79.0 76.8 76.0 73.0 70.7

Table 9: TACO update Top-k ablation on OPT-1.3B with heavy hitter threshold k¥ = 32.

E3.5: TACO and batch sizes. We evaluate batch sizes from 2 to 128 on Qwen3-14B and Qwen3-
32B using SST-2 and RTE; results are reported in Table Larger batches increase peak GPU
memory without consistently improving accuracy, so we retain batch size 4 as the default.

Qwen3-14B Qwen3-32B
SST-2 RTE SST-2 RTE
Batch Acc. Mem. (GB) Acc. Mem. (GB) Acc. Mem. (GB) Acc. Mem. (GB)

2 94.1+09 33.1 89.5+1.2 33.8 92.3+£2.6 69.3 89.4+1.9 70.3
4 942+1.0 333 89.2+1.3 34.8 93.3+£1.6 69.6 90.1 £0.8 71.5
8 93.9+04 33.6 89.3+1.9 36.6 93.7£ 0.5 70.0 89.4+0.9 74.0
16 94.5+0.6 34.3 89.8+0.8 43.1 93.1£0.9 71.0 89.3 £ 0.6 81.4

32 93.9+1.7 35.8 89.0£2.1 56.4 94.0 £ 0.7 72.9 OOM
64 94.8+0.9 40.1 OOM 93.5+0.8 78.1 OOM
128 94.1+£1.0 50.3 OOM OOM OOM

Table 10: TACO batch size ablation on Qwen3-14B and Qwen3-32B. Accuracy is reported as mean + sample
standard deviation, and memory as peak GPU memory.

E3.6: 1P Learning Rate Transfer in TACO.

We sweep learning rates across Qwen3-8B/14B/32B on SST-2 and OPT-1.3B/6.7B/13B/30B on
SST-2 and RTE, using 1,000 optimizer steps, batch size 4, and five training seeds. As shown in
Figure [7| every model-dataset configuration selects 3 x 1075 as the best learning rate, providing
empirical support for learning rate transfer across model scales. This contrasts with conventional
scale-dependent tuning; for example, Brown et al.| (2020) use progressively smaller learning rates as
GPT-3 model size increases.
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Figure 7: Every evaluated model and dataset configuration attains its best validation performance at 3 x 10~°,
empirically supporting the P scaling result in Theorem
B.4 ARCHITECTURE TRANSFER

The complete architecture transfer results for Pythia-12B, Llama-3.1-8B, Qwen3-32B, and Mistral-
24B are reported and discussed in Section [6} see Figure [6]
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