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Abstract

Weight decay and explicit weight-norm constraints improve optimizer performance
in language model pretraining, yet a unified understanding of why such control
helps and how much is needed remains incomplete. We analyze norm control in
Muon over the entire training trajectory using the accumulated effective learning
rate, Cr = Y, .10t/ ||W¢|| ., where 7, is the nominal learning rate and ; /|| W; ||
is the effective learning rate relative to the weight norm. For bounded update direc-
tions, accumulation over any training interval bounds relative weight displacement.
We show that vanilla Muon can accumulate only logarithmically, potentially limit-
ing exploration and helping explain its slower empirical progress, whereas MuonW
and MuonH guarantee at least linear accumulation under the stated conditions.
Going beyond bounded-norm control, we show that sufficiently slow norm growth
guarantees faster accumulation than the logarithmic worst case, opening up less
restrictive optimizer designs, with more relaxed weight-norm control.

Building on this connection between norm growth and exploration, we propose
MuonGS, which uses Gram—Schmidt (GS) projection to remove the radial compo-
nent of each Muon update without fixing the weight norm. With bounded update
directions and a constant nominal learning rate, we prove that the weight norm
grows at most proportionally to \/# after ¢ steps. Consequently, MuonGS guaran-
tees C7 = Q(+/T), with accumulation sustained even in later training. Further, for
smooth scale-invariant objectives we establish its O(T~'/?) stationarity guarantee.
In pretraining experiments with 160M- and 400M-parameter dense models as well
as a 135M active- and 1B total- parameter MoE model, MuonGS achieves lower
validation perplexity than MuonH at long training horizons. In particular, for the
dense model it achieves an estimated token-equivalent speedup up to about 15% at
matched validation loss to MuonH.

1 Introduction

Optimizer design plays an important role in large language model (LLM) pretraining, shaping learning
dynamics and model quality [Liu et al.; 2025 [Wen et al.l 2026|]. Understanding the principles behind
successful optimizers is therefore essential for improving training.

Weight-norm control is a common component of effective optimizers for LLM pretraining. AdamW
and the weight-decay variant of Muon, MuonW, counter norm growth through decoupled shrink-
age [Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017, [Liu et al}[2025]]. Its strength must be tuned, and the result-
ing weight scale depends on the optimization dynamics. Explicit constraints provide more di-
rect control, as in fixed-radius optimization [Kodryan et al.;,|2022]], unit-norm weight vectors in
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nGPT [Loshchilov et al.| [2024]), and fixed weight and update norms in MuonH, the Hyperball variant
of Muon [Wen et al., 2026]. These constraints prescribe weight scales throughout training and leave
less freedom for their evolution.

These different norm controls raise a common question: When is norm control needed, why does
it help, and how much is sufficient? Existing analyses explain important effects of weight norms
on optimization [Zhang et al., [2018| |D’ Angelo et al.| 2024} [Liu et al.,|2026], but a unified basis for
choosing among these controls remains incomplete. In particular, are the restrictions imposed by
existing norm-control methods essential, or can weaker control deliver better optimization perfor-
mance?

A common rationale for controlling weight norms is to prevent updates from becoming too small
relative to the current weights. Following prior work [D’ Angelo et al.} 2024, [Liu et al.,|2020], the
effective learning rate is the ratio 1. /||W;|| ¢ of the nominal learning rate 7 to the Frobenius norm of
the current weight matrix W;. It determines the step size relative to the weight norm, up to the norm
of the update direction. For a Muon update W1 = Wy — n,Oy,

||Wt+1 _WtHF — Nt ||Ot||F
Wille Wille
Keeping the weight norm below R ensures 7;/||W:||r > n:/R. When update norms are fixed, this
protects relative movement in each step from shrinking due to norm growth. But must norm control
preserve relative movement at every step, or is it sufficient to preserve exploration capacity over the
training trajectory as a whole?

To examine this question, we begin with the measure of net displacement |Wr — Wy|| . Clearly, the
same displacement produces a smaller relative change in the parameters when their norm is larger.
We therefore normalize by the average weight norm 77 = 7' 3, _.||W;|| p, which summarizes
the typical scale along the trajectory. This ratio measures net movement relative to that scale and is
unchanged by a common rescaling of all iterates. For nonzero iterates, a constant nominal learning
rate 7, and ||O||p < M,

Wr — W, MnT
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The first bound sums update lengths; the second uses the fact that the average inverse norm is at least
the inverse average norm. Clearly, sufficient accumulation of effective learning rates is therefore a
necessary condition for substantial movement.

Our contribution. We develop a global perspective on norm control for Muon-type algorithms by
examining exploration over entire training trajectories. This perspective identifies less restrictive norm-
control conditions and guides the design of MuonGS, a new optimizer with theoretical guarantees
and strong empirical performance. Central to our analysis is the accumulated effective learning rate,
defined for general learning-rate schedules by

Our main claim is that continued exploration requires sufficient growth of C over the training
intervals of interest. Further, we extend the displacement argument to arbitrary intervals and learning-
rate schedules, that for bounded update directions, net weight displacement from iteration s to 7",
relative to the larger endpoint norm, is at most M (Cp — Cs). A large Cr may come mostly from
early iterations. Continued exploration after iteration s requires sufficient additional accumulation,
Cr — Cs, and if this increment is small, relative weight displacement over [s, 7] must also be small.

We next compare how different norm-control mechanisms affect this accumulation. When the learning
rate 1; = n is held constant throughout training, vanilla Muon can exhibit linear norm growth and
only logarithmic accumulation, C7 = O(log T'). MuonW guarantees Cr = Q(7") under the stated
conditions, while fixed-norm control gives C = O(T). These results show that weight decay
and fixed-norm constraints guarantee at least linear accumulation, compared with vanilla Muon’s
logarithmic worst case. A direct consequence of our analysis is that bounded weight norms are
sufficient for these linear accumulation guarantees, but stronger than needed to improve on vanilla
Muon’s logarithmic worst case. We show that this requirement can be relaxed to sufficiently slow
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Figure 1: One step of vanilla Muon, MuonW, MuonH and MuonGS from the same W; and the same
direction Oy, for a small (left) and a large (right) weight norm. Vanilla Muon’s radial part (dashed)
grows the norm at first order; MuonH retracts to ||| p = R (dotted); MuonGS keeps the tangential
part only, so the norm changes at second order. MuonW’s decay —nAW; scales with ||V || ¢ but the
actual step depends on the size of W;; the decay therefore hardly slows down the norm growth for a
small norm but can shrink the norm for a large one.

norm growth, which still guarantees faster accumulation (as compared to vanilla Muon) even as
weight norms increase and effective learning rates decrease. This observation opens up a broader
family of Muon variants that control norm growth without requiring bounded weight norms. Can this
additional flexibility be used to design optimizers that sustain accumulation throughout training and
achieve better practical performance?

To investigate this question, we propose MuonGS, which uses Gram—Schmidt (GS) projection to
remove the radial component of Muon’s update. The resulting update is orthogonal to the current
weights in the Frobenius inner product. This orthogonality eliminates the first-order increase in the
weight norm, so the norm grows only at second order in the step size. With bounded directions
and a constant nominal learning rate, this guarantees O(1/7) norm growth and Cr = Q(v/T), with
the same accumulation order over later training windows. MuonGS thus improves vanilla Muon’s
worst-case accumulation guarantee without fixing a radius. For smooth scale-invariant objectives, we
further established the convergence rate for MuonGS.

We evaluate MuonGS on FineWeb pretraining with modernized GPT-style models of approximately
160M and 400M parameters. At longer training horizons, MuonGS achieves lower validation
perplexity than MuonH. Fitting MuonH’s loss as a function of the training-token budget gives an
estimated token-equivalent speedup of up to about 15% at matched validation loss. In addition,
MuonGS obtains lower validation perplexity than MuonH when pretraining a modern MoE model,
having about 135M active and 1B total parameters, on Ultra-FineWeb. These results support MuonGS
as a practical optimizer and demonstrate the value of relaxing norm-control requirements. Together
with our theoretical guarantees, these findings provide a positive answer to the question above
by showing that weaker norm control can indeed sustain accumulation throughout training while
improving empirical performance.

Our contributions are threefold.

» We establish a global perspective on norm control in Muon, in the sense that we assess exploration
over entire training trajectories through the growth of C'r and its increments over training intervals.
Our analysis bounds relative weight displacement and, under scale-invariance and Lipschitz
assumptions, attainable loss change. At a constant nominal learning rate, it distinguishes vanilla
Muon’s logarithmic worst case from the linear guarantees of MuonW and fixed-norm control. It
also explains when norm growth can offset a larger nominal learning rate.



* We propose MuonGS and prove O(+/t) weight-norm growth, C = Q(v/T), and Cor — Cp =
Q(v/T) for bounded directions and a constant nominal learning rate. These guarantees improvement
on vanilla Muon’s logarithmic worst-case accumulation without requiring bounded weight norms.
The bound on Copr — C'p further shows that accumulation is sustained over later training windows,
preserving a necessary condition for continued exploration.

* We demonstrate MuonGS’s effectiveness in dense transformer pretraining at 160M and 400M
parameter scale, with lower validation perplexity than MuonH at longer horizons and an estimated
token-equivalent speedup of up to about 15% at matched validation loss. In addition, we show
MuonGS obtains lower validation perplexity than MuonH when pretraining a modern MoE model
having about 135M active and 1B total parameters.

2 Related Works

Weight Norm Control. Weight-norm control approaches have been commonly used in neural
network training through reparameterization, shrinkage or constraints. Early works like weight
normalization controlled weight geometry [Salimans and Kingmal 2016]. AdamW then decoupled
weight decay from adaptive gradient preconditioning [Loshchilov and Hutter, [2017]], while AdamP
and SGDP [Heo et al., [2020] subsequently slowed norm growth by removing the radial component
of the update for weights they detect as scale-invariant. Later methods introduced norm targets and
per-matrix upper bounds [Loshchilov, [2023| [Franke et al.l 2024]], followed by explicit constraints for
LLM pretraining [Loshchilov et al., 2024} Wen et al.| [2026} |An et al., 2026, Higele et al.| 2026, |Xie
et al.|[2026]. However, these methods do not describe how fast the norm grows, nor do they analyze
what impact the increased weight norm has on the overall algorithm performance.

Effective Learning Rate. The effective learning rate describes how parameter scale modifies the
effect of a nominal learning rate. In scale-invariant settings, Van Laarhoven|[[2017] derived effective
learning rates proportional to n/||W||? for SGD and n/||W|| for RMSProp and Adam under their
respective scaling assumptions. Later works related weight norms and decay to effective learning-rate
schedules [[Hoffer et al., 2018} Zhang et al.,|2018]], set up equivalences between weight decay and
learning-rate schedules [Li and Aroral, 2019]], and studied related concepts such as spherical equilib-
rium, periodic behavior, and optimizer-dependent angular dynamics [Wan et al., [2021} |Lobacheva
et al.,[2021} Roburin et al., [2022} [Kosson et al.|2023]]. In LLM pretraining, the effective learning
rate also helps explain why weight decay improves training [D’Angelo et al.,|2024f] and why SGD
underperforms Adam [Glentis et al., 2026]. More recently, |Liu et al.|[2026] observed that effective
learning rate determines the loss dynamics, while|Amin et al.| [2026] established stability results for
effective learning-rate schedules. However, they do not explore how much the effective learning rate
can accumulate over training, or relate this accumulation to exploration capacity.

3 Norm Control Via Accumulated Effective Learning Rate

We begin with formalizing the global perspective on norm control by relating Muon’s exploration
over training intervals to the accumulated effective learning rate C'y. Section starts from what
exploration means for a weight matrix of an LLM, derives the effective learning rate as the quantity
that sets the size of a Muon step relative to the weights, and shows that the sum of effective learning
rates over a training interval bounds how far training can explore in that interval. Section[3.2]compares
how fast this sum grows under the three forms in which Muon is run in practice, without norm control,
with decoupled weight decay, and with a fixed norm. Then it further answers whether a larger nominal
learning rate can substitute for norm control. Proofs are collected in Appendix [B]

3.1 Exploration and accumulated effective learning rate
Consider a weight matrix W; € R™*" of a transformer block updated by Muon [Jordan et al., 2024],
and denote p = min{m, n}. Vanilla Muon updates it as

Wt+1 = Wt — ntOt, Ot = Orthogonalize(UHl), (2)

where 7, > 0 is the nominal learning rate and Uy ; is the gradient momentum. Exact orthogonaliza-
tion replaces each nonzero singular value of U, by one, giving

HOtHF = \/rank(Ut_H) S \/ﬁ (3)



Thus a full-rank Muon direction has norm ,/p, independent of the gradient magnitudeﬂ

Write r; = ||W¢|| » for the weight norm and assume 7, > 0 throughout training. We study exploration
through the net movement of a weight matrix relative to its scale. Over an interval [s, T, the quantity
W — Willr
rT

measures how far the weights have moved relative to their final magnitude.

To connect this net movement to Muon’s updates, first compare each step with the weights on which

it acts: - -
—” tr1 = Wil = /rank(U;41) % < \/13? %)
t t

Tt ¢
Muon supplies the dimension-dependent update scale, while 7, /r; sets its size relative to the weights.
We therefore use 7; /7 as the effective learning rate relative to the weight norm [D’ Angelo et al.|
2024, [Liu et al.| 2026]. Norm growth can reduce this rate even when the nominal learning rate is
unchanged.

Over a training interval [s, T'], these relative updates accumulate:

T-1 T-1
W, — Wi

Z H t+17n tHF S\/ﬁz% (5)

t=s t t=s t

This leads to the accumulated effective learning rate

T—1
Nt
Cp =0, Cr = —. 6
0 T ; " (6)
The sum Cr captures how much relative updating can accumulate along the trajectory. The following
proposition connects this quantity to the net displacement that motivated the analysis.

Proposition 3.1 (Necessary accumulation for relative displacement). For the updates above and
integers 0 < s < T,
[Wr — Wsllr
LA Cr —C,). 7
max{rs,rr} ~ Vp(Cr ) )

In addition, define F(W) = f(W/||W||r) and suppose f is L-Lipschitz on the unit Frobenius sphere
with respect to Frobenius distance. Then

|[F(Wr) — F(W,)| < 2L\/p(Cr — Cs). ®)

The first bound (7) implies that a weight change of at least a fraction § > 0 of the larger endpoint
norm requires Cr — Cs > 6/,/p for any weight matrix. The second bound (8] further assumes
a scale-invariant loss, which means the loss depends only on its direction W/||W|| r because its
output is normalized. These scale-invariant matrices are common in query and key projections of
general transformers. Bound (8)) states that under the scale-invariance and Lipschitz assumptions with
L > 0, aloss decrease of at least A > 0 requires Cr — Cs > A/(2L,/p). Note that the Lipschitz
assumption is mild as L is the Lipschitz constant of the loss restricted to the unit sphere, which
is finite for every continuously differentiable loss. With the two bounds in Proposition 3.1} small
accumulation therefore limits both relative movement and, under these additional assumptions, loss
reduction. We further note that Proposition [3.1] serves as a necessary condition that a lower-bound
threshold is needed for sufficient exploration of the algorithm. It does not claim that larger exploration
capacity can achieve lower loss.

Proposition 3.1 holds for every interval [s, T, not only for the whole interval [0, T']. This is particu-
larly relevant to later training because a large C may come mainly from early steps. Substantial
relative weight movement after step s requires sufficient additional accumulation C'p — C', so contin-
ued exploration requires C'r- to keep growing. The next section therefore compares norm controls by
two metrics: the relative growth C — C; with respect to T, as well as the later stage relative growth
Cor — Cp over the window [T, 2T']. Note that we use the relative growth of Cr because it is not
sensitive to initialization scale or model size, which is not the case if we only consider Cr alone. See
more discussion in Appendix D}

2Practical implementations use Newton-Schulz iterations [Jordan et al.,[2024|] and multiply the update by a constant that
depends on the shape of the matrix [Liu et al., 2025|]. These implementations yield a constant-scale change in the bound of
||O¢]| F that can absorbed into 7; or \/p. We further note that all theoretical results below bound through ||O¢|| ¢, so we can
use a constant M to bound ||O¢ || p for general cases.



3.2 Accumulation under three Muon norm controls

Given the metric of Cr, we now compare how C grows under three forms of norm control for
Muon, that is, leaving the norm uncontrolled, applying decoupled weight decay, or constraining the
norm explicitly. They correspond to vanilla Muon [Jordan et al.| [2024], MuonW [Liu et al.| 2025],
and the norm constraint used by MuonH [Wen et al.| 2026], respectively. To isolate their effect, take
a constant nominal learning rate 7, = > 0.

* Vanilla Muon follows (2).
* MuonW uses

Wit1 = (1 — pA\)Wi — 0Oy, A>0, 0<npi<l. )
* For fixed-norm control, let 1 = R > 0 and
Wi —nDy
Wiy =R—-——, 10

where D, is the update direction before the weights are renormalized to norm R. Fixed
norm uses D; = Oy, while MuonH additionally fixes the update norm by setting D; =
RO./||O¢|| r- The accumulation result below uses only the fixed weight norm, i.e., D; = O.

The next proposition characterizes the accumulated effective learning rate under these three cases.

Proposition 3.2 (Accumulation under norm control). Assume a constant nominal learning rate
ne =n >0, and let Ry = max{ro, \/p/\}. For every integer T > 1:

(i) Vanilla Muon satisfies
1 T 1 +2 T
CTZ—log(l—f—M), Cop — Cp > L Jog 0T 2VP T
VP To VP T ro+n/pT

(ii) MuonW satisfies Ct > nT /Ry and Cor — Cr > 0T/ R).
(iii) A fixed norm R gives Cr = nT /R and Cor — Cr = nT/R.

Further, for vanilla Muon, the lower bound expressed in (i) is tight as there exists a function and
an initialization such that the worst-case rate is attainable, i.e., Cp = O(logT) and Cor — Cr —

log2/,/p.

Proposition [3.2] shows why norm control matters for accumulation. Without it, the norm can grow
linearly in ¢, so the effective learning rate can decay like 1/¢ and C can grow as slowly as log T'.
Over a later window [T', 27, the bound in (i) tends to (log 2)/,/p as T’ grows, so the accumulation
of vanilla Muon over later windows can stay bounded. In comparison, weight decay and a fixed norm
keep the norm at most R or R, so the effective learning rate stays at least /Ry or n/R, and C
and Cor — Cr grow at least linearly. By Proposition 3.1} bounded accumulation over later windows
limits how far the weights can move late in training and, under the scale-invariance and Lipschitz
assumptions, how much the loss can still decrease. This offers an explanation for vanilla Muon’s
slower progress in training [[Liu et al.l 2025] and for the improvements obtained with weight decay or
fixed-norm constraints.

Figure [2] shows the three forms on the example (see Appendix that shows the bounds of
Proposition [3.2]i) are tight: F(W) = exp(tr W) from W, = —41,, where every Muon direction is
O, = I, so each update —nO; points away from the origin and the norm grows as fast as possible.
Vanilla Muon has r; = v/2(4 + nt) and Cr = O(log T'), whereas MuonW and fixed-norm control
yield O = ©(T). The distinction is clearer over later windows: Cor — C approaches log 2/v/2
for vanilla Muon but grows linearly with 7" under the other two controls.

The example in Proposition [3.2]shows that the difference in worst-case growth orders can occur in
an actual Muon run. In practical LLM pretraining, we also observe such numerical differences in
accumulation within the same training budget, though the gap is smaller. (See Figure[3).

The results so far fix the nominal learning rate. A natural question is whether a larger nominal
learning rate can make up for the small accumulation of vanilla Muon. It does not, because a larger
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Figure 2: An attainable gap in accumulation growth. Exact Muon is run on F(W) = exp(tr W)
from Wy = —41, for 10° steps, with 7 = 0.04 and momentum coefficient 3 = 0.95. MuonW uses
A = 0.2, and MuonH uses R = 4v/2. All methods have the same orthogonalized direction I, which
MuonH rescales to D; = 4I5. Left: total accumulation. Right: accumulation over [T, 2T); the dotted

line is log 2/v/2.
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Figure 3: Accumulate effective learning rate Cr vs training horizon 7. Results from training a 160M
GPT-style model on FineWeb for 100,000 steps (about 50B tokens) with a constant learning rate of
0.005. Left: total accumulation C'r. Right: accumulation over [T, 2T").

7 also makes the norm grow faster, roughly in proportion to 7, so the effective learning rates after
the first step barely increase (Appendix [Clmakes this precise). Figure f] shows this in GPT-160M
pretraining: raising the learning rate 16-fold moves Csyg oo of vanilla Muon only from 0.165 to
0.190, whereas with weight decay Cag 000 grows with the learning rate. The best MuonW run for
each weight decay (stars) reaches Cg goo between 0.3 and 0.4, a level that vanilla Muon does not
reach at any learning rate, and a lower perplexity (21.98-22.02, versus 22.49 for the best vanilla
Muon run).

To summarize, our analysis links norm control to exploration through accumulated effective learning
rates. Weight decay and fixed-norm constraints sustain accumulation, while rapid norm growth can
limit it and offset a larger nominal learning rate.

4 MuonGS for LLM Pretraining

The preceding analysis links the benefit of bounded weight norms to the accumulation they preserve.
This suggests relaxing the bounded-norm requirement, since sufficiently slow norm growth can still
guarantee faster accumulation than vanilla Muon’s logarithmic worst case. For example, at a constant
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Figure 4: Accumulate effective learning rate C'r vs learning rate scale 7. Results from training a
160M GPT-style model on FineWeb for 20,000 steps (about 10.5B tokens). Each point represents
a learning-rate and weight-decay setting; solid curves connect settings with the same weight decay
(WD). WD= 0 is vanilla Muon, and positive WD corresponds to MuonW. Numbers beside the points
report perplexity. Stars mark the lowest perplexity among the tested learning rates for each WD; the
dashed line connects these stars for MuonW.

nominal learning rate n > 0, the bound r; < rg + ct® withc > 0and 0 < a < 1 gives

nT 1-
Cop —Cp > ————— =Q(T"79).
T =+ e(2T)e (T
Accumulation can therefore grow over later training windows even when weight norms increase and
effective learning rates decrease. This opens up a broader family of Muon variants and brings us back
to the question posed in the introduction. Can this additional flexibility be used to design optimizers
that sustain accumulation throughout training and achieve better practical performance?

We address this question with MuonGS, which controls norm growth by removing the radial compo-
nent of Muon’s update. We analyze its accumulation and optimization properties, then evaluate its
performance in LLM pretraining.

4.1 Removing the radial component of the Muon update

To construct an update that limits weight-norm growth, we first examine how a vanilla Muon step
changes the squared weight norm.

[We =m0l = 1§ = 20e(Wi, Og) p + 17 || O |- (11)

The term —2n,(W;, O;) F is linear in the step size and increases the squared weight norm when
(Wi, O) p < 0. Muon controls the size of O, through matrix orthogonalization, but the update may
still point partly along W;. This radial component is responsible for the first-order norm change.

We therefore seek a modified direction that eliminates the first-order norm change while remaining as
close as possible to Muon’s proposed update. Giving priority to the norm-control requirement leads
to the following simple bilevel formulation for fixed W; # 0 and O;

1
i —||D — Oy||?
phun - ol tll7

1
subjectto D € argmin —(W;, Z) 7.
ZeRﬂan



Algorithm 1 MuonGS for one weight matrix (the projection is line 4).

Require: learning rate 7, momentum /3, initial weights Wy, Uy = 0
1: fort=0,1,2,... do

2: U1 < BU 4+ V(W) > gradient momentum
3: O; < Orthogonalize(Uy1) > Newton—Schulz, as in Muon
~ Wy, O
4: O + Oy — % W, > remove the component along W,
Well%
5: Wt+1 <— Wt — T}tOt
6: end for

The lower level minimizes the squared first-order norm change, so its minimizers are precisely the
directions orthogonal to W;. The upper level selects the closest such direction to O;. The unique
solution is the Gram—Schmidt (GS) projection onto the tangent space of the sphere through W,. We
call the resulting method MuonGS, with the update

~ (Wi, O F ~

Oy =0 — ;72Wt7 Wip1 = Wy — Oy (12)

t

The projection gives the solution in closed form, so no additional iterative optimization is required.
Since Oy is treated as given, it also applies when the Muon direction incorporates momentum and
approximate matrix orthogonalization.

The projection gives (Wy, Oy)p = 0 and || Oy || ¢ < \/P- Substituting into (TT]) leaves

ri g =17+ 02|03 (13)

Thus the norm may increase, but its squared increment is only quadratic in the step size. AdamP
applies the same tangent-space projection to the Adam update, removing its radial component to
suppress momentum-induced norm growth on weights it detects as scale-invariant, i.e., when the
cosine similarity between the gradient and the weight falls below a small threshold [Heo et al., 2020].
MuonGS applies this projection directly to Muon’s matrix updates, without a scale-invariance
test. More importantly, beyond this algorithmic distinction, our analysis links the resulting norm-
growth control to exploration over entire training trajectories. As shown next, for bounded update
directions and a constant nominal learning rate, MuonGS guarantees 7, = O(v/t), Cr = Q(VT),

and Cor — Cp = Q(+/T). These guarantees hold without assuming a scale-invariant objective.

4.2 Norm growth and accumulation

We now quantify how the projection’s control of norm growth sustains accumulation over training.
Starting from ¢ > 0 and using the bound || O ||z < |/p, the following theorem controls weight-norm
growth under arbitrary learning-rate schedules. For a constant learning rate, it then gives lower
bounds on both C'r and Co — C, showing that accumulation is sustained during later training as
well as over the full trajectory.

Theorem 4.1 (MuonGS growth and accumulation). Under (12), all iterates remain nonzero and

T-1 T—1
rd =13+ > n2|OdE <rd+p Y k. (14)

t=0 t=0

Forn: =n >0,
2
Orz (\/ré + pn?T — m) =Q(VT), (15)
T

Cor — Cp > —— = Q(VT). (16)

VTé 4 2pnT B

MuonGS therefore limits the norm to O(y/t) and guarantees at least square-root accumulation,
including over later windows. It improves the worst-case guarantee of vanilla Muon without enforcing



Table 1: Norm and accumulation guarantees at a constant positive learning rate.

Control Norm bound Cr Cor — Cr
Vanilla Muon O(t) Q(logT) Q(1)
Weight decay o(1) QT) Q(T)
Fixed norm R nT/R nT/R
GS O(V1) QWT) QVT)

a fixed radius. Thus the accumulation preserved by MuonGS is available during later training, rather
than coming only from early updates. Table[l|summarizes the comparison with vanilla Muon and
bounded-norm controls.

The preceding bounds describe the relative updating available along a trajectory. To connect this
accumulation to optimization, we now consider a fixed scale-invariant matrix objective

FW) = f(W/|W|r), O; = Orthogonalize(V F(W;)), 17
where f is twice continuously differentiable on the unit Frobenius sphere.

Proposition 4.2 (Stationarity for exact current-gradient MuonGS). Under (I7), MuonGS with ro > 0
and a constant learning rate n > (0 satisfies, for every evenl’ > 2,

K
. _ K
T/gg&TII grad f(Wi/r)|lp < Wi (18)

where grad f is the sphere gradient and K < oo is independent of T.

Here the current-gradient direction provides descent alignment, while GS controls the weight norm
and the resulting effective learning rates. Together they guarantee an iterate with a small sphere-
gradient norm in the second half of training, even though the weight norm can keep growing.

S Experiments

In this section we evaluate the MuonGS optimizer on the task of LLM pre-training. Since the results
from [Wen et al.|[2026] indicate that the MuonH outperforms MuonW in typical pre-training settings,
we focus our main comparison to MuonH. Note that both MuonGS and MuonH share the favorable
property of not needing to tune a weight decay coefficient as opposed to MuonW. We include some
additional results comparing with Muon and MuonW in Appendix [A.T] Below we present our main
results using dense GPT-style models, but include preliminary results on MoE model training in
Section[3.3]

5.1 Experimental settings

Architecture. We use the modernized GPT-style architecture from the Modded-NanoGPT Opti-
mization Benchmark [Jordan| [2026] at two scales, approximately 160M and 400M parameters. The
smaller model, which corresponds to the NanoGPT model used in Jordan| [2026], has 12 layers,
hidden width 768, and 6 attention heads; the other is a scaled-up version and has 24 layers, hidden
width 1024, and 8 heads, with head dimension 128 for both sizes. Both models use RMSNorm, rotary
positional embeddings, QK-Norm, squared-ReLU MLPs, and untied input and output embeddings.

Pre-training setup. We pre-train on the 100B-token subset of the FineWeb dataset [Penedo et al.,
2024 using a sequence length of 1024 and a global batch of 512 sequences. Our experiments
span approximately 3—25B training tokens for the 160M model and 8—-63B for the 400M model,
corresponding to roughly 1-8 Chinchilla budgets [Hoffmann et al., 2022] at both scales. We use
BF16 mixed-precision training.

Optimizers. We compare MuonGS as described in Algorithm [T| with MuonH and Muon/MuonW.
All methods use Nesterov momentum 0.95 for hidden matrix weights. AdamW is used for token
embeddings, output-head weights, and all 1D parameters, with (31, 82) = (0.8,0.95), ¢ = 10710,
weight decay 1073, and respective max learning rates 0.7, 0.004, and 0.015. Matrix and auxiliary
learning rates decay linearly to zero without warmup after constant phases covering 15% and 30% of
training, respectively.
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Figure 5: Validation perplexity versus learning rate for MuonGS and MuonH across the two model
sizes and Chinchilla ration 1x—-8x. Stars and dashed horizontal lines indicate the best observed
perplexity in each panel.

Tuning and metrics. We tune learning rates on a multiplicative grid with ratio /2 similar to Wen
et al.|[2026], separately for all optimizers, model sizes and training durations. For MuonW we
additionally tune the weight decay as shown in Appendix[A.T} We use as metric the cross-entropy loss
Lya1 over about 10M tokens from the FineWeb validation set, equivalently expressed as perplexity
PPL = exp(Lyal)-

5.2 Benchmarking Results

Learning Rate Sweeps. From Figure[5|we observe that, for extended training horizons (overtraining),
MuonGS achieves lower perplexity than MuonH. We note that in modern LLM pre-training extending
to beyond one Chinchilla training tokens, i.e.,. more than 20 tokens per model parameter, is common
practice [Grattafiori et al., [2024} |Yang et al., [2025]]. Therefore, MuonGS’s favorable scaling with
training horizon is particularly relevant to modern LLM pre-training.

Speedup Estimation. Using the best results for each algorithm from the sweeps above, we estimate
the training-budget speedup of MuonGS over MuonH following the method used in[Wen et al.| [2025].
Specifically, for each model size N, we fit MuonH’s validation loss as a function of training-token
budget D by nonlinear least squares:

Ln(D)=anxD B~ + By.

For a MuonGS run achieving loss Lgg at budget Dgg, we solve L ~(Du) = Lgs and report
Dy /Dggs as the estimated speedup, where Dy is the estimated training-token budget MuonH would
require to match the validation loss achieved by MuonGS.

From Figure [| we observe that MuonGS achieves a token-equivalent speedup over MuonH up to
about 7-15% for longer training horizons.

5.3 MOoE experiments

In this section we include preliminary results comparing MuonGS to MuonH on a modern Mixture-
of-Experts (MoE) architecture. The model incorporates grouped-query attention [Ainslie et al.| 2023]],
gated attention [[Qiu et al., 2026] and attention residuals (AttnRes) [Team et al., |[2026]. It has 32
layers, hidden width 512, and 64 routed experts with top-7 routing plus one shared expert per layer,
yielding approximately 135M active non-embedding parameters and 1B total parameters. We train
on Ultra-FineWeb [Wang et al.,[2025]] for 10.8B and 21.6B tokens (i.e., 80 and 160 times the active
parameters), using a batch size of 1,024 sequences of length 4,096. Learning rates are tuned on a
v/2-spaced grid, with 2% warmup followed by linear decay to zero. Both MuonGS and MuonH use
momentum 0.95 with Nesterov acceleration.
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Figure 7: Validation perplexity versus learning rate for MuonGS and MuonH for an 135M active / 1B
total MoE model for two different training durations. Stars and dashed horizontal lines indicate the
best observed perplexity in each panel.

From Figure[7] we observe that MuonGS achieves lower best validation perplexity than MuonH at
both training budgets, making it a promising method for modern MoE optimization.

6 Conclusion

We reexamined the role of weight norm control for Muon over the entire training trajectory instead
of a single step. In particular, we use the accumulated effective learning rate to measure how far
the weights can move relative to their norm over any training interval, and shows that continued
exploration requires it to keep growing. We further show that vanilla Muon can only guarantee
the accumulation to grow logarithmically, while weight norm control approaches such as weight
decay and fixed-norm control guarantee a linear accumulation growth, which explains the role of
weight norm control. Based on this finding, we relax the weight norm control to a larger range of
approaches. In particular, we propose MuonGS by simply removing the radial component of the
Muon update. Theoretically, we show that MuonGS guarantees an accumulation of at least /7,
sufficient for continued exploration. Numerically, MuonGS outperforms MuonW and MuonH at long
training horizons, providing a speedup of up to 15% at matched validation loss. Our accumulation
guarantees are worst-case bounds, and the accumulation guarantee provides a necessary but not
sufficient condition for continued exploration. Which rate of norm growth works best for a given
training budget remains an open question.
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A Additional Experiments

A.1 Experiments with Muon/MuonW

In Figure[§] we include a comparison of MuonH and the proposed MuonGS over Muon and MuonW
(with varying weight decay). We observe that Muon, not using any type of weight norm control,
performs noticeably worse than the other baselines. MuonGS obtains the best perplexity, followed by
MuonH and MuonW.
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Figure 8: Validation perplexity vs learning rate for MuonGS, MuonH, Muon and MuonW with
varying weight decay. Both models are trained for 20k steps (about 10.5B tokens) on FineWeb.

We also compare the evolution of the norm of the combined matrix weights, ||w¢||2, during training.
As shown in Figure 0] MuonH maintains a constant norm, while Muon without weight decay exhibits
considerably larger norm growth. MuonW’s norm initially increases and subsequently declines,
whereas MuonGS exhibits more moderate, gradual norm growth without weight decay or an explicit
fixed-norm constraint.

GPT-160M: matrix-weight norms GPT-400M: matrix-weight norms

—— MuonGS (LR=0.02)
MuonH (LR=0.00707107)
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Figure 9: Weight-norm evolution for the 160M (left) and 400M (right) models over 20k training
steps, using each method’s best learning rate. Here, w; concatenates the matrix weights updated by
Muon variants, excluding auxiliary AdamW parameters. MuonW uses weight decay 0.0125 which
was found to be the best among the ones tested as shown |§|
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B Proofs and Examples

B.1 Proof of Proposition

Proof. For nonzero matrices X,Y let

IX-Yr
max{[X]r, [VT#}

A(X,Y) =

We first show that d(X,Y) < d(X,Z) +d(Z,Y). Write x = | X||lp. v = |V, 2 = || Z||F, and
assume x > y. If z < x, both denominators on the right are at most z, and the claim follows from
the triangle inequality for || - || . If z > z, use the inversion ¢(X) = X/||X||%, which satisfies
[1(X) = e(Y)llF = [|X = Ylr/(2y). Then

d(X,Y) = yllo(X) = e(Y)llp, d(X,2) = z[|o(X) = u(Z)|r,  d(Z,Y) =y[u(Z) = u(Y)l|F,
and the claim follows from the triangle inequality for ¢ and y < x.

Applying this inequality along the iterates and then (@),

T—1
|Wr = Willr W1 = Willr 0|0t ¢
< <\ DANE Cr —Cy),
max{rs,rT} Z max{rhrtﬂ} Z 7 <vp(Cr )

which is (7). For (8), let z > y again; sincez — y < || X — Y| F,

X Y X-Y 1 1 X-Y|r+z—-
H*_*H gu+||Y||F(f—f)= I |r+= Y <2d(X,Y).
x y lF x Yy €
Hence |[F(Wr) — F(Ws)| < L|Wr/rp — W /rs||p < 2L d(Wr, W), and [7) gives (). O

B.2 Proof of Proposition [3.2]

Proof. Vanilla Muon. Fix integers 0 < s < u. The triangle inequality gives 711 < ry + 1¢4/p, S0 at
a constant learning rate r; < 7o + 7,/pt. The function 2 +— 7/(ro + 1,/px) is decreasing, so its
value at an integer ¢ is at least its integral over [¢, ¢ + 1]. Summing over s < ¢t < u gives

= 0 .
ro+ NPT /P gr0+n\/ﬁs
Taking (s,u) = (0,T") and (s,u) = (T, 2T) give (i).

MuonW. For 0 < mA < 1, 141 < (1 — meA)ry 4 mey/p. Since \/p < AR, the bound r; < Ry
implies r;11 < Ry — n¢(ARx — \/p) < Ry. Therefore by induction r; < R, for all ¢, so

u—1 u—1
-y neo 1 3
Cu—Cs—t:SEZE Mt

I L /“&_Ll ro + /P
tzqrt_ s

At a constant learning rate, the steps 0 < ¢ < T and T' < ¢t < 2T each contribute T to the last sum,
which gives (ii).

Fixed norm. Renormalization keeps , = R as long as the weight before renormalization is nonzero,
50 Cy — Cs = R~V "% 11y, which gives (iii) in the same way.

The tightness of (i) is shown by the example of Appendix O

B.3 An exact Muon example

Let F(W) = exp(trW) on RP*? and Wy = —bl, with b > 0. The gradient VF(W) =
exp(tr W)Ip is a positive multiple of I,,, at every W, and so is the momentum (also with Nes-
terov’s variant). Exact orthogonalization therefore gives O; = I, with ||O;|| = ,/p at every step.
For every method below, we choose a constant nominal learning rate 7, =1 > 0
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Vanilla Muon. By induction,

1
Wy = _(b + nt)Im e = \/]3(1) + 7715), TQ{» = % %’f}t (19)

The applied update —nO; is a positive multiple of W5, so every step points directly away from the

origin. In particular, —(Wy, O¢) g /1y = /P, and the norm bound r; 1 < ry +7,/pin Appendix
holds with equality.

We now calculate C,, — C:

Since the function z — 1/(b + x) is decreasing, we have

n /"(t+1) dx < 1 1 )
0< —— - <7 - .
b+nt o b+ b+nt b4+nt+1)

Summing over s < ¢ < v and dividing by /p gives

1 b+ nu 7 < 1 1 > 7
0<C,—Cs— —1 < — — < —. 20
- \/ﬁogb—i—ns VP \b+ns b+nu by/p 20)

Since ry = bi Ep, the logarithms for (s,u) = (0,T") and (7,2T) are exactly the two bounds of

Proposition 3.2(i). So C7 exceeds the first bound by at most 7/ (b,/p) = C1, Cor — Cr exceeds the
second by at most /(/p (b +nT)) — 0, and, as T" — oo,
log 2

logT
= +0(1), Copr—Cr — . 21
7 (1) o7 — Cr ; (21)

MuonW and fixed norm. With weight decay and ¢ = 1 — nA € (0, 1), the update Wy,1 =
qWy — nl, gives

Cr

1 1

Wi=—bilp b=+ (b—X)qt, re = \/pb. 22)

Since by — 1/X geometrically, n/r; = nA/\/p + O(¢"). Summing gives Cr = nA\T/,/p + O(1)
and Cyr — Cr = ’I])\T/\/f) + O(qT).

With a fixed norm R = r(, the weight before renormalization is —(b + 7)I, for D; = Oy, and
—b(1 4 n)I, for MuonH, whose rescaled direction is D; = RO, /||O;||r = bI,. Both renormalize
to Wy, so Wy = Wy and Cr = Cor — Cr = nT/To.

Numerical illustration in Figure[2} In Figure2] we choose p = 2,b = 4,7 = 0.04, A\ = 0.2,
momentum coefficient 3 = 0.95 and 10° steps. The corresponding weight norms are thus

ryilla = 2 (4 +0.04t), Y =v2(5-0992"), rl=4v2 (23)
B.4 Proof of Theorem [4.1]
Proof. The projection gives (W, O;)p = 0 and [|O4]|2% = ||O4]|% — (W, O1)%/r2 < p. Hence
i = We =m0l = 7 + 07Ol

so the iterates stay nonzero, and every subsequent projection is defined. Summing over ¢ gives

T-1 T—1
rp =15+ > nlONE <15 +p D> i
t=0 t=0

This proves the radius bound (T4).
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For n; = n, (T4) gives r; < \/r3 + pn?t, which increases with ¢; comparing the sum with an integral,

ndx 2
Cr > / (\/r +pn2T—r0>
Z \/7’0+p77 \/rngan:z: on 0

For fixed r, p and 7, the right-hand side equals 2+/7"/p + O(1), proving (13).

For T' < t < 2T, the radius bound gives r; < /rZ + 2pn?T. Hence

271 n 0T
Cor —Crp = > e,
tZ::r 1ré + 2pn2T
and the right-hand side equals 1/7"/(2p) + O(1), which proves (T6)). O

B.5 Proof of Proposition 4.2]

Proof. Write W; = W;/r; and G; = grad f(W;). The chain rule gives VF(W;) = G/ry, so
O; = Orthogonalize(Gy). Since G, is tangent, (G, W) = 0, and

(Gr,00)p = (G1,00)p = |Gy
Here || - || denotes the nuclear norm. When G, # 0, Cauchy—Schwarz gives

< Gl
= Gillr

If G¢ = 0 for some ¢ < T, all later iterates are stationary and (I8) holds. Otherwise (I4) gives

<0dllr < 10elIF < V.

r% + 772t < rt2 < 7‘3 —&—pr]Qt7 0<t<T. 24)

Let Ly and L, bound the sphere-gradient norm and the operator norm of the Riemannian Hessian of
f. These bounds are finite because f is C? on the compact unit sphere. At a nonstationary step, set
_ O _ l[O|r
- =, rT=—"—",
jfenivy "t

0 = arctan x.

Orthogonality gives Wy, = W cos f — usin 6. Taylor’s theorem along this great-circle arc yields

FWia1) < J(0T) = 0(Gus ) + 267,

Since z — arctanz = [ s*/(1+ s%)ds < /2, using § < x and 0 < (G, u)r < L1, we obtain

Li+Ly ,
e ——

F(Wia) < fW) — (G, u)p 5

. 7 n?
< f(Wy) — EIIGtII*+Br—2 (25)

t

where B = p(L;1 + Lo)/2. If a stationary iterate occurs before T', the claimed minimum is zero.
Otherwise, the radius bounds in 24) imply

Tl 2 1, 0T
Shen Yre g
2 — b iy
=ry2 't My PRl 7o +pn*T
Summing the one-step estimate (23)) over interval 7'/2 < ¢t < T and using ||G:||r < ||G¢||« gives

2 2
1Gellr < @(maxf —min f + B) = o(r—1?),

min
T/2<t<T - nT
where the extrema are over the unit sphere and all constants are independent of 7'. O
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C Dependence on the Nominal Learning Rate

Section asks whether a larger nominal learning rate can make up for the small accumulation
of vanilla Muon. This section shows that it cannot beyond the first step. In particular, we vary the
constant learning rate 1 while keeping the initialization and the norm-control parameters fixed. Note
that the directions O; and the norms r; may depend on 7. The first term Cy = 7/ is linear in 7 for
every method, so we compare the accumulation after the first step,

Cr(n) —Csm) =Y ——,  1<s<T.

Vanilla Muon. For vanilla Muon, a larger learning rate enlarges every update but may also acceler-
ate norm growth. The next proposition shows that the two effects offset each other when the updates
keep an outward component and, with a weaker bound, whenever they have no inward component.

Proposition C.1 (Learning-rate compensation). Consider vanilla Muon with a constant nominal
learning rate n, and let 1 < s < T.

(i) If
_<Wt70t>F
Tt
then rg + nut < ry < rg+ n\/ﬁtfor() <t <T. Moreover,

T-1 T-1 Tl

1 1 «—
—_— < Cp -0, < < - . 27
Zro/n-l-\/ﬁt_ T _ZTO/??—FUt Utz; @7

t=s

>0 >0, 0<t<T, (26)

(ii) If (Wi, O p < 0and ||Oy||p > p > 0for0 <t < T, thenr? > rd + p?n*t for0 <t < T.
Moreover,

sy e Y e

Proof. (i) Consider the direction along W, /r;. The norm r;1 is at least the component of W; ;1 =
Wi — 1Oy along this direction, which gives

W,
Tip1 > <rt7Wt—770t> =1t — (Wi, Ot)p /Tt > 1 + 0.
t F

Meanwhile, the triangle inequality gives 71 < r; 4 7),/p. Summing these increments gives (26).
Dividing 7 by these bounds and summing over s < ¢ < T gives 7).

(ll) Since <VV,57 Ot>F < 0

rip =17 = 20(Wi, On)p + 02|04 % = 77 + 1.
Summing gives the norm bound, and dividing 7 by it gives (28) in the same way. [

Proposition shows why a larger learning rate cannot raise the accumulation of vanilla Muon after
the first step: the norm grows in proportion to 7. In (i), every update has an outward component,
and r; > nut; in (ii), tangent updates enlarge the norm through the second-order term 72 |/O;||%,
and 7, > pnv/t. A larger 7 thus enlarges the steps and the norm by the same factor, so the effective
learning rates after the first step are bounded independently of 7:

[ R N S

S in (i), S i in (ii), t>1.
Summing them gives the last bounds in and (28): whatever the value of 1, Cp — Cj stays
below v~ ! ZtT;Sl 1/t in (i) and below .~ * ZtT;Sl t~1/2 in (ii). The middle sums in and (28) do
increase with 7, but they converge to these limits, so a larger 7 can bring C7 — Cs at most up to a
level that does not depend on 7. Only the first step, taken before the norm has grown, gains from a
larger n, as Cy = n/r( grows linearly.
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The same holds when 7 scales a fixed schedule 1, = ng, with gy > 0 as in practical training. In
particular, with Sy = > ., g;and Q¢ = >, gJQ-, the effective learning rates satisfy n;/r; <

g¢/(vSy) in (i) and 1, /1y < g¢/(1+/Qy) in (ii) for ¢ > 1, again independent of 7.

In contrast, norm control approaches bound the norm r; by a quantity that does not depend on 7,
so the accumulation grows linearly with 7, exactly for a fixed norm and as a guarantee for MuonW.
Specifically, at a fixed radius R, Ct — Cs = (T — s)/R; and for MuonW with fixed A > 0 and
0 < nA < 1, the recursion 7,41 < (1 — nA\)ry + 1,/p gives 1y < Ry = max{ro, /p/A}, and hence
Cr — Cs > n(T — s)/Rx. With a schedule, (T — s) becomes 7 ZtT:_Sl g¢ in both, for MuonW
when nAg; < 1.

D Dependence on Scale and the Matrix Size

In the previous sections, the value of C'r depends on the initialization scale, the matrix size and
on how Muon’s updates are scaled, while the orders of growth that our bounds guarantee do not.
Values can therefore be compared between runs that share the initialization and the update scale,
as in Figures [3] and 4] whose runs differ only in the norm control,  and X\. Comparisons across
initializations or widths need the normalization below. Below we assume 7, = 1 > 0.

Scale and growth. Since C; = n/ro,

— = —. (29)
Cl =0 Tt

Thus the factor C'y carries the learning rate, the initial norm, and any constant that an implementation
maintains throughout training. The ratio C'r/C; measures accumulation in units of the first step and
depends only on the normalized norms r;/rq. Because C does not depend on T', Cr and Cr/C}

grow at the same rate in 7'.

Normalized accumulation bounds. Let

VP

o= —.
To

This quantity bounds the initial update size relative to the weight norm. By Proposition [3.2] and
Theorem 4.1} we have

vanilla Muon: Cr > M, (30)
1 «
MuonGS: L > 2 (\/1 2T — 1) , 31)
Cl 042
Cr T
MuonW: —_— > 32
Hon C1 ~ max{l,a/(n\)}’ (32)
fixed norm: @ =T. (33)
Ch

The first two follow by comparing the sum of rq/r; with an integral, and the third from Ry /ro =

max{1,a/(n\)}. Forevery a > 0, the right-hand sides grow like log T, v/T, T and T'. The value of
« changes their constants and the time at which they stop growing linearly, about o7 ~ 1 for vanilla
Muon and o?T = 1 for MuonGS, but not their orders in 7.

These expressions show that matching « gives the same normalized bounds for vanilla Muon and
MuonGS across matrix sizes. MuonW may additionally require matching nA\.

Independence of matrix size for Muon. With the usual initialization, a matrix of shape mg4 X ng
with independent N (0,02 /ng) entries has 72 ; &~ mqo?, so rg 4 & o+/mq, while the Muon update

size is \/pq = y/min{mg, ng}. Therefore,

Pd
aq = 1y/pa/ro,a = g —

mq
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is asymptotically independent of d. Consequently, at a fixed ratio of p/m, the normalized Muon -type
bounds (30)-(32) are asymptotically independent of absolute matrix size at a fixed horizon.
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