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Abstract

Muon has recently emerged as a promising optimizer for pretraining large language models, offering a speedup
over AdamW in minimizing pretraining loss. However, it remains unclear whether Muon’s advantage persists
after fine-tuning. In this paper, we study the downstream behavior of Muon and AdamW and uncover a surprising
trend: beyond a sufficiently large pretraining data budget, AdamW outperforms Muon after fine-tuning. Moreover,
as model size increases, AdamW overtakes Muon at progressively smaller pretraining token—parameter ratios.
To explain this reversal, we view fine-tuning as a perturbation of the outputs and introduce the margin-to-spread
ratio, which measures how far the correct logit lies above the wrong ones relative to how widely the wrong
logits are spread. In language models, Muon has the larger margin-to-spread ratio at small data budgets and
AdamW at large ones, mirroring the fine-tuning trend. In a linear associative memory, we prove that after one
update the margin-to-spread ratio of gradient descent gains on that of Muon as the data budget grows, and
simulations show that this trend persists after extended training.

1 Introduction

The Muon optimizer has recently shown strong empirical performance for pretraining LLMs, challenging AdamW’s
status as the standard optimizer for minimizing pretraining loss (Jordan et al., 2024). Prior work has shown that
the pretraining optimization choices that minimize pretraining loss do not necessarily yield the best model after
fine-tuning (Watts et al., 2026). What ultimately matters downstream is the learning—forgetting tradeoff: how well a
fine-tuned model learns the target task while retaining its pretrained knowledge. Motivated by this, we ask:

Does Muon’s pretraining advantage over AdamW extend to the learning—forgetting tradeoff?

To answer this question, we measure the Muon—-AdamW fine-tuning gap, which compares the two optimizers on
this tradeoff; a negative gap indicates that the Muon pretrained model dominates the AdamW pretrained model
after fine-tuning, and a positive gap indicates the reverse. We show that the answer depends on the pretraining data
budget, and find that pretraining data scale reverses the Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap. At small budgets,
Muon achieves lower fine-tuning loss with less forgetting than AdamW and the fine-tuning gap is negative. At larger
budgets, this trend reverses: AdamW achieves a better learning—forgetting tradeoff than Muon, and the fine-tuning
gap becomes positive.

In Section 3, we pretrain OLMo-style 30M-600M models (Groeneveld et al., 2024; Team OLMo et al.,, 2025) on
150M to 154B DCLM tokens (Li et al., 2024), comparing AdamW and Muon, and fine-tune each base model on four
datasets while sweeping the fine-tuning optimizer and learning rate, for nearly 600 pretraining runs and 29,000
fine-tuning runs in total. We show that when tuning pretraining hyperparameters for the lowest pretraining loss,
Muon consistently achieves lower loss than AdamW. However, with sufficient pretraining data, AdamW outperforms
Muon after fine-tuning, reversing the Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap. This reversal also holds when we disregard
pretraining loss, instead sweeping pretraining hyperparameters to obtain the best learning—forgetting tradeoff after
fine-tuning. We additionally show that as model size scales, AdamW surpasses Muon at progressively smaller
data budgets.
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Figure 1: Beyond a sufficiently large data budget, AdamW outperforms Muon. We pretrain OLMo-60M models
with Muon and AdamW and fine-tune on StackMathQA. For each pretraining optimizer, we take the pretrained model
with the lowest pretraining loss, sweep across all fine-tuning configurations, and plot the resulting learning—forgetting
frontier, from 2.4B to 38.4B pretraining tokens. At 2.4B tokens, Muon’s frontier dominates AdamW’s; at larger
budgets the trend reverses and AdamW surpasses Muon. This reversal happens despite Muon achieving lower
pretraining loss across all data budgets.

In Section 4, we investigate why the Muon—-AdamW fine-tuning gap reverses as the pretraining data budget grows.
Fine-tuning changes the output distribution, so we generalize fine-tuning updates with perturbations to the output
distribution and study which optimizer produces base models that are more robust to such perturbations. To quantify
sensitivity to output perturbations, we introduce the margin-to-spread ratio (MSR), a simple metric derived from
the model’s output logits that characterizes robustness. For each prediction, the MSR is the difference between the
correct logit and the average of the incorrect logits, normalized by the spread of the incorrect logits (Definition 4.1): a
prediction is more robust when the MSR is larger.

To understand where this trend comes from, we study a linear associative memory trained with gradient descent (GD)
and Muon (Section 4.2). Analyzing a single update from zero initialization, we prove that the ratio of GD’s MSR to
Muon’s increases with the data budget (Theorem 4.2). Simulations of many training steps in the linear associative
memory setting confirm the same trend: Muon has the larger MSR at small data budgets, while GD has the larger
MSR at large data budgets (Section 4.2). Measuring the MSR of our pretrained language models, we find that Muon
has the larger MSR at small data budgets, while AdamW has the larger MSR at large data budgets, mirroring the
reversal of the fine-tuning gap (Section 4.3).

2 Preliminaries

Our goal is to compare AdamW- and Muon-pretrained models after fine-tuning. Since fine-tuning can induce forgetting
of the pretraining distribution, performance on the fine-tuning task alone is not sufficient: one base model may learn
more but also forget more. We therefore compare base models by the tradeoff between the two, and define metrics to
track how this comparison changes with model size and pretraining data budget. Let fpr denote a pretrained model.

Learning—forgetting tradeoff. Fine-tuning improves downstream performance but may degrade pretrained knowl-
edge (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; Springer et al., 2025). When fpr is fine-tuned to obtain ¢,
we measure learning by the fine-tuning loss L (6pT) and forgetting by the pretraining loss Lpt(fpT). Since both
depend on the fine-tuning hyperparameters, a single fine-tuned checkpoint does not capture how well fp can be
adapted. We therefore summarize each base model by the outcomes reachable by fine-tuning it,

T (0pr) = {(Lrr(fr1), Lo(0rr)) | pT € OFT(fPT)},

where Opr(0pr) is the set of models obtained by fine-tuning épr, and compare base models through the lower-left
Pareto frontier of this set, which we call the learning—forgetting frontier. For a collection of base models B, we compare
the corresponding sets

T(B) :=={T (6pr) | Opr € B}.

Fine-tuning gap. We compare the two optimizers on this tradeoff with a single metric, fine-tuning gap Grr, which
we define as the signed mean minimum Euclidean distance between the AdamW and Muon frontier. The fine-tuning
gap is positive when the AdamW frontier dominates the Muon frontier, and the reverse else wise. Thus Ggpr > 0
when AdamW dominates and Gpr < 0 when Muon dominates (Section C.5 gives the details).
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Figure 2: Crossover TPR decreases with model size. In the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, where each pretraining
optimizer’s lowest-loss pretrained model is swept across all fine-tuning hyperparameters, Muon’s advantage reverses
at substantially smaller pretraining data budgets as model size increases. The exact crossover TPR varies depending
on the fine-tuning dataset, but the high-level trend is consistent.

Crossover token—-parameter ratio (TPR). We quantify pretraining data budget using token—parameter ratio (TPR),
the number of pretraining tokens per model parameter. For a fixed model size and fine-tuning dataset, the crossover
TPR is the minimum TPR required for the AdamW frontier to overtake the Muon frontier.

3 Experiments

We now compare how the learning—forgetting tradeoffs of Muon and AdamW scale with pretraining data budget and
model size. In Section 3.2, we show that as the pretraining data budget increases, Muon’s advantage over AdamW
shrinks and eventually reverses in favor of AdamW. This reversal happens at progressively smaller data budgets as
model size grows.

3.1 Experimental setup

Pretraining. We pretrain OLMo-style 30M-600M models on 150M to 154B DCLM tokens, comparing AdamW and
Muon under a warmup-stable-decay (WSD) schedule. We sweep hyperparameters broadly and report the complete
pretraining methodology in Section C.

Fine-tuning. For each base model, we evaluate the learning—forgetting tradeoff on four standard datasets:
GSMBS8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), StackMathQA (Zhang, 2024), Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023), and MusicPile (Yuan et al.,
2024), sweeping AdamW learning rates from 10~* to 10~2 and Muon learning rates from 6 x 1074 to 2 x 1072
(Section C.2). We fine-tune AdamW-pretrained models with AdamW and Muon-pretrained models with both AdamW
and Muon: AdamW fine-tuning consistently outperforms Muon fine-tuning on AdamW-pretrained models, whereas
neither optimizer is consistently better on Muon-pretrained models (Section D.3). We then plot the learning—forgetting
frontier over the resulting runs. We choose a broad learning-rate range to ensure we capture the complete learning-
forgetting tradeoff spectrum: higher learning rates favor learning at the expense of forgetting, while lower rates
preserve pretraining knowledge but learn less.

Evaluating the learning—forgetting tradeoff. For each fine-tuned checkpoint, we compute the fine-tuning loss
and pretraining loss on held-out fine-tuning and pretraining (DCLM) data, and use these checkpoints to approximate
the learning—forgetting tradeoff. Although this approximation is constructed from a finite set of fine-tuning runs, we
conduct a comprehensive sweep over four datasets and across a wide range of fine-tuning learning rates to obtain a
close estimate. We evaluate the learning—forgetting tradeoff in two settings: lowest-pretraining-loss setting, and the
best-frontier setting.

1. Lowest-pretraining-loss setting: Pretraining hyperparameters are typically selected to minimize pretrain-
ing loss. Therefore, for each optimizer, we tune the pretraining hyperparameters to minimize pretraining
loss for a given pretraining data budget and model size. We then sweep across all fine-tuning configurations
for each of the lowest-loss pretrained models, and evaluate the resulting frontier.

2. Best-frontier setting: However, prior studies find that the lowest-loss pretrained model is not always the
best model after fine-tuning: models pretrained with other hyperparameters can offer a better learning—
forgetting tradeoff (Watts et al., 2026). Therefore, for each pretraining optimizer, we additionally sweep
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Figure 3: The Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap widens with increasing pretraining data budget, and Muon’s
advantage shrinks with model size. (a) The fine-tuning gap after fine-tuning OLMo-60M models on StackMathQA,
in the lowest-pretraining-loss setting (each pretraining optimizer’s lowest-loss pretrained model swept across all
fine-tuning configurations). As the pretraining data budget increases, the fine-tuning gap transitions from negative
to positive, with AdamW outperforming Muon beyond the crossover TPR. (b) Pretraining loss at 40 TPR. Muon’s
advantage over AdamW shrinks as model size grows. (c) Degradation at 40 TPR, when we accept a StackMathQA
loss 10% above the best in exchange for less forgetting. Muon degrades increasingly more than AdamW as model
size grows.

across all pretraining and fine-tuning configurations to achieve the best possible learning—forgetting frontier
for a given pretraining data budget and model size (Section C.1.3).

3.2 Main result

We now investigate how the Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap scales with pretraining data budget and model size.

Main result: Pretraining data scale reverses the Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap. We compare the fine-
tuning gap for AdamW and Muon at different pretraining data budgets in the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, using
StackMathQA as the fine-tuning dataset (Figure 3a). At small pretraining data budgets (2.4B tokens), Muon Pareto-
dominates AdamW (Figure 1) and the fine-tuning gap is negative. At larger pretraining data budgets, this trend
reverses: beyond 2.4B tokens, AdamW achieves lower fine-tuning loss with less forgetting than Muon. The trend
also holds in the best-frontier setting (Figure 12), and for additional fine-tuning datasets in Section D.

We next investigate how the reversal of the Muon-AdamW fine-tuning gap scales with model size. Specifically, we
ask how the amount of pretraining data needed for AdamW to overtake Muon changes as model size grows.

As model size scales, AdamW surpasses Muon at progressively smaller data budgets. We find that the
crossover TPR decreases with model size. On StackMathQA, the crossover is 320 TPR for 30M models but only 10
TPR for 600M models (Figure 2). The specific crossover TPR depends on the fine-tuning dataset, but the broader trend
persists; as model size grows, the crossover TPR decreases, and Muon’s advantage reverses with substantially smaller
data budgets.

We hypothesize that in the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, this scaling trend is driven by two factors: Muon’s
shrinking pretraining loss advantage and increased degradation relative to AdamW (Figure 3b,c). For each optimizer
and model size, we compare its base pretraining loss and its degradation Lp(0r1) — LpT(0pT), after fine-tuning
on StackMathQA. First, for a fixed TPR, the gap in pretraining loss between Muon and AdamW shrinks as model
size increases, reducing Muon’s advantage as a lower-loss base model. Additionally, for a fixed TPR and fine-tuning
loss, Muon forgets increasingly more than AdamW as model size grows. Consequently, as model size scales, Muon’s
pretraining advantage over AdamW narrows, while its forgetting relative to AdamW increases, enabling AdamW to
overtake Muon at progressively smaller data budgets.

4 Analyzing the Muon-AdamW Forgetting Gap

In Section 3, we show that Muon offers a better learning—forgetting tradeoff at small token budgets, but AdamW
overtakes it beyond a crossover budget. This reversal occurs even though Muon achieves lower pretraining loss at



every budget we consider. In this section, we develop a theoretical explanation for this reversal. We compare Muon
with exact orthogonalization to full-batch gradient descent (GD), a tractable comparison that captures the qualitative
budget trend of Muon and AdamW in language models (Section 4.3).

To formalize the relationship between GD and Muon, we study a linear associative memory model of fact learning. In
this setting, GD and Muon learn the facts to a similar degree, but their checkpoints can differ in their sensitivity to
perturbations of the output distribution. Since fine-tuning changes the output distribution, we expect checkpoints that
preserve factual accuracy under a wider range of perturbations to be more resistant to forgetting during fine-tuning.
Our central goal is therefore to characterize this sensitivity across pretraining budgets and use it to explain why the
forgetting gap reverses.

To quantify sensitivity to output perturbations, we introduce the margin-to-spread ratio (MSR): the difference
between the correct answer’s logit and the average incorrect logit, normalized by the spread of the incorrect logits.
The MSR captures a checkpoint’s robustness to output perturbations and provides an analytically tractable basis for
comparing GD and Muon.

Roadmap. We introduce the linear associative memory setting, define the MSR, and establish its connection to
sensitivity (Section 4.1). We then prove that, after one update step, the ratio of Muon’s MSR to GD’s decreases as the
data budget grows, indicating that Muon becomes more sensitive to output perturbations relative to GD (Section 4.2).
Finally, we show that the MSR tracks the robustness of AdamW and Muon in real language models (Section 4.3).

4.1 Setup and the margin-to-spread ratio

We begin by introducing our linear associative memory setup and defining the margin-to-spread ratio.

Linear associative memory. To capture the behavior of Muon and GD in a tractable setting, we consider a linear
associative memory, in which a single weight matrix is trained to associate each of NV keys, represented by a vector,
with its corresponding value, also represented by a vector. Formally, we represent each fact by a key-value pair
(ui,v;) € R x RY, with all keys and values drawn independently from A(0, I;). The memory is parameterized by a
matrix W € R?*4, Given a key u;, it scores each candidate value v; as s;; (W) := UJT Wu;, which we treat as logits,
and retrieves the highest-scoring value. Fact i is recovered when s;; (W) > s,;;(W) for all j # i.

We train with the softmax cross-entropy loss. Given a query distribution ¢ = (qu, . . ., ) over the facts, the predicted
probabilities and cross-entropy loss are

Pw (- | i) := softmax (sil(W), .. .,siN(W)), LW):=— Zf\il qilog pw (i | 7). (1)

Data budget. We denote the memory dimension by d and the number of facts by IV, and grow the two together,
keeping their ratio v = N/d > 1 fixed, so that N = ~yd as d — oo. This mirrors the typical scaling behavior of
language models, which store many more facts than they have dimensions. We call 7y the data budget: it measures
facts per dimension and plays the role of token-parameter ratio in Section 2. We compare data budgets by taking
this limit at different fixed values of ~y. Since v > 1, we have N — 1 > d, and log N/d — 0, written log N = o(d).
For random variables X and a deterministic ¢ > 0, X = O,(a) means that for every ¢ > 0 there is a C' with
Pr[|X| > Cal] < ¢ eventually, and X = o,(a) means that Pr[|X| > ca] — 0 for every ¢ > 0.

Optimization. For simplicity, we consider the exact orthogonalization variant of Muon. For a matrix A with
singular value decomposition A = PX.Q T, let polar(A) := PQ'. Muon updates W;,; = W; — 1 polar(VL(W)).
We compare Muon to full-batch gradient descent (GD), whose updates descend along the gradient itself, W;; =
Wi —nVL(W).

Margin-to-spread ratio. In a binary classification problem, a prediction is robust if the correct logit is far from
the incorrect logit: the larger the margin, the more robust the prediction. In a multiclass classification problem,
such as our linear associative memory setting, there are many incorrect logits. The robustness of a correct output
to perturbations of the logits thus depends on its separation from all of the incorrect logits. As it turns out, the
degree of separation can be usefully summarized by a single statistic, which we call the margin-to-spread ratio (MSR).
MSR captures the average separation between the correct logit and all other logits, normalized by the spread of the
incorrect logits. A smaller spread, or a larger average separation, would both place the incorrect logits further below
the correct logit relative to their spread, which can increase the robustness of the prediction to perturbations. To
capture this intuition, we formally define the margin-to-spread ratio as follows:



Definition 4.1 (Margin-to-spread ratio). For fact ¢, define the pairwise margins m;; := s;;(W) — s;;(W) for
J # i, with mean and variance

hi := mean m;;, li? = mean(m;; — hi)g. (2)
JFi J#i

The margin-to-spread ratio (MSR) for fact ¢ is p; := h;/k;, for k; > 0. At the model level, we average the mean
margins and variances uniformly over facts before taking the ratio:

= h
h := mean h;, k% := mean K7, pi=—, (3)
7 7 K
where p is defined for k > 0.

Since s;; (W) is the same for every competitor j, x; is also the standard deviation of the incorrect logits s;; (W), so
the MSR measures the average margin in units of their spread. The definition applies to any model that assigns a
logit to each candidate answer; for a language model, s;; (W) are the next-token logits (Section 4.3).

Under isotropic Gaussian noise added to the logits, the MSR gives a lower bound on the fraction of incorrect
answers that stay below the correct one: with noise of standard deviation o on each logit, this fraction is at least
p2/(p? + 1+ 20%/k?) in expectation. For a fixed noise strength relative to the incorrect-logit spread, this bound
improves as the MSR increases (Corollary B.5).

4.2 One-step analysis of the margin-to-spread ratio

We have so far introduced our linear associative memory setup and built intuition for how the MSR captures the
robustness of a model to perturbations of its logits. Here, we argue that the MSR of GD is greater than that of Muon
for sufficiently large data budgets. We precisely track the one-step dynamics of the MSR ratio R := p©P /pMuen
between GD and Muon in the linear associative memory.

We analyze a single update from zero initialization, using uniform query weights ¢; = 1/N. The weights after many
optimization steps depend on the whole training trajectory and are hard to characterize precisely, so theoretical
studies of how an optimizer shapes the learned weights often analyze its first step (Ba et al., 2022; Dandi et al., 2024;
Moniri et al., 2024). Kim et al. (2026) take the same approach to compare a single step of Muon, SGD, and Newton’s
method in a linear associative memory.

Theorem 4.2 (Informal). Consider one GD step and one Muon step from zero in the Gaussian associative memory
model, with data budget v = N/d. For sufficiently large ~y:

o GD has a larger MSR than Muon.

« Increasing the data budget ~y by any fixed percentage increases the ratio R = p®P /pMU°" with high probability
as the dimension grows.

« The ratio approaches 37 /8 ~ 1.18 from below at a rate of 1/~:

c 3 c

where 0 < ¢ < C' are absolute constants.
All claims hold with probability tending to one as d — oo, for sufficiently large fixed .

Proof sketch. Our goal is to compare one update step for Muon and for GD.

1. Since the MSR does not change when W is multiplied by a positive constant, the one-step weights can be written
as

wWeb =G, WwMuon — 0 .= polar(G)

(Appendix, Lemma F.1). We now want to compute p = h/# for these matrices. This requires the mean margins
and their standard deviations; we begin with the means.

2. Compute the mean margins. Recall that h averages the difference between the correct and incorrect logits over
facts and incorrect answers. For uniformly weighted facts,

G=Yr (o=, =%



Substituting into this average gives h(W) = (W, G)/(N — 1), and therefore

1, GD _ ”GH% 7Muon _ [IG]l«
h=" = =1 h = N-1>

where ||-|| 7 is the Frobenius norm and ||| is the sum of the singular values.

3. Compute GD’s variance. For each query ¢, we take the variance across incorrect candidates 7, holding the dataset
and weights fixed:
H? = Varﬁgl(vaGul)

To calculate its typical size, expand the incorrect logit:

0] Gui = 3 q iy (0] o) (wd w) + [lua | (0] 0) + o |1 (u] w) -

other facts query and candidate facts

Here ~ omits the mean-subtraction term in GG, which only affects lower-order terms in the variance. Each other
fact contributes a product of two independent, mean-zero inner products, each with variance d, giving variance d>.
In the query and candidate terms, we approximate the squared norms by d, dropping their fluctuations. This gives
variance d° each, with O(d?) corrections. Replacing N — 2 by N also discards only O(d?) terms.
These contributions are uncorrelated over the Gaussian training data. Including the omitted corrections and
concentration of the empirical average, we calculate GD’s variance (Appendix, Lemma F.15) to be

FPP = ( N& + 28 )(1+0,(1) = Py +2)(1+0,(1)),

other facts  query and candidate

4. Compute Muon’s variance. Again, the variance is over incorrect candidates for each fixed query. Gaussian isotropy
and orthogonality give the leading calculation

(RMUom)? ~ m > Zj;éi(“g—’roui)Q ~ % Zz”Oquz = % lelquz ~d.

The first approximation drops the squared mean of the incorrect logits for each query. The second neglects
departures of the sampled incorrect values from perfect isotropy, and the last drops fluctuations in the average
squared key length. We calculate the variance including the omitted corrections and the dependence of O on the
training data (Appendix, Lemma F.31) to be

(RMuem)2 = ¢ [14+ O(v=3/2) 4+ 0,(1)] .

5. Put the means and standard deviations together. We calculate the norms in the mean margins using the Gaussian
singular-value distribution (Appendix, Lemma F.4). Dividing by the standard deviations gives, to first order in 1/,

GD d 1 Muon ~, 8 d 1
s B-2) ()

These approximations omit higher-order budget corrections and relative fluctuations that vanish as d — oo.
Taking their ratio cancels the common factor \/d/~. Keeping track of the errors gives

R =% (1= 15) + 00672 + 0,(1).

Since 37/8 > 1, GD has the larger MSR at sufficiently large budgets. The negative 1/~ term in R — 37/8 dominates
the smaller remainder, giving the claimed rate. A fixed percentage increase in «y raises the leading expression by
order 1/, which also dominates the remainder, establishing the increase with high probability. See Section F for the
quantitative bound and full proof, and Figure 4 and Section E.1 for numerical checks.

This theorem demonstrates that in the linear associative memory, when the data budget is sufficiently large, check-
points learned with GD have a larger MSR than checkpoints learned with Muon after a single step of training.
Combined with the robustness bound of Section 4.1, GD’s checkpoints therefore carry the stronger guarantee of
robustness to perturbations of the output distribution in our theoretical setting.

Remark (Choice of data distribution). Independent standard Gaussian keys and values provide a canonical
isotropic model with no preferred direction. Other data distributions can change both the gradient spectrum
and the competing-score variances, so the optimizer ordering may differ. The analogous budget trend in the
language-model experiments (Section 4.3) suggests that the behavior captured by this simple model is relevant
beyond the Gaussian setting.
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Figure 4: The margin-to-spread ratio of GD gains on Muon’s as the data budget grows. (a, b) After ¢t = 10*
steps with model dimension d = 256, GD’s MSR p overtakes Muon’s as v grows, and the ordering of the perturbed
robustness o5 turns over with it. (¢, d) After one step with d = 512, GD’s normalized MSR p/+/d/~y overtakes
Muon’s (c), so the MSR ratio R = p&P /pMuon rises with «y (d), following the theory of Theorem 4.2.

Beyond one step. We next check whether the trend persists after extended training. We train the linear memory for
T = 10* full-batch steps from W, = 0 at constant learning rates across three seeds. We summarize the saturated
MSR by the per-seed median over ¢ > 103 and measure robustness by o0, the relative perturbation size at which half
of the initially recovered facts are lost. We exclude data budgets past the memory’s capacity where the two optimizers
recover different item sets. The full setup and results for every dimension d appear in Section E.1.

The results in Figure 4 show that R increases with the data budget. Muon has the larger MSR at small v, while GD
has the larger MSR at large . The robustness comparison shifts in the same direction: Muon tolerates stronger
perturbations at small -y, and GD does at large . Thus, the budget trend persists in the linear setting with GD as the
baseline.

4.3 Connection to practice

We test whether the budget trend predicted by Theorem 4.2 also appears in real language models, beyond the
assumptions used in our theoretical analysis.

Setup. We evaluate the AdamW and Muon models trained in Section 3, spanning five model sizes, on held-out DCLM
text. We compute the MSR at each token position and report the median over correctly predicted positions. At each
position, h and k are the mean and standard deviation of the margins between the correct next-token logit and all
other vocabulary logits. We use the median to reduce sensitivity to outliers; Definition 4.1 instead uses the mean
margin divided by the square root of the mean variance.

Experimental Result. Figure 5 plots the MSR for the three model sizes with the widest budget ranges, from 30M to
100M. Muon has a larger MSR at small data budgets, while AdamW has a larger MSR at sufficiently large budgets. As
the budget grows, the difference between AdamW’s and Muon’s MSRs increases, and the ratio of AdamW’s MSR
to Muon’s crosses one. This shift toward AdamW is consistent with the theoretical budget trend and parallels the
reversal in relative robustness to fine-tuning observed in Section 3.
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Figure 5: In real language models, the margin-to-spread ratio of AdamW gains on Muon’s as the token
budget grows. (a) MSR p of AdamW and Muon against pretraining TPR for 30M, 60M, and 100M models: Muon has
the larger MSR at small budgets and AdamW at large ones. (b) The MSR ratio pdamW / pMuon ¢rogses one as the
budget grows, at every model size.



The MSR and fine-tuning crossovers do not necessarily appear at exactly the same budget, since the learning-
forgetting tradeoff also depends on pretraining loss. Nevertheless, the MSR captures the direction of the observed
shift and connects our theoretical analysis to the behavior of trained language models.

Remark. We summarize the analysis of this section and relate MSR to other metrics used to predict post-training.

. Takeaway. In a linear associative memory, we prove that after one update the ratio p&P /p™M1°" of the two
optimizers’ MSRs increases with the data budget (Theorem 4.2). Simulations of many training steps show that
the same trend persists after extended training (Section 4.2).

« Extension: Relation of MSR to Other Metrics Predicting Post-Training. Other work predicts forgetting after
post-training with different metrics. For example, Springer et al. (2025) show that the loss increase after adding
Gaussian noise to the pretrained weights tracks how much a model degrades under fine-tuning. In Section B,
we show that MSR is connected to this robustness to Gaussian perturbations: in the linear memory, a larger
MSR provably guarantees that more competitors stay ranked below the correct answer after the perturbation
(Theorem B.3), and in both language models and the linear memory, MSR is strongly correlated with perturbation
robustness (Section B.2.2).

5 Related Work

Muon. Muon, an optimizer introduced by Jordan et al. (2024), has recently shown strong empirical performance for
pretraining LLMs, challenging AdamW’s dominance as the status-quo optimizer. Recent work has sought to explain
Muon’s pretraining advantage through analyses of simplified theoretical models, associative memory, convergence
behavior, and loss landscape geometry (Kim et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026; Sato et al., 2025; Su, 2025; Shen et al., 2025;
Wang et al.,, 2026a). Another line of work investigates the training dynamics of Muon, finding that it learns data
components more uniformly than AdamW (Vasudeva et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026b; Dragutinovi¢ et al., 2026), while
also characterizing the implicit biases of Muon (Fan et al., 2025; Dragutinovi¢ et al., 2026). Yet fewer works have
examined the downstream consequences of Muon. Ruan et al. (2026) compare Muon and AdamW after fine-tuning;
they find that for small data regimes, Muon outperforms AdamW, consistent with our findings. We show that this
advantage does not generalize across pretraining data scale; after a sufficiently large pretraining data budget, the
trend reverses, and AdamW outperforms Muon.

Muon versus AdamW on pretraining loss. Muon has been reported to reach lower pretraining loss than AdamW
for the same compute across a wide range of settings (Liu et al., 2025; Essential Al et al., 2025; Mehta et al., 2025), and
frontier models have since been pretrained with Muon or its variants (Kimi Team, 2025; GLM-4.5 Team et al., 2025).
The size of this advantage depends on scale: under controlled tuning, Muon’s speedup over AdamW shrinks as model
size and data grow, and Muon is overtaken by other matrix-based optimizers at large data-to-model ratios (Wen et al.,
2026bsa). All of these works measure pretraining loss. Optimizers can also reach qualitatively different solutions
rather than faster or slower routes to the same minimum (Pascanu et al., 2025); we ask whether these differences
matter after fine-tuning.

Catastrophic forgetting. Catastrophic forgetting, the degradation of previously learned knowledge during subse-
quent training, remains a central challenge in deep learning (Goodfellow et al., 2014). Numerous approaches have
been proposed to mitigate catastrophic forgetting, including regularization-based methods (Kirkpatrick et al., 2017;
Zenke et al., 2017; Aljundi et al., 2018), replay techniques (Shin et al., 2017), gradient projection methods (Lopez-Paz &
Ranzato, 2017; Chaudhry et al., 2019), and optimization-based approaches (Watts et al., 2026). Our learning-forgetting
tradeoff is an instance of the stability—plasticity dilemma, with fine-tuning performance capturing plasticity and
knowledge retention capturing stability (Lopez-Paz & Ranzato, 2017). We study forgetting as an intrinsic property of
the pretrained checkpoint, rather than as a consequence of the fine-tuning algorithm. Specifically, we investigate
how optimization choices during pretraining shape downstream forgetting, showing that Muon and AdamW induce
different learning—forgetting tradeoffs.

Pretraining and downstream adaptation. Better pretraining loss does not always yield a better model after
fine-tuning. Springer et al. (2025) show that extending pretraining can make language models harder to fine-tune, as
the pretrained parameters become increasingly sensitive to modifications, which they measure in part with Gaussian
perturbations. Watts et al. (2026) show that sharpness-aware pretraining mitigates forgetting during fine-tuning, and
Liu et al. (2026) find that fine-tuning with the same optimizer as pretraining forgets less. We study how the choice
of pretraining optimizer interacts with the pretraining data budget, and connect the resulting fine-tuning gap to
robustness to weight perturbations.



6 Conclusion

We asked whether the quality of Muon base models persists through fine-tuning, and found that the answer depends
on the pretraining budget: beyond a crossover budget, AdamW outperforms Muon after fine-tuning, even though
Muon reaches lower pretraining loss. We do not necessarily expect this for every fine-tuning distribution, since
fine-tuning on data close to the pretraining data is simply continued pretraining. Still, the trend holds broadly on all
datasets we study, including math, instruction following, and music. Furthermore, the crossover budget decreases
with model size, which suggests that the problem persists as we scale.

We explain why AdamW outperforms Muon at large budgets by tracking how robust each model is to small isotropic
perturbations of its output distribution, which we characterize with the margin-to-spread ratio (MSR). AdamW
becomes increasingly more robust than Muon as the data budget grows, and this robustness is a property of the
output distribution that the training loss does not capture. Since the MSR measures robustness to perturbations of the
output distribution in general, our theory suggests that this robustness is fundamental to the checkpoint learned by
each optimizer, rather than specific to fine-tuning, to the perturbations we study, or to a particular architecture or
parameterization. It should therefore apply to any update that changes the output distribution.

Although outside the scope of this work, our analysis suggests that pretraining should explicitly optimize for properties
beyond the pretraining loss. Optimizer selection requires more than comparing pretraining loss, and we can design
objectives that explicitly target adaptability, for which the MSR is a potential candidate.

More broadly, we expect this lesson to extend beyond Muon. Many pretraining choices, such as hyperparameters,
data, and architecture, are selected by pretraining loss. Yet, our results show that pretraining loss can be a poor
proxy for adaptability, increasingly so as the data budget grows. This suggests that for any of these choices, a lower
pretraining loss does not by itself yield a model that can better adapt.
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A Definitions

A.1 Optimizers

Optimizers update a model’s parameters during training so as to decrease a loss. Given the gradient of the loss with
respect to the parameters, an optimizer determines the direction and the magnitude of each update, and in doing
so shapes training stability, convergence speed and the solution that is finally reached. This section recalls the two
optimizers compared in the paper.

A.1.1 AdamW

Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) combines momentum with a per-coordinate step size. With g; = VoL (6;) the gradient at
step t, it maintains exponential moving averages of the first and second moments of the gradient,

my = frmy—1 + (1 — B1)ge, v = Bavi1 + (1= B2)g7,
with the square taken coordinatewise, corrects their bias towards the zero initialization,
mt = 1T£3§7 IlA}t = 1Etﬁéa
and updates

9t+1 =0, —«a ﬁ,

where « is the learning rate, 51, 82 € [0, 1) are the decay rates of the two averages, € > 0 guards the division, and

the division and the square root are coordinatewise. In effect each coordinate is normalized by the scale of its own
recent gradients.

Regularizing Adam with an ¢ penalty % [160]|? adds A\9; to gy, so the penalty is itself divided by \/?; + € and coordinates
with large past gradients are regularized less. AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) instead decouples the weight
decay from the adaptive step,

Orp1=0; — a\/?—tt_i_e — alby,

with ¢g; now the gradient of the unregularized loss and A the weight decay coefficient, so that every coordinate decays
at the same rate. AdamW is the standard optimizer for language-model pretraining and the baseline throughout the

paper.
A.1.2 Muon

Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) treats each weight matrix as a whole rather than coordinate by coordinate. For a matrix-
valued parameter 6 with gradient Gy, it accumulates momentum M; = pM;_; + G, and updates along the orthogo-
nalized momentum,

9t+1 = Ht -n OI'th(]\ft)7 (4)
where 1 is the learning rate and, for a matrix X with singular value decomposition X = UXV T, Orth(X) = UV "
is its polar factor: the matrix with the singular vectors of X and all singular values set to one. The update therefore
has the same size along every singular direction, and it can be read as the steepest descent direction when the size of
a step is measured in the spectral norm (Jordan et al., 2024). An exact singular value decomposition at every step is
expensive, so Orth is approximated by a few steps of a Newton-Schulz iteration,

XO: H]\J/}ftﬂFv Xk+1:an+b(XkXJ)Xk+C(XkXJ)2Xk’

whose odd matrix polynomial pushes every singular value of X towards one; the reference implementation uses
(a,b,c) = (3.4445,—4.7750,2.0315) and five steps. Muon is meant for the two-dimensional weight matrices of
the hidden layers; embeddings, the output layer and one-dimensional parameters such as normalization gains are
updated by AdamW. Large-scale implementations further add decoupled weight decay and rescale the update to the
root-mean-square size of AdamW’s (Liu et al., 2025). In our experiments the hidden matrices are updated by Muon
and all other parameters by AdamW, each with its own learning rate and weight decay (Section 3.1).

A.2 Learning-rate schedules

A.2.1 Warmup—-stable-decay

All pretraining runs use a warmup-stable-decay (WSD) schedule: the learning rate increases linearly from zero to its
peak value over the warmup steps, stays at the peak for most of training, and is annealed to zero over the final decay
phase.
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A.2.2 Cosine

All fine-tuning runs use a cosine schedule: after a linear warmup of 20 steps, the learning rate follows 7, =
%nmax (1 + cos(ﬂ't/T)) over the remaining T steps.

A.3 Token-parameter ratio

We measure the pretraining data budget of a model with N parameters trained on D tokens by its token—parameter
ratio, TPR = D/N. The compute-optimal budget of Hoffmann et al. (2022) corresponds to TPR = 20; our budgets
range from 5 to 2,560 TPR.

B Other Metrics for Analyzing Post-Training

Besides the margin-to-spread ratio, the robustness of a base model to post-training can be probed by perturbing its
weights directly. This section reports Gaussian perturbation results in language models and in the linear memory
(Section B.1), and then relates them to the MSR (Section B.2).

B.1 Gaussian perturbation

We first check whether Gaussian perturbations of the weights reproduce the budget trend of the learning—forgetting
tradeoff, in language models and in the linear memory.

B.1.1 Language models

We test whether the perturbed loss of the pretrained language models shifts from Muon toward AdamW as the token
budget grows, as the learning—forgetting tradeoff does.

Setup. Springer et al. (2025) show that adding isotropic Gaussian noise to pretrained weights reproduces key empirical
trends in forgetting after fine-tuning. Motivated by this connection, we study Gaussian weight perturbations as a
simpler setting in which to investigate why the learning—forgetting gap between Muon and AdamW changes with
pretraining budget. At the same checkpoints as in Section 3, we add isotropic Gaussian noise to each weight matrix,

scaled to a fraction § of the matrix’s norm, and measure the loss increase Aoise(0p7;0) 1= Lpr(0s) — Lpr(OpT),

where 65 denotes the perturbed weights; a smaller increase indicates greater perturbation robustness. See Section E.2
for full experimental details.

Result. Figure 6 plots the gap in loss degradation, A, oise (Muon; §) — Ay pise (AdamW; 6). This gap is positive across
the token budgets tested and grows with the pretraining budget: AdamW incurs a smaller loss increase throughout
the sweep, and its advantage grows with budget.

To connect this gap to the learning—forgetting tradeoff, we also account for pretraining loss: loss after perturbation
equals pretraining loss plus Apgise. Muon starts with lower pretraining loss, so it can retain lower loss after
perturbation at small budgets despite its larger loss increase. As its pretraining-loss advantage shrinks and the
degradation gap grows, AdamW achieves lower loss after perturbation beyond a crossover budget. For sufficiently
strong perturbations, this crossover occurs at smaller token budgets as model size increases, paralleling the crossover
observed after fine-tuning (Table 2 in Section E.2).
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Figure 6: The perturbation degradation gap grows with pretraining data budget. Under a perturbation of
magnitude § = 0.02, Muon degrades increasingly more than AdamW as the pretraining data budget grows. Points
show the mean over three noise draws.

B.1.2 Linear associative memory

We repeat the perturbation experiment in the linear memory, where the effect of a perturbation can be measured fact
by fact.

Setup. We train the memory of Section 4.1 with GD and Muon to minimize cross-entropy, varying the data budget
~ = N/d and the dimension d, as in Section 4.2. The trained weights are perturbed to W/ = W + ¢||W || p§ with
|l€ll7 = 1, over 16 perturbation directions shared by the two optimizers. Since the memory retrieves facts, we
measure degradation by the fraction of initially recovered facts that are lost. At a single perturbation magnitude,
fact loss can be close to zero or one, making memories with different noise tolerances difficult to distinguish. We
therefore compare the perturbation strengths needed to reach a common intermediate level of degradation: o5 is the
relative perturbation strength at which half of the initially recovered facts are lost. A larger 059 means that more
noise is needed to cause the same fraction of facts to be lost. Data budgets past the memory’s capacity, where the two
optimizers recover different sets of facts, are excluded. Full details appear in Sections E.1 and E.3.

Result. The robustness ordering of the two optimizers turns over with the data budget: Muon tolerates stronger
perturbations at small , and GD does at large  (Figure 4b and the bottom row of Figure 20). The o5¢ ordering flips
aty ~ 0.5, 1.3 and 11 at d = 128, 256 and 512, and at d = 64 GD is already the more robust at the smallest data
budget we ran.

B.2 Gaussian perturbation and the margin-to-spread ratio
We next relate robustness to Gaussian perturbations to the MSR, first in theory and then in experiments.
B.2.1 Theoretical analysis

We use the scores sij(W) = ’U]T W, of Section 4.1 and the margins m;, h;, k; and p; of Definition 4.1, for arbitrary
keys, values and W. The weights are perturbed to W + o E, where the entries of E satisfy

E[Ew] = 0, E[EwEry] = 1{(k,1) = (K',1")}. (5)
Scores are linear in W, so exactly
5:5i(W 4+ 0E) — 5;;(W 4+ 0E) = my; + 0 (v; — v;) " Eu.
We measure robustness by the fraction of competitors still ranked below the correct value,
AUC;(0) = mean I}r [5:i(W 4+ 0E) > s5;;(W + oE)].
Let J be uniform on {1, ..., N} \ {i}, independent of E. Then
AUC,(0) =Pr [S”(W +0E)— 53, ;(W+0FE) > O} =Pr [mu +o(v; — vy) " Eu; > 0],

so it suffices to bound the probability that one random variable is positive, from its mean and variance.
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Lemma B.1 (Cantelli). IfEX > 0 and Var X < oo, then

Var X
PriX < < ——————.
X <0 < Var X + (EX)?

Proof. For t > 0, Markov’s inequality gives Pr[X < 0] < E(EX — X +¢)?/(EX +t)? = (Var X +t?)/(EX + )%
take t = Var X/EX. O

Lemma B.2 (Noise adds variance, not bias). Let F satisfy Equation (5). Then
E[mu +o(v; — ’UJ)TEUZ-] = h;,

Var [mu + o (v; — UJ)TEW] = &7 + 02 ||us|? Hﬁgnﬂvz’ - Uj||2~

Proof. For fixed 7, (v; — v;) T Eu; = >, ;(vi — vj),Eyi(u;); has, by Equation (5), mean 0 and second moment
lv; — vj||?||ui]|?. Average over E first, then over J. O

Theorem B.3 (Perturbed AUC and the margin-to-spread ratio). Let E satisfy Equation (5). For every W, all
data, every o > 0 and every ¢ with h; > 0,

h2
AUC; (o) > g .
) 2 e P o= i

Proof. 1 — AUC;(0) = Pr[m;; + o(v; — vy) " Eu; < 0]. Apply Lemma B.1 with the mean and variance of
Lemma B.2. O

No assumption is made on W, on the shape of the margin distribution, or on d and N.

Corollary B.4 (Gaussian data). If moreover uy, ..., un,v1,...,vy are Lid N(0,1;), then
12 2
AUC;(0) > i = P

T R+ k24 202d2(14 0p(d=1/2))  p2+1+2(0d/k;i)2(1+ Op(d=1/2))

Proof. ||ui||? = d(1 + Op(d=1/?)) and mean;4;|lv; — v;||*> = 2d(1 + O,(d~*/?)). O

At a fixed noise level in units of «;, a larger p; therefore guarantees a larger AUC. For the relative perturbation
W +§||W||rE/||E| r used in the experiments, with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries of F, the bounds hold with o
replaced by §||W || p/d.

Corollary B.5 (Noise on the logits). Suppose instead that each logit is perturbed directly, to s;;(W) + o&;j,
where the &;; have mean 0 and variance 1 and are uncorrelated (for example, i.i.d. N'(0, 1)). Then for every W, every
o > 0 and every i with h; > 0,

gL [s5(W) + 08 > 55;(W) + 085] > W2t r2 1202 p2A1+202/K2

Proof. With J uniform on {1,..., N} \ {i} and independent of &, the variable m;; + (&;; — &;7) has mean h; and
variance k? + 202, since &;; — &;; has mean 0 and variance 2 for every j # i. Apply Lemma B.1. O

A fact is mislabeled only if some incorrect answer overtakes the correct one, so by a union bound the probability of
mislabeling fact i is at most N — 1 times one minus the left-hand side. This bound is informative only when p? is
much larger than N.
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B.2.2 Empirical validation

We test whether the MSR predicts how much perturbation a checkpoint can tolerate, first in language models and
then in the linear memory.

Language models. We measure MSR as in Section 4.3 and degradation by the held-out loss increase of Section B.1.1.
The robustness threshold 6* is the perturbation magnitude at which this increase reaches A L nats. Across checkpoints,
p and 6" are strongly correlated for both AL = 0.05 and 0.1 (Figure 7b): the Spearman correlation over the 72
checkpoints is +0.83 at both thresholds, and within each optimizer it is +0.87 to +0.89 for AdamW and +0.92 to
+0.93 for Muon. Full experimental details appear in Section E.3.

Linear associative memory. With o5 as in Section B.1.2, o5 is strongly correlated with MSR for both optimizers
(Figure 7a). Within each optimizer, 059 and p move together at every model dimension (Figure 23).

Linear Models Language models
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Figure 7: The margin-to-spread ratio tracks robustness to weight perturbations. (a) For the linear models
trained under GD and Muon, we plot the perturbation o3¢ required to lose half of the recovered facts against its
MSR, h/k (Definition 4.1). A higher MSR requires more noise to cause the same loss. (b) We measure the MSR
of 72 pretrained language models (30M-600M) as the median of //x over correctly predicted tokens, and plot the
perturbation §* at which held-out loss rises by A L. The same relationship holds.

C Experimental Details

C.1 Pretraining

Models and data. All language models are OLMo-style decoder-only transformers (Groeneveld et al., 2024; Team
OLMo et al., 2025) with 30M, 60M, 100M, 300M and 600M parameters, trained on DCLM (Li et al., 2024) with the
OLMo 2 tokenizer. Budgets span 5-1,280 TPR at 30M, 5-2,560 TPR at 60M, 5-640 TPR at 100M, 5-160 TPR at 300M
and 5-40 TPR at 600M.

Optimization. Every model is pretrained with sequence length 4096, a global batch of 22" tokens, a warmup-
stable—decay (WSD) schedule, weight decay 0.1 and gradient clipping at 1.0. AdamW uses (81, 82) = (0.9, 0.98).
Muon updates the hidden weight matrices; the remaining parameters (embeddings, output layer and norms) are
updated by AdamW.

C.1.1 Lowest-pretraining-loss setting

For each model size, budget and optimizer, we sweep the peak learning rate and call the run with the lowest held-out
DCLM loss the loss-optimal base model. For Muon we sweep the Muon learning rate and fix the learning rate of the
AdamW-updated parameters to the tuned AdamW value of the same cell (Section C.1.2). Table 1 lists the resulting
learning rates. In the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, used throughout the main text, each optimizer is represented by its
loss-optimal base model alone: we fine-tune it over the full sweep of Section C.2 and compute the learning—forgetting
frontier from its fine-tuning runs.

C.1.2 Learning rate of Muon’s AdamW-updated parameters

Muon has a second learning rate for the parameters it leaves to AdamW. Rather than tuning it in every cell, we set it
to the tuned AdamW learning rate of the same cell. To check this choice, we pretrain 60M Muon models at 20-160
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Table 1: Tuned peak pretraining learning rates per model size and budget. For Muon, the Muon learning rate; the AdamW-
parameter learning rate is fixed to the tuned AdamW value.

Size Optimizer TPR
5 10 20 40 80 160 320 640 1,280 2,560
30M AdamW 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.014 0.02 0.014 0.02 0.014 0.01 -
Muon 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.014 0.02 0.01 0.014 0.01 0.014 -

AdamW 0.056 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.014 0.01 0.01 0.007 0.01

60M N iuon 0014 001 0014 001 0014 00l 0014 0007 0.005 0.005
ooy AdemW [ 004 002 001 001 00l 0007 0007 0.007 - -
Muon | 0.014 0014 0014 0014 001 0014 00l 0005 - -
son  AdamW | 0001 00025 00035 00025 00025 00025 - Z - Z
Muon 002 0014 002 0014 0014 002 - - - -
coopi | AdamW [ 00025 0.0025 00025 0.0025 - - _ - - -

Muon 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 - - - - - -

TPR over a grid of Muon learning rates and three to four AdamW learning rates between 0.5x and 2.8 the tuned
value. Figure 8 shows the best loss over Muon learning rates for each AdamW learning rate. It varies by at most
0.021 nats, and the tuned value is within 0.016 nats of the best, well below the 0.03-0.20 nats by which Muon beats
AdamW at these budgets.

4.04

20 TPR
40 TPR
394 = 80 TPR
== 160 TPR

Pretraining loss

3.81

0.5

1 2
AdamW LR / tuned AdamW LR

Figure 8: Muon is insensitive to the learning rate of its AdamW-updated parameters. Best pretraining loss
over Muon learning rates for each AdamW learning rate, relative to the tuned AdamW value (dashed), for 60M
models.

C.1.3 Best-frontier setting

The loss-optimal base model is not always the best starting point for fine-tuning: models pretrained with a larger
learning rate can offer a better learning—forgetting tradeoff (Watts et al., 2026). We therefore also compare the two opti-
mizers in the best-frontier setting, which sweeps over both pretraining and fine-tuning configurations. For each model
size, budget and pretraining optimizer, we fine-tune the loss-optimal base model and the base models pretrained at the
next five larger learning rates of the sweep grid {0.005,0.007,0.01,0.014,0.02,0.028,0.04, 0.056, 0.08,0.12,0.16 },
pool all of their fine-tuning runs, and compute a single learning—forgetting frontier from the pooled runs. This
frontier is at least as good as the one of the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, since it contains the loss-optimal base
model’s runs. Section D.2 repeats the main results in this setting.
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C.2 Fine-tuning

Each base model is fine-tuned for 20M tokens on each of Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023), GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021),
MusicPile (Yuan et al., 2024) and StackMathQA (Zhang, 2024), with sequence length 1024, a global batch of 65,536
tokens (about 305 steps), a cosine schedule with 20 warmup steps, weight decay 0.1, (81, 82) = (0.9,0.95) and
gradient clipping at 1.0. AdamW-pretrained models are fine-tuned with AdamW, and Muon-pretrained models with
both AdamW and Muon (Section D.3 motivates this choice). We sweep AdamW learning rates from 10~4 to 1072,
and Muon learning rates from 6 x 1074 to 2 x 10~2 with the learning rate of the AdamW-updated parameters set to
0.25x the Muon learning rate. The sweep ranges from runs that barely move the base model to runs that reach the
lowest fine-tuning loss at the cost of more than a nat of forgetting.

C.3 Fine-tuning regularization

A natural question is whether the reversal survives when fine-tuning itself is regularized to limit forgetting. We
test two standard methods for mitigating catastrophic forgetting, data replay (Shin et al., 2017) and elastic weight
consolidation (EWC; Kirkpatrick et al., 2017), on the loss-optimal base models of every size. Both keep the fine-tuning
recipe and learning-rate sweep of Section C.2, and each frontier pools all strengths of the regularizer. Section D.4
reports the results.

Replay. We replace a fraction r € {0.1,0.2,0.3} of the fine-tuning tokens with DCLM data drawn from a shard
that is disjoint from both the pretraining data and the held-out evaluation shard.

EWC. EWC penalizes movement away from the pretrained weights in the directions that matter for pretraining. It
minimizes

Lrr(0) + % Z Fr (01 — HPT,k)Qa (6)
%

where F' is the diagonal empirical Fisher information of the pretraining loss at fp, estimated from squared gradients
over 100 batches of the disjoint DCLM shard used for replay. Following Watts et al. (2026), F is not normalized, so
we sweep A € {10%,4-10%,10%,4 - 10%}.

C.4 Gaussian perturbations

We perturb each base model by adding independent isotropic Gaussian noise to every parameter tensor W, scaled
so that ||AW || = 6||W||, and measure the perturbation degradation A, s (6pT; d) of Section B.1.1. We average
over three noise draws per checkpoint and magnitude, use the loss-optimal checkpoint of each cell, and consider
magnitudes from § = 0.002 to 0.56.

C.5 Evaluation

Losses. Forgetting is the loss on a held-out DCLM shard of about 4.19M tokens that no model is trained on, and
learning is the loss on the validation split of the fine-tuning dataset. Both are mean next-token cross-entropy in nats.

Frontiers. Each fine-tuned checkpoint Opr of a base model gives a point (EPT(OFT), LeT (HFT)). We compute the
learning—forgetting frontier as the lower-left arc of the convex hull of these points, treated as a polyline.

Fine-tuning gap and crossover. We estimate the fine-tuning gap Gyt of Section 2 from 100 points sampled
uniformly by arc length along the AdamW frontier, each assigned its Euclidean distance to the nearest point of the
Muon frontier, negative when that point lies closer to the origin. The crossover TPR is the smallest budget at which
Grr > 0. In both settings, the gap and crossover compare the two optimizers’ frontiers as defined above: one base
model per optimizer in the lowest-pretraining-loss setting, pooled base models in the best-frontier setting.

Degradation. For Figure 3c, the degradation of a base model is the increase in held-out DCLM loss caused by
fine-tuning, Lpr(0rT) — LpT(0pT). We read Lpr(0rT) off the base model’s frontier at a target fine-tuning loss of
1.1x the lowest fine-tuning loss reached by either optimizer at that model size, so that both optimizers are compared
at the same amount of learning.
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D Additional Results for Section 3

This section extends the fine-tuning results of Section 3. Unless noted otherwise, figures show 60M models, and
frontiers are restricted to the region of Section C.5.

D.1 Lowest-pretraining-loss setting

Figure 9 shows that the loss-optimal Muon model reaches a lower pretraining loss than its AdamW counterpart at
every budget and model size, so the reversal is not inherited from pretraining loss. Figures 10 and 11 extend the
frontiers and gaps of the lowest-pretraining-loss setting (Figures 1 and 3) to all four datasets, at the budgets around
each crossover. On every dataset Muon is better than or level with AdamW below the crossover and AdamW is better

beyond it.
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Figure 9: Muon reaches lower pretraining loss than AdamW. DCLM held-out loss of the loss-optimal base
models across pretraining data budgets and model sizes.

Alpaca GSMSK MusicPile StackMathQA
. *>— b—¢ .
5 \’ P~/ \ e e 2
&0 ’\ _e. 0.1 '~¢ s =& *
50 TN 0.0 1
= 004 0.0 1
. —
5 0.0
= 17/ ? :
£ i/ / “1/ /
o —
0.1 0.1
011y 011e * *
20 160 1280 20 160 1280 20 160 1280 20 160 1280
Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR

Figure 10: Fine-tuning gap on every fine-tuning dataset, loss-optimal base models (60M). Negative values
mean the Muon frontier dominates.
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Figure 11: Learning—forgetting frontiers on every fine-tuning dataset, loss-optimal base models (60M). Each
row shows the budgets around that dataset’s crossover TPR.

D.2 Best-frontier setting

We repeat the analyses of Section 3 in the best-frontier setting (Section C.1.3), where each pretraining optimizer is
swept across all pretraining and fine-tuning configurations. Figures 12 and 13 show the learning—forgetting frontiers
and fine-tuning gaps of 60M models on all four fine-tuning datasets, at the budgets around each crossover. On
every dataset, the Muon frontier is better below the crossover; at the crossover AdamW has caught up with or
overtaken Muon, and beyond it the AdamW frontier dominates. The fine-tuning gap turns positive at the crossover
and stays positive, broadly growing with the data budget. Figure 14 shows that, as in the lowest-pretraining-loss
setting (Figure 2), the crossover TPR decreases with model size.
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Figure 12: Fine-tuning gap on every fine-tuning dataset, best-frontier setting (60M). Negative values mean
the Muon frontier dominates.
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Figure 14: Crossover TPR decreases with model size, in the best-frontier setting. As model size increases,
Muon’s advantage reverses with substantially smaller pretraining data budgets.

D.3 Choice of fine-tuning optimizer

Our frontiers fine-tune AdamW-pretrained models with AdamW and Muon-pretrained models with both AdamW
and Muon. Figure 15 motivates this choice, and shows that Muon’s greater forgetting at large budgets is a property
of the pretrained model rather than of the fine-tuning recipe. For each pretraining optimizer and budget, we take
the best 60M base model among those fine-tuned with both optimizers, and plot its AdamW- and Muon-fine-tuned
frontiers separately. We use GSM8K, the dataset on which AdamW-pretrained models were fine-tuned with both
optimizers across the full range of budgets.

Two observations follow. First, the fine-tuning optimizer matters for AdamW-pretrained models but not for Muon-
pretrained ones: on AdamW-pretrained models, AdamW fine-tuning dominates Muon fine-tuning at every budget,
whereas the two frontiers of a Muon-pretrained model lie close together with no consistent winner. Second, the
reversal does not depend on how the Muon-pretrained model is fine-tuned: at 1.2B tokens both of its frontiers lie below
those of the AdamW-pretrained model, and from 19.2B tokens onward the AdamW-pretrained, AdamW-fine-tuned
frontier dominates both.
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Figure 15: Muon’s greater forgetting comes from the pretrained model, not the fine-tuning optimizer.
Learning—forgetting frontiers of the best 60M base models on GSM8K, split by fine-tuning optimizer (solid: AdamW;
dashed: Muon). AdamW fine-tuning is always better for AdamW-pretrained models, while the two fine-tuning

optimizers give nearly the same frontier for Muon-pretrained models. At large budgets, the AdamW-pretrained model
dominates under either choice.

D.4 Fine-tuning regularization

We repeat the comparison when fine-tuning is regularized with replay or EWC (setup in Section C.3), using the
loss-optimal 60M base models. Figures 16 and 17 show the frontiers on all four datasets; each row shows the budgets
around that dataset’s crossover under the regularizer, a quarter and half of the crossover TPR, the crossover itself,
and four times it. The crossover is the first budget at which the fine-tuning gap turns positive (Section C.5). Both
regularizers reduce forgetting and can move the crossover to larger budgets (from 80 to 320 TPR on Alpaca and
StackMathQA), but AdamW’s frontier is better at large budgets on every dataset under both (Figure 18), with one
exception: under EWC on StackMathQA the gap turns negative again at the largest budget, 2,560 TPR. With replay,
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frontiers are close.

Muon’s frontier is better than or level with AdamW’s below the crossover on every dataset. With EWC the picture
below the crossover is mixed: Muon is clearly better at small budgets on GSM8K, while on the other datasets the two
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Figure 16: Learning—forgetting frontiers with replay of 10-30% DCLM data, loss-optimal 60M base models
Each row shows the budgets around that dataset’s crossover under replay.
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E Additional Results for Section 4 and Appendix B

This section collects details and additional results for the analysis of Section 4 and for the perturbation experiments
of Section B: the margin-to-spread ratio across data budgets in the linear memory (Section E.1, for Section 4.2),
perturbation robustness at every magnitude (Section E.2, for Section B.1), and the margin-to-spread ratio and
robustness in the linear memory and in language models (Section E.3, for Sections B.2 and 4.3).

E.1 Margin-to-spread ratio across data budgets

E.1.1 One step

This is the regime Theorem 4.2 is about: the two solutions are the exact first step from Wy = 0, so every quantity
below can be compared against a closed form.

Setup Data. Keys and values are drawn as in Section 4.1 at d = 512, with N = ~d and v €
{13:1.1.7.3,2,3,3,4,5,6,8,10,12,16,20,24,32, 48,64}, five random seeds per data budget. Section 4.1 re-
quires N — 1 > d, so the points with v < 1 lie outside the range in which Theorem 4.2 is stated and are drawn only
for context.

One step. The gradient of the loss of Section 4.1 at W, = 0 is computed exactly, with equal item weights. GD takes
it as WSP; Muon takes its polar factor WMu°n = Orth(WSP), computed exactly by singular value decomposition
rather than by the Newton-Schulz iteration of Section A.1.2. As a baseline we also record the first AdamW step,
which with zero initialization and the usual ¢ is the entrywise sign(1W ©P); Theorem 4.2 says nothing about it.

Observables. Every h; and «; is evaluated in closed form for all ¢ as in Definition 4.1, giving h, R, pand R.

Plotting. Solid lines are means over the five seeds and bands are & one standard deviation; dashed lines are the closed
forms behind Theorem 4.2, with ®(+y) replaced by its limit 3%. In the h and R panels each solution is normalized
to |W||r = 1, which is needed because the two steps have different scales while p does not see them; the & and p
panels are divided by \/W , the unit in which Theorem 4.2 is stated.

Result Figure 19 (top) shows R rising monotonically from 0.53 at v = % to 1.16 at v = 64 and crossing 1 near
~ = b, with the closed form tracking it once v 2 2. The remaining panels separate the two factors. Normalized, GD’s
margin is constant in v, which is the identity AP = |[WGP||2./(N — 1) read at |W || = 1, while Muon’s climbs to
about 2 5 both variances approach the same limit, GD’s from above and Muon’s from below. The limiting ratio ? is
therefore carried by the margm Its approach to that limit comes from both factors: Muon’s margin contributes the
JrW correction, while the —= part of the 7 9 ~ term comes from GD’s variance, the factor v+ 2 in (KSP)? (Section 4.2).
The bottom row runs the same comparlson agamst the AdamW surrogate: its R has the same shape but reaches only
0.93 at v = 64, so over the data budgets we ran the one-step reversal is a statement about GD, not about AdamW.

E.1.2 Many steps

The theory covers one step. This experiment runs the same memory to convergence and asks whether the ordering it
predicts survives training.

Setup Data. Keys and values are drawn as in Section 4.1, with item ¢ queried with probability ¢; o< 1/4 (Zipf). We
use d € {64,128, 256,512}, v log-spaced in [%, 128], and three seeds per (d,~y) shared by the two optimizers.

Training. From Wy, = 0 we take 7 = 10* full-batch steps of Wt+1 = Wy 4+ 0.02G; for GD and Wiy =
Wy +0.005 Orth(G,) for Muon, where Gy = Y, ¢; (1 — pw, (i | i))u;v; is the Hebbian part of the gradient of the
loss of Section 4.1, at constant learning rate, without momentum or Welght decay, and with the polar factor again
taken by singular value decomposition.

Observables. h; and x; are as in Definition 4.1, with equal item weights rather than the ¢; used in training. The
saturated value of an observable is the per-seed median over ¢ > 103; R is formed per seed and only then averaged.
Curves are means over seeds and bands are + one standard deviation.

Perturbed robustness. We perturb the trained weights as in Section B.1.2, W/ = W + o||Wr|| g€ with ||€]|F = 1,
over 16 perturbation directions shared by the two optimizers, and read off o5, the ¢ at which half of the items correct
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Figure 19: One step at d = 512, GD against Muon (top) and the AdamW surrogate against Muon (bottom); solid is
experiment, dashed the closed form of Theorem 4.2.

at 0 = 0 are lost. For N < d the Muon solution is rescaled to its component in the span of the keys, since outside
that span it is an arbitrary orthogonal completion that carries norm but no information. Data budgets at which either
optimizer is already past the capacity of the memory, meaning accuracy below 0.99 at o0 = 0, are dropped from the
050 panels: there the two optimizers recover different sets of items and the two o5¢ are not comparable.
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Figure 20: Top: saturated p against the data budget, the two curves behind Figure 21. Bottom: perturbed
robustness o5y against the data budget, below capacity only. One column per d.

Result Training does not undo the one-step picture. Figure 21 shows R increasing with ~y at every d, over a range
from about 0.4 to about 1.2, and the crossing R = 1 moving to larger data budgets as d grows: v* ~ 4.0, 4.4, 5.4 and
9.9 at d = 64, 128, 256 and 512. Figure 20 shows the two p separately: both fall with the data budget, Muon’s from
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Figure 21: Saturated R against the data budget, one panel per d.

roughly twice GD’s at v = i to below it past v*. The bottom row shows that the robustness ordering turns over as
well, GD’s 059 gaining on Muon’s at every d. The two turnovers need not coincide, and they do not: the o5 ordering
flips at v ~ 0.5, 1.3 and 11 at d = 128, 256 and 512, and at d = 64 GD is already the more robust at the smallest data
budget we ran.

E.2 Perturbation robustness

E.2.1 Setup

For every (model size, data budget) cell and each optimizer we take the checkpoint attaining the lowest held-out
DCLM loss over the full pretraining learning-rate grid. A Gaussian perturbation is added independently to each
parameter tensor of that checkpoint, scaled so that ||AW||r = §||W||F, and we report the increase in held-out
DCLM loss over the checkpoint without perturbation, averaged over three perturbation draws. The grid spans three
model sizes, 30M to 100M, token-parameter ratios from 5 to 2,560 TPR, and perturbation magnitudes § from 0.005
to 0.28. Magnitudes below § ~ 0.02 are omitted from the figures because the increase in loss is then at the level of
the seed-to-seed variation for both optimizers.

Table 2 and the robustness counts below use the same protocol on the loss-optimal checkpoints of all five model sizes,
30M to 600M: 36 (model size, data budget) cells and perturbation magnitudes ¢ from 0.002 to 0.56.

E.2.2 Result

Figure 6 fixes the perturbation magnitude; Figure 22 reports the same difference of degradations at every magnitude
we sweep. The left three panels fix § and vary the model size, the right panel fixes the model size at 100M and varies
0. The difference is positive at every budget, model size and magnitude we tested, and grows with the budget at every
0. Magnitudes are not comparable across panels, since the degradation of both optimizers grows steeply with &; what
the panels share is the shape of the curve.

Over the 36 cells, the perturbation magnitude 6* at which the loss has risen by 0.05, 0.1 or 0.2 nats is larger for
AdamW in every cell and at every threshold, by a median factor of 1.4, and Muon’s increase in loss exceeds AdamW’s
in every cell at every d from 0.005 to 0.2. The ordering does not depend on which checkpoint of a cell is used: giving
each optimizer its most perturbation-robust checkpoint within 0.02 nats of the cell’s best base loss still leaves Muon
degrading 20-400% more.

Loss under perturbation. Table 2 compares the loss under perturbation itself, rather than its increase, and places
the result next to the fine-tuning crossover of Figure 2. At every model size, Muon’s loss under perturbation is the
lower one at small budgets and AdamW’s at large ones, apart from the three marked entries. The crossover moves to
smaller budgets as d grows, so its value is not comparable to the fine-tuning crossover; its trend with model size is.
From 0 = 0.1 on, the crossover budget does not increase with model size, as for every fine-tuning dataset; at 6 = 0.05
it is not monotone.
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Table 2: Crossover budgets, in TPR (tokens per parameter). Left: the smallest budget at which AdamW’s loss under a perturbation
of magnitude ¢ is below Muon’s (loss-optimal checkpoints, mean over three perturbation draws); > 20: Muon’s is lower up to the
largest 600M budget, 20 TPR; < 5: AdamW’s is lower already at the smallest budget; T: Muon’s is lower again at 160 TPR, by
0.003 nats. Right: the fine-tuning crossover of Figure 2.

Perturbation, é Fine-tuning
Size | 0.05 0.1 0.13 0.2 | Alpaca GSM8K MusicPile StackMathQA
30M 160 40 40 20 160 80 640 320
60M 80 40 40 20 80 80 80 80
100M | 160 40 20 10 80 40 80 40
300M | 807 40 20 10 40 10 40 20
600M | >20 20 10 <5 20 ) 10 10
2 0=0.02 0=0.05 0=0.1 100M
N ] ] 27
= A7 A s
g 011 . o 1 /7 .
= 7 AP 7 —
< o1 et {7 1 N
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S 7 -—-—./
P 5 0 320 5 0 320 5 0 320 5 40 320
Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR Pretraining TPR

—e— 30M —m— 60M —e— 100M, 6=0.02 —v— 100M,6=0.05 —=— 100M, 6=0.1

Figure 22: The perturbation degradation gap is positive at every perturbation magnitude. Muon minus
AdamW increase in held-out DCLM loss. Left three panels: one § each; right: 100M across d.

E.3 Margin-to-spread ratio and robustness
E.3.1 Setup

Linear model. Each cell is a data budget ¥ = N/d and a model dimension d, run with three seeds. We train W from
Wy = 0 for T = 10* full-batch steps on Zipf-distributed item frequencies, with GD at a learning rate of 0.02 and
Muon at 0.005, and read p off the trained W. The same W is then perturbed, W' = W + o||W|| g€ with ||€]|Fr = 1,
over 16 perturbation directions shared by the two optimizers, and o5 is the perturbation level at which half of the
items recovered at o = 0 are lost, interpolated between grid points on a log scale.

Real language models. The analogue of a stored fact is a next-token prediction, and the analogue of the competitors
of Definition 4.1 is the rest of the vocabulary. We evaluate the checkpoint on held-out DCLM text (128 sequences of
4096 tokens, never trained on). At a position with gold token ¢ and logit vector z, the margins are

m; = z — 2, j#t, (7)

over the whole vocabulary, and h and 2 are their mean and variance over those |V| — 1 competitors, exactly as in
Definition 4.1. Two choices make this well defined. First, only the positions at which the gold token is already the
argmax, min;-; m; > 0, are used: elsewhere the prediction is wrong before any perturbation is added and the margin
is not a robustness margin. Second, the position-level values h/x are summarised by their median over positions
rather than their mean, since the distribution over positions is heavy-tailed. The reduction over the vocabulary
axis is carried out in double precision and chunked over positions, so the margin vector is never materialised. Both
quantities are measured on the same checkpoints: for every (model size, token budget) cell, the checkpoint with
the lowest held-out DCLM loss over the pretraining learning-rate grid, which gives 72 checkpoints over five model
sizes. For robustness we take §*, the relative weight-perturbation level at which the held-out loss rises by AL nats,
interpolated on a log-log scale and averaged over three perturbation draws.

Learning-rate ablation. At two data budgets, each optimizer is run at its learning rate and at that rate scaled by i
and by 4, all other settings unchanged, at d = 128 and 7' = 10* over several seeds.

32



accuracy

final p

saturated p

R

0.2057 £ 0.0031
0.1580 £ 0.0031
0.1978 £ 0.0014
0.1566 £ 0.0024
0.1969 £ 0.0017
0.1577 £ 0.0042

2.4610 £ 0.0142
2.1470 £ 0.0125
2.4609 £ 0.0145
2.1418 £ 0.0121
2.4607 £ 0.0146
2.1492 £ 0.0111

2.4550 £ 0.0136
2.1624 £ 0.0133
2.4610 £ 0.0144
2.1461 £ 0.0123
2.4608 £ 0.0145
2.1502 £ 0.0112

1.1354

1.1468

1.1445

vy optimizer Ir
GD 0.005 (x 1)
Muon 0.00125 (x §)

16 GD 0.02
Muon 0.005
GD 0.08 (x4)
Muon 0.02 (x4)
GD 0.005 (x 1)
Muon 0.00125 (x 1)

64 GD 0.02
Muon 0.005
GD 0.08 (x4)
Muon 0.02 (x4)

0.0356 £ 0.0013
0.0272 £ 0.0013
0.0344 £ 0.0012
0.0269 £ 0.0015
0.0341 £ 0.0011
0.0271 £ 0.0014

0.9413 £ 0.0129
0.7755 £ 0.0070
0.9411 £0.0128
0.7731 £ 0.0070
0.9410 +£0.0128
0.7748 = 0.0074

0.9384 £ 0.0128
0.7825 £ 0.0073
0.9412 £ 0.0129
0.7750 £ 0.0070
0.9410 £ 0.0128
0.7753 £ 0.0073

1.1992

1.2145

1.2138

Table 3. Learning-rate ablation in the linear model at d = 128, T = 10*, mean + sd over seeds; “final” is p at the last step and
“saturated” its median overt > 10%. Each R pairs the two rows beside it. Accuracy and p move by less than 1% over the 16x
range, and so does R.

E.3.2 Result

Within each optimizer 059 and p move together at every model dimension, over more than an order of magnitude in
050, and the association is monotone in p rather than in d or y separately (Figure 23). In the language models, the
Spearman correlation between p and 6* over the 72 checkpoints is +0.83 at AL = 0.05 and 0.1 nats and +0.84 at
0.2 nats; within each optimizer it is +0.87 to 4+-0.89 for AdamW and +0.92 to 4-0.93 for Muon (Figure 23). Across
the 16x learning-rate range, accuracy moves by less than one percentage point and p by less than 1%, far below
the gap between the two optimizers, and the ratio R between them by at most 1.3% (Table 3); the comparison in
Section 4.2 is therefore not an artefact of the learning rates.

(a)

(o50)

Perturbation size

I
n

¥}
!

30

d=64 d=128 d=256 d=512
7/ P e s
.,-'/j .,0'//‘ {/.f'/‘ (f
4 Y4 ¢ A
/ / /
3 10 30 3 10 30 3 10 30 3 10
MNR (p) MNR (p) MNR (p) MNR (p)
= (b) AL=0.05 nats AL=0.1 nats AL=0.2 nats
‘% 0'2 ] L] :. ...': L]
8 ot .t 5 2%
S ol . L o BV 20
% X, 005 i ."
E A
B 0021~
o T T T T T T T
[ 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 6 7
MNR (p) MNR (p) MNR (p)
—e— GD (a) / AdamW (b) —*— Muon

Figure 23: Top: 050 against p in the linear model, one panel per model dimension, one point per 7y cell, below
capacity only. Bottom: real language models, §* against p at every threshold; marker shape is the model size.
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F Proof of Theorem 4.2

This section proves the quantitative bound underlying the informal Theorem 4.2. For every fixed data budget
v = N/d > 16, we establish
3T 9 .
R——(177)’<c =3/2 4 5 (1 8
R ()| S0 e ®)
as d — oo, where (] is an absolute constant. The fixed-percentage increase is established in Lemma F.33; the other
conclusions of Theorem 4.2 follow from the negative 1/ term in R — 37 /8, as detailed below.

We first compute the one-step GD and Muon iterates and collect concentration estimates for the Gaussian data. We
then evaluate the mean margin h and the margin spread < of Definition 4.1 separately for the two iterates, and finally
take the ratio of the two margin-to-spread ratios. The GD estimates hold for every v > 1; the Muon estimates, and
hence the theorem, require v > 16.

Setup. We work in the setting of Section 4.1 with uniform query weights, ¢; = 1/N for every fact ; this is the setting
of Theorem 4.2 and is assumed throughout. The keys and values u1, ..., upy,v1, ..., vy are independent N/ (0, I)
vectors, N = ~yd with the data budget v > 1 held fixed, N — 1 > d, and d — o0; O,, and o), are as in Section 4.1.

Notation. We collect the data in U = [u1 - uy] € RN and V = [vy - - - vn] € RN and write 1 = (1,...,1)T,
e; for the i-th standard basis vector and (X Y) =tr(XTY). The operator Frobenius and nuclear norms ||- ||Op, || IlF
and ||-||. satisfy

[ Xlop < 1X[[7 < [ X[l < rank(X)[[Xllop, [ X[[r < Vrank(X) [[X]|op, ©)
(XY < [IX[ MY flop-
For X € R¥*4 with compact SVD X = PXQ" we write Orth(X) = PQ for its polar factor, so that Orth(cX) =
Orth(X) for ¢ > 0 and ||Orth(X)|op < 1.
Scores and observables. By Definition 4.1, for any W,
h= meanu th — mean mean u; Wvl,
7 VED)
Z2 _ TW W 2 (10)
K NN-T) ZZ v;) —mean(rr;ggnu vl) ,

i=1 j#i

where the scores are written as u;r W, rather than v;r Wu,; as in Section 4.1. The two conventions are exchanged by
swapping the roles of U and V: reading Section 4.1 with (U, V') replaced by (V, U) turns every score vj—-'— W, into
u;'— Ww; and its one-step iterate into Equation (11), leaving the loss and every h; and ; unchanged. Since U and V'
are i.i.d., the law of p is the same under either convention.

F.1 The two one-step iterates

Lemma F.1 (One step). Up to a positive multiple, one step of GD and one step of Muon from Wy = 0 give

1 117
WP = uvT - (U1)(V1)T = U(IN - T)vT wMuen — Oreh (WD), 1)

The positive multiple is immaterial for p.

Proof. Gradient. With Oy (u;'— Ww;) = ujv, , the gradient of the loss of Section 4.1 with uniform weights ¢; = 1/N is

—VwL(W NZ (ut pr jli u]) ) (12)

At W = 0 all scores vanish, so po(j | ) = 1/N; moreover > u; = UL, >, u;v; =UVT and) ;0] = (V1)T,
whence

Vi L£(0) = %(UVT - %(Ul)(Vl)T) NU(IN - %)VT (13)
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One step. With step size 7 > 0, GD gives —nVy £(0) = ZWSP and Muon gives nOrth(—V £(0)) =
7 Orth(WSP), using Orth(cX) = Orth(X) for ¢ > 0. Normalization. Replacing W by ¢cW with ¢ > 0 multi-
plies every score ujT Ww; by ¢, hence h; — ch; and k; — ck;, so h +— ch, k — ck and p is unchanged. ]

Lemma F.2 (Full rank and orthogonality). Almost surely rank WGP = d. Consequently WM™ is an orthogonal
matriz [ W] =[], [ WA, =1 and [WHR = o

Proof. det WGP is a polynomial in the entries of (U, V). Taking U = [I; 0] and V = [I; — > k<ack 0], whichis

possible because N > d + 1, gives V1 = 0 and WGP = gvT = I, so the polynomial is not identically zero; since
(U, V) has a density, Pr[det WP = 0] = 0. At full rank the factors P, () of the compact SVD are d x d orthogonal
matrices, so WMuwn = PQT is orthogonal and ||[W™uen |2, = rank WEP = d. O

F.2 Concentration estimates for the data
Lemma F.3 (Concentration for U, V). Asd — oo along the sequence above:
(i) meany ||uk|®> = d(1 + O,((Nd)~*/2)), and likewise for V.
(it) meany, ([|ux|[lvxl| — d)* = Oy (d).
(iii) |U1||?>/(Nd) — 1 in probability; in particular |[U1||* = O,(Nd). Likewise for V.

(iv) |U]lop/V'N — 14 v~ /2 almost surely, hence U112, < AN+ 0,(1)); and for every m > 1 there is C., with
E|U||27 < Cru N™. Likewise for V.

) |[UUT — Nlglop = Op(V'Nd). Ify > 16, then with probability tending to one both S = +VV'T and
S=x(VVT — L(V1)(V1)T) satisfy ||S — Lallop < 3712 and Apin (S) > L.

i) [VV T4 = O,(N%d), and E||[VV T ||2" < Oy, (N2d)™. Likewise for UU "
(i) UV 3 = N(1+ 0p(d~)) and |UV T [ — d 55, x| = Op (VN2 + Na).

(iii) UV'T 4 (UU V2= with = € R¥9 having i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries independent of U; with probability tending to
UV lop <5V NA.

one,

Proof. (1) "4 |lukll?> ~ Xx%4 has mean Nd and variance 2Nd, so Chebyshev gives >, |lux||*> = Nd + O, (V' Nd);
divide by N.

(i) For z > 0 one has vz > 1 + #51 — @: the difference g of the two sides satisfies g(0) = g(1) = ¢’(1) =0
and ¢”(z) = 1 — 227%/2 changes sign once, at 2o = 47%/%, s0 g is concave on [0, 2] and convex on [z, 00), and the

two boundary values force g > 0. With u ~ N(0, I), E||u||?/d = 1 and var(||u|?/d) = 2/d, so E|u| > Vd(1 — )
and (E||u|[)? > d — 2. Hence for independent u, v,

E(|lulllv] - d)* = Eljul* E|jv]|* - 24 Eljul| Eo| + d* < 24* - 2d(d - 2) = 4d, (14)
and Markov’s inequality gives the claim.
(it)) U1 = 3", up ~ N(0,N1y), so |[UL|?>/N ~ x? has mean d and variance 2d; Chebyshev gives ||U1||?/(Nd) =
140, (d=1/2).
(iv) |U]12, = Amax(UU "), and by the Bai-Yin law Apax(UU T /N) — (1 + 4~1/2)2 < 4 almost surely, since y > 1.
For the moments, U + ||U||op is 1-Lipschitz for ||-|| p and E[|U||op < VN + v/d < 2¢/N by Gordon’s theorem, so
Gaussian concentration gives Pr[|U||op > 2V N +t] < ¢~'"/2; integrating the tail bounds all moments.

(v) By Bai-Yin, Apax (UU T /N) = (1 +~77Y2)2 and Apin (UU T /N) — (1 — 4~ /2)2 almost surely, so [|[UU T /N —
Iillop — max{(1+~71/2)2—1,1— (1—~y~1/2)2} = 2971/2 4 4~1, which is at most 3y~ /2 < 4y~1/2; multiplying
by N gives the first claim. For v > 16 we have v~ /2 < 1,50 in probability || VV T /N — Iy[lop — 27"/ + 471 <
Iy Y2 <3y Y2 and A\pin(VVT/N) — (1 — 47 1/2)2 > 2% > 1, and the inequalities being strict they hold with

35



.1 . . . T
probability tending to one. For the centred version, write +~ (VV'T — L (V1)(V1)") = Y- — 2 (V1)(V1)T,

=l

where - (V1)(V1)T = 0 has operator norm ||V 1[|2/N? % -4 — 471 in probability by (iii). By Weyl's
inequality,
1 T+ 1 - VVTy [va)?
min |\ 77 AT 1 1 >>>\min< )7 )
A (N(VV VDY) = N N2 15)
1 1 Vv’ [V
SV =)V )T) - 6| <[5
HN( N VDD ~ L < ||~ fall, TR

and in probability the two right-hand sides converge to

_ _ 9 1 1 1 _ _ 5 _ _
(1—71/2)2—’712E—T6=§>§7 2y 1/2+271§§7 V2 <3y, (16)

using 7~ 1/2 < %; the inequalities being strict, they hold with probability tending to one.
(vi) VV'T has rank at most d, so |[VV T ||p < VA|[VV T ||op = \/gHVng by Equation (9); now use (iv).

UVHIE = S (g u) (i v) = Spllunllloell? + Xz (u w) (v v)-

Mean. E|uy||?||vg||? = d? and, for k # I, E(uj w) (v v) = 0,50 E|UV T||Z = Nd>.

Variance. The variables ||uy||?||vi||?, k € [N], are independent with var(||u||?||vk||?) = (% + 2d)? — d* < 8d°.
Next, Zk#(u;rul)(v;—vl) =23, - (uf w)(v] v); for unordered pairs {k, 1} # {k’,1'} one of the indices k, [, K,/
occurs exactly once, and integrating over the u with that index gives E[(u, w) (v, vi) () up ) (v, vr)] = 0; since
E(ug w)? (v v)? = d?, this gives var Zk#(u;ul)(v;vl) =4 w -d* <2N2d? For k' € [N] and k # I, one

of k, differs from &/, and integrating over the u with that index gives E [(||ug [|[|vw/[|? — d?)(u w)(v] vi)] =0, so
the two sums are uncorrelated. Therefore

UvTz) 8 2 4
UVT|2% < 8Nd® 4+ 2N2d2 (var] r) /% 22 17
var|[UV |l < 8Nd” + ’ E[UVIE S VNd & (7)

and Chebyshev gives the first claim.

Centred version. UV " [|Z —d >, [Jvkl|? = 3, (lug||* — ) |Jvk]|? —l—Zk#(ugul)(v;vl) has mean zero. The variables
(lug||?> = d)||vg||? are independent with variance E(||u|? — d)? E|jv||* = 2d(d? + 2d) < 6d>; the second sum has
variance at most 2N2d? as above; and for k' € [N] and k # [, integrating over the u whose index among k, [ differs
from k' gives E[(|lux||? — d)||og: [|*(u w) (v v;)] = 0. Hence the variance is at most 6 Nd® + 2N?d?, its square
root is at most v/6v/Nd>/? 4+ \/2Nd, and Chebyshev gives the second claim.

(viii) Conditionally on U, the columns of UV T are i.i.d. N'(0,UU "), i.e. of the form (UU ")'/2g with g ~ N(0, I);
stacking the d vectors g as the columns of = gives the stated equality in distribution, and the conditional law of =
does not depend on U, so = is independent of U. For the norm, ||(UU ")Y2Z||op < [|U]lopl|I=||op> and almost surely

1Ullop/VN — 1 +~71/2 < 2 by (iv) while ||Z|op/v/d — 2 by Bai-Yin with aspect ratio 1. O

(vii) Expanding,

Lemma F.4 (Norms of WG&P),
() WO, = (N—1)(1+0,(d")), and WP |3 —dtx (VVT =1 (V1)(V1)T) = O,(VNd*2+Nd).
(i) [WEP|lop < U llopllV |lop> and with probability tending to one |WEP||o, < 7V Nd.
(iii) With probability tending to one, %d\/m < ||WSP|. < 7dvV/Nd.
WEP| /(Nd) — ®(7)/\/7, where

1/ ~pltp P(l—p)
D(ry) = /0 { 1 - erm}dp, (18)

(iv) In probability,

and for~vy > 16
o) = o (1 = +r), ) <77 (19)

Part (iv) is where the constant 37/8 enters: Muon replaces W &P by its polar factor, which turns the diagonal score
into ||[WSEP||,, and 8/(37) is the limiting Maréenko—Pastur integral at y = oc.
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Proof. (i) By Equation (11) and || X — Y||%2 = || X||%2 — 2(X,Y)

IWeP|% = HUVTHF—*(UI) UVT(V1)+7HU1II Va2, (20)

where the cross term is O, (N2d) /N = O,(Nd) and the last term is O,,(d?) by Theorem F.3(iii),(iv),(viii). Substituting
|UVT|% = Nd?(1 + O,(d~1)) from Theorem F.3(vii) and using d?> < Nd gives the first claim. For the second,
tr(VVT) =3, [Jvk]|? and tr((V1)(V1)T) = 2, so the same expansion gives

d|vi|?
GDj2 _ T T
ISP —dr (VT - ST = (v - a3l o) + S5 o
U1|?|V1]]?
—N(Ul)TUVT(Vl)Jri” ”N”2 i

whose four terms are O,(v/Nd*/? + Nd) by the second half of Theorem F.3(vii), O,(d?), O,(Nd) and O,(d?)
respectively; since d? < Nd, the claim follows.

(i) | In — llT lop = 1 gives the first inequality. For the second, the triangle inequality and the operator norm of a
rank-one matrlx give [WEP|lop < [[UV T ||op + [|[UL|||V1]|/N < 5V Nd + 2d < 7v/Nd with probability tending
to one, by Theorem F.3(iii),(viii) and d < v Nd.

(iii) 052 <513, 8a = || X||opl| X ||+ and [| X ||« < rank(X)||X||op. Combining with (i) and
(ii>’
WEPIE . (N —1Dd*(1—o,(1) _ 1
wep H > P22 > —dVNd,
W= = ey, WNd 8 @)

IWEPs < d|WEPlop < 7TdVNd.

(iv) Removing the centring. By the triangle inequality for the nuclear norm and the nuclear norm of a rank-one matrix,
UV T — [WEP|.| < [[UL]||VL]||/N = O,(d), which is o( Nd); so it suffices to prove the limit for |[UV T ||...

Limit. By Theorem F.3(viii), {s,(UV " )?/(Nd)}q<a has the same law as the eigenvalues of % (U—]I{,T)UQEET(U—%T)U2
with = independent of U: conditionally on U this is a sample covariance matrix with population covariance %U U’
and aspect ratio 1, and the spectral distribution of % UUT converges almost surely to the Maréenko-Pastur law H with

ratio 1/ and mean 1. By the Mar¢enko-Pastur-Silverstein theorem the empirical distribution of {s,(UV ")2/(Nd)}
converges weakly in probability to a law v whose Stieltjes transform m satisfies
1 t

Z:_E+ 1+tm

dH(t). (23)

By Theorem F.3(viii) all s2 /(Nd) < 25 with probability tending to one, so both the empirical law and v are supported

in [0, 25]; taking the limit for the bounded continuous function A — min(v/X, 5) gives 3 3 so/VNd — [V Adv
in probability, that is

lovT. \/7 1 54 1
R N.d;m—)ﬁ/ﬁdl/(x\). (24)
Closed form. Let 1(z) := [ {2%-dv. From {24 = —1 + 1/1aﬁ>\ we get (z) = —1 — 1m(1/z), ie. m(1/z) =
—z(1 4+ (x)). Taklng z = 1/x in Equation (23) and multiplying by x(1 + ¢ (x)),
1
W(x) = / 1f(w Jf(jzg)t dH (1), (25)

On the other hand the Stieltjes transform of the Maréenko—-Pastur law with ratio 1/ and mean 1 satisfies %zm a(z)?—
(1— % —z)mpy(z)+1=0,and %= = -1+ 1/17/;; gives mp(1/u) = —u(1+ [ 1“-dH(t)); substituting z = 1/u
into the quadratic yields, for all u,

%(1+/ - ftuth(t))2+ (1 - %)u(u/ : ftuth(t)) 7/1 ﬁtuth(t) ~0. (26)
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Take u = (1 + ¢ (z)). By Equation (25) the integral then equals ¢ (), so

lx 8 —lx 2_y= ie T = ¥(z)
S+ (1= 2)e+9) —w =0, e T+ 9@ A+ 0@/ @)

Using v\ = I A+w <% and Tonelli’s theorem, and then substituting p = —¢(—1/w) € (0, 1),

/\F)\du:i/ooo_w(\;%/w)dw,

1-p)3(1— d 2 1 1
_(1-p) p/v) _g_w[ /v ++ 28)
l—p 1-=p/v p
Vady = = /1/ 2 Vel =)/ }dp;
/ \f —p/y \/15
then 2,/p + 1% = i\/%’ and /1 —p/v- */f'l(i;ﬁ)/w = 7‘/\% give Equation (18).
Expansion. For 0 < s < —one has
S ~1/2 2s
“/1_‘9_1+2‘§€ 0<(1-9) 2122 (29)

For the first, g(s) :==1—5 —/1 —s satisﬁes g(0) = O,g ( )=2(1-s)"Y2-1) > 0and g"(s) = 2 (1—5)7%/2 <
11-%£)32 < 2on0,L] s0g(s) < 7 max g” < <. For the second, f(s) := (1 —s)71/2 — 1 — 2¢ satisfies
f(0)=0and f'(s) = 3(1 —s)"%2 -2 < Ofors < 1 (2)%/3 ~ 0.175, hence on [0 so f < 0 there. Take

]
7161
S p/’y With’y > 16. FrOm

1M 14p 8 8 1
- d (1+p)dp+ — (1-p)dp= —( - — 30
TJo VP P =30 2777/ VP(L+p)dp+ / z 37r( 10fy>’ (30)

and Equation (18), the remainder is bounded by

’(I)(PY) B %(1 1(1)’}/)’ %72[

(31)
1 { 4 n 8 ] 8 _o
2l T 105l S 37 o
which is Equation (19). O
F.3 The GD step
By Equation (10) with W = WG&P,
hEP = mean uTWGD ; — mean mgﬁan u; TwEby; . (32)
i % VE)
diagonal off-diagonal

Lemma F.5 (Diagonal-sum identity). The diagonal scores of WP sum to

N
1
> ul WPu = [WEPE + —(U1)TWEP (V).

; N

i=1
Proof. A scalar equals its own trace and Y, uv] = UV, so Y, uf WPy = tr (WEP)T 3 uw)) =
(WEP UV'T). Rearranging Equation (11) gives UV = WP + L(U1)(V1)', and bilinearity together with
(Z,ab") = a' Zb gives the claim. O

Lemma F.6 (Rank-one cross term). +=|(U1)TWEP(V1)| = O,(d).
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Proof. By Lemma F.4(ii) and Theorem F.3(iii),(iv),
(D)WW _ UL [WEPlop [V _ Op(VNd) - Op(N) - Op(V'Nd)

N2 = N2 - N2 = Op(d). (33
Lemma F.7. mean; u;] WPv; = d?(1 + O,(d™1)).
Proof. Divide Theorem F.5 by N. By Lemma F.4(i), [W P |3 /N = 82d?(1+ O, (d™1)) = d?(1+ O,(d™1)), using
+ < 1; by Theorem F.6 the second term is O, (d ) =d?-0 (dil). O
Lemma F.8 (Column-sum identity). For every W € R4*? and everyi, (N — 1) mean;4; u;r Wo; = (U1)TWo; —
ui Wo,.
Proof. (N — 1) mean;,; u; Wo; = > u] Wo; —u] Wu; and > uj =UL O

Lemma F.9 (Two sums of squares). >, ((Ul)TWGDvi)2 = O,(N*d) and y", (uiTWGDvi)2 = 0,(N*d).

Proof. The numbers (U1) T WPy, are the entries of VT (WSP)TU1, so by Lemma F.4(ii) and Theorem F.3(iii),(iv),

VT WEP)TUL|E < VI, IWSPIZJULIE = Op(N - N2 - Nd) = Op(N'd). (9
For the second sum, u; WPy, = [UTWSEPV]; and 3, X2 < || X|%; by Equation (11), U' WPV =
UTU)(In — T)(VTV), and since the nonzero eigenvalues of V'V and VV' T
so by Theorem F.3(iv),(vi),
S (uf WEPu)® < [UTWEPVE < U IIVVT|E = Op(N? - N2d) = O (N*d). (35)
i O

TwGD

Lemma F.10. mean; (mean;_s; u, vi)Q = Op(¥2d?), hence |mean; mean;+; u| WPuv;| = O, (vd).

Proof. Square Theorem F.8 with W = WP use (z — y)? < 222 + 2y2, sum over i and apply Theorem F.9:

2
3y ((N ~ Dmeanu] WP ) = 0,(N*d) < 0,(N?), (36)
, J#

using d < N. Dividing by N(N —1)? > 1 N 3 and substituting N = ~d gives the first claim; the second follows from
; ;| < (mean; 2 )1/2 O

Cauchy-Schwarz,
Lemma F.11 (h for GD). h®P = d?(1 4 O,(v/d)).

Proof. By Equation (32), Theorem F.7 and Theorem F.10, AP = d?(1 + O, (d™1)) — O,(yd) = d*(1 + O, (d™*) +
O,(v/d)), and v > 1 absorbs the first error term into the second. O

We turn to k%P, By Equation (10),

2
(REP)? = Z Z (u; WGPv;)" — mean (mean u; WPy ) . (37)
i=1 j#i ‘ 7

second moment

squared mean

Lemma F.12 (Expectation of the second moment).

N
]E; g (u] WEPv,)* = N(N = 1)d*(N + 2d + 2)
7 38
—d2[( )(N+d+1) —2(d+2)? —2(N —1) G

=N(N-1)d*(N+2d+2)(1+O0(N)).
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Proof. Write u] WPv; = [UTWSPV]j;; by Equation (11), UTWEPV = (UTU)(Iy — %)(VTV), ie.
u] WGPy, = Zk’l(u;ruk)(ékl — %)(v v;), with U and V independent. Two second moments, identical for u
and v, are used:
2 +2d, k=l=m
E[(ugul)(ul—rum)] =<d, k=m#1 E[(u;ruk)(u;ruk/)] = S d[1 + (d+ 1)k (39)

0, otherwise,

The first of these gives [E(U T U)?] o = 21 E [(uf w) (w um)] = Okm [(d* +2d) + (N —1)d] = Sppmd(d+ N +1),
ie. E(U'U)? = d(d + N + 1)Iy, and likewise for V. All pairs (i, j). Since || X ||% = tr(X " X) and by cyclicity,

2 117 117
Z; (] WGP = |[UTWEPYV |2 = tr [(UTU)2<IN - T)(VTV)2(IN - T)] (40)
and by independence and tr[(Iy — %)2] =N-—1,
ES" (0] WEPw)? = [d(d+ N+ 1)]*(N — 1). (41)

(2]

Diagonal j = i. Using the independence of U and V/, the second display above for both factors, and then (d5; — %)2 =
k(1 — 2) + 5 together with >, [1 + (d+ 1)0k;] = N +d + Land >, [1 + (d + 1)65)> = N — 1+ (d + 2)2,

E(u;rwGDvi)2 _ Z E[(ujuk)(u:uk/)} E[(UZT'UZ)(’UIT’UJ] <5kl - %) (6k/l/ - %)

Rl I
=d? Z [1 + (d + 1)5].”} [1 + (d+ 1)5“] (5kl — %)2 (42)
Kl
el(- 20y ]

Subtracting. E> 2, >, ,, = E>, ; —NE(u] WYPv,)2; rearranging with (N +d + 1) — (d +2)2 — (N — 1)
(N — 1)(N + 2d + 2) gives the first equality. Since d < N, the discarded terms are bounded by 38 N?d>

25 - N(N — 1)d*(N + 2d + 2), which is the stated relative error.

IAN OIA

Lemma F.13 (Variance of the second moment). There is an absolute constant C' withvar [ >, > j #(u;r WEPy;)?]
CN7d.

Proof. By Equation (11), ), Zj#(ujTWGDvi)Q = [|[UTWEPV |2, — 3. [UTWEPV]2, a smooth function of the
2Nd independent standard Gaussian entries of (U, V). By the Gaussian Poincaré inequality the variance is at most
E|Vu |7 +EIVy-l3.

The gradient of M +— [|[M||% — >, M2 is 2M — 2 diag(M ), of Frobenius norm at most 2||M || ; the directional
derivative of U + (UTU)(Inx — %)(VTV) along H has Frobenius norm at most 2||H|| p||U||op||V]|2,. With
[UTWEPY e < U3, IVVT

F, the chain rule gives
Vo 3> w2 < alU VI VYT 5. (®3)
i A
Squaring, taking expectations and applying Holder together with Theorem F.3(iv),(vi) gives E[Vy-||% <
16(EHU||(1)g)1/3(EHVH})E)I/S(EHVVT||%)1/3 < 16(CoC2)Y/3N7d. The expression is invariant under transposi-

tion combined with swapping U and V, so the same bound holds for Vy,; adding the two gives the claim with
C = 32(CyCZ)'/3, O

Lemma F.14 (Second moment). The second moment of the off-diagonal GD scores satisfies

N
N =T o 2 (W) = a2 49)(1+0,(/7/d).

i=1 j#£i
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Proof. By Equation (38) and N(N —1)d?(N+2d+2) > N?(N —1)d*> > $N3d? for N > 2, the expectation is at least
1N3d? for N large. Combined with Theorem F.13, the relative standard deviation is at most VCN7d/(1 N3d?) =
4y/C+/N/d® = 4v/C/7/d, so Chebyshev gives

D (W)’ = (EDSD (] WPu)*) (L4 0p(y/d)- (44)

i i g
Since N~ = y~'d~! < ,/7/d, the relative error O(N ~') of Theorem F.12 is absorbed; dividing by N (N — 1) leaves
(N +2d+2) =d(y+2+2) = (2 +7)(1 + 55255) and 525 < § < \A/d. 0

Lemma F.15 (7 for GD). (K°P)? = d®(2+7)(1 + O,(v/d)).

Proof. By Theorem F.10 the squared mean in Equation (37) is O, (v2d?) = d®(2+7)-O,, (61(27742-7)) = d3(24+7)-0,(v/d).
Subtracting it from Theorem F.14 and using /7 < 7y gives the claim. O

Lemma F.16 (p for GD). The margin-to-spread ratio of the GD iterate is

d d 1 _

Both ASP and kP are a power of d times a function of 7 alone, so p&P depends on d only through the prefactor V.

Proof. By Theorem F.11, Theorem F.15 and /1 + O, (v/d) = 1 + O,(v/d),

hGD d*(14 Op(v/d) d
PGD T RGD T g3/2 /72(4_,),(1 +70p(,)y/d)) - \/;(1+Op(7/d))' (45)

With v fixed and d — 00, O, (v/d) = 0,(1); moreover \/7/(2+7) = (1 +2/7) /2 =1 -4t + O(y72). O

F.4 The Muon step

Throughout this subsection v > 16. By Equation (10) with W = WMu°" the same two decompositions hold as in
Equation (32) and Equation (37), with WP replaced by WMuon We use throughout that Wu°" is orthogonal
(Theorem F.2).

Lemma F.17 (Diagonal-sum identity). The diagonal scores of W™ sum to

Z uTWMuon ”WGDH + N(Ul) WMuon(Vl)'

Proof. As in Theorem F.5, 3w WMuony, = (WMuon gy Ty — (pyMuen 6Dy 4 L (1) TWMuen(V1). Writing
the compact SVD WGEP = PZQT, so that WM — PQT andusing PTP =QTQ =1,
(WMuen WEhy — t1 (QPTPEQT) = tr (2QTQ) = tr X = [|[WEP[.. (46)
O
Lemma F.18 (Rank-one cross term). & |(U1)TWMun(V1)| = O,(d/N).

Proof. By [[W™Muor|,, < |(U1) TwMuer(V1)|/N? < [ UL||[VL||/N? = O,(Nd)/N? =
0,(d/N). O

Lemma F.19. mean; uZTWM“O“ “W (1+O (Nd)~ 1/2)).

Proof. Divide Theorem F.17 by N and use Theorem F.18. By Lemma F.4(iii), with probablhty tending to one

HWGD| /N > dvV/Nd/(8N) = d*?/(8V/N), so the error term satisfies O,(d/N) = ”W "l (;@3@) =
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Lemma F.20 (Two sums of squares). >, ((Ul)TVVM“O“vi)2 = 0,(N?d) and )", (uZ-TI/VI\/I‘mnvi)2 = 0,(Nd?).

Proof. For the first, W™Mu°" is orthogonal, so ||(WMuon)
rem F.3(iii),(iv)

= VV'T, whence by Theo-

> (Twteny)® = @) TWMen YT TO1) < [VIE U1 = Op(N - Nd). - (47)
For the second, Cauchy-Schwarz and || W™y, || = ||v;|| give (u ;'—WM“"“ i)? 2 and 2% < 2(x —d)? +
2d? with Theorem F.3(ii) gives > [Ju;||?[|vs[|* < 23, (Jwill[|vs || —d)? —|—2Nd2 N O ((1!)—&—2Nd2 = 0,(Nd?). O

Lemma F.21. mean; (mean;; u;rWMuonvif = Op(d/N), hence |mean; mean;; u;'— WMuony, | = O,(y/d/N).

Proof. Square Theorem F.8 with W = WMuon yse (z — )2 < 222 + 2y, sum over i and apply Theorem F.20:

3 ((N ~ 1) mean] uTWMuonvL) < 20,(N%d) + 20,(Nd?) = O,(N?d), (48)
using d < N. Dividing by N(N —1)? > iN 3 gives the first claim, and Cauchy-Schwarz the second. O

Lemma F.22 (h for Muon). The mean margin of the Muon iterate is
WP do(y)
N Nal

ﬁMuon —

(L+0p(d™) = (1+0p(1))-

Proof. By Theorem F.19 and Theorem F.21, AMU" = HW 2l (14 O,((Nd)~/2)) — O,(/d/N). By Lemma F.4(iii),

with probability tending to one HW H* > :\S//i )

GD GD

and (Nd)_l/2 < d~1, which gives the first equality. For the second, Lemma F.4(iv) gives % = &\/%) + 0,(1),
and (D\% >3 f > 0 by Lemma F.4(iii), so the additive 0, (1) may be written multiplicatively. O

We now turn to ™", The orthogonality of WMU°" turns the second moment into three terms.

Lemma F.23 (Three-term identity). Almost surely

mean; (u, WMuwony, 2
- 1 ZZ TWMuon — N]\_[ : meian||vi||2 _ (]\t[ — )
=1 j#i (50)
tr [(UUT _ NId)WMuonva(WMuon)T]
N(N -1) '

Proof. Since (U'z); = ujTac and ||WMuony, || =
Z (U;FWMUOHUI‘)2 — HUTWMuonUiHQ _ (uiTVVvMuonvi)27
i (51)
”UTWMuonvZ_HQ — NHU’L||2 (WMuon ) (UUT N.[d) (WMuon,Ui).

Summing over i and using x| Zz = tr(Zxx ") with >, v;v;) = VV'T turns the middle term into the stated trace;
dividing by N(N — 1) and using Y, ||v;[|* = N mean;||v;||? gives the claim. O

Lemma F.24 (Norm term). - mean;|[v;[|? = d(1 4+ O(N~1) + O,((Nd)~1/?)).

Proof. Theorem F.3(i) gives mean; ||v;[|> = d(1 + O,((Nd)~'/?)),and &5 =1+ 25 =1+ O(N ). O
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The trace term requires two auxiliary facts.

Len}:ma F.25 (Decomposition of UU ). Almost surelyVV T — % (V1)(V1)T isinvertible and there isT € RW—1-d)xd
wit
vt - %(Ul)(Ul)T —weP(vvT - %(v1)(v1)T)_I(WGD)T +TTT, (52)
where, conditionally on 'V, the entries of I are i.i.d. N'(0, 1) and independent of WGP Consequently, for every symmetric
Y € R¥4 that is a function of (V, WEP),
E[tr(D'TY) | V,WEP] = (N -1 -d)trY, 53)
var [(TTTY) |V, WSP] = 2(N — 1 - d)|Y |3

Proof. Invertibility. VV'T — L(V1)(V1)T =V (Iy — llT )V'T = 0 and its determinant is a polynomial in V' which
isnonzeroat V = [I, Zk<d er 0], where it equals det(Id + (L en)Xpex)T) =14 d# 0;so it is nonzero
almost surely.

Basis. If cg1T + c¢"V = 0 for some ¢y € R and ¢ € RY, then multiplying on the right by (I — %)VTC,
and using 17 (Iy — %) = 0, gives ¢ (VVT — £ (V1)(V1)T)c = 0,50 ¢ = 0 and then ¢y = 0. Hence
{r € RN : 172 = 0,V = 0} has dimension N — 1 — d almost surely; stack an orthonormal basis of it as

the columns of R € RVX(V=1-d) 5o that RTR=1,1"R=0and VR=0,andsetT := R'U .

Projection identity. Because RY = span 1 col ((IN — L)VT) @col R with the three subspaces pairwise orthogonal
and of dimensions 1 +d + (N — 1 —d) = N,

117 117 -1 117
Iy - == (IN - T)vT (vvT N(V1)(V1)T) V(IN - T) +RR'. (54)
Both sides are symmetric, so it suffices to check them on the three subspaces. Write P := I — % and G =

VVT—%(V1)(V1)" anduse P2 = P,VPV' =Gand PR= R—+1(1"R) = R.Forz = 1: Pt =0,VPz =0
and R"z = 0, so both sides vanish. For z = PVTy: Pz = x, while VPx = VPVTy = (Fy, so the first term of the
right-hand side is PVTG_le =z,and Rz = (VR)Ty = 0, so the second vanishes. For xt = Rz: Px = Rz = z,
while V Pz = V Rz = 0 kills the first term, and RR" Rz = Rz = x. In all three cases both sides agree. Multiplying

Equation (54) on the left by U and on the right by U ", and using U (Iy — &)UT UUT — £(U1)(U1)" and
Uy — u’ 1)V T = WEP gives the decomposition with URR'U"T =T'T..

Distribution. Conditionally on V, the rows of U are i.i.d. N'(0, Iv); the a-th column of T'is R"U e, ~ N (0, RTR) =
N (0, Iy_1_4) with independent columns, so the entries of I are i.i.d. standard Gaussian. The a-th row of WGD g
(V(Iy - %)UTea)T and Cov (V(Iy — %)UTea, R'U%e,) =V(Iy — %)R = 0; being jointly Gaussian
conditionally on V, T and WP are conditionally independent.

Moments. The rows of I are i.i.d. N'(0, I;) and tr(T'TY) = > (I'Te,,) 'Y (I'Teyy,); for g ~ N(0, 1) and fixed

symmetric Y, E[g"Yg] = tr Y and var[g " Y g] = 2||Y||%; summing over the N — 1 — d rows gives the claim. [

Lemma F.26 (Trace of a commutator). Almost surely, with S := & (VVT — (V1)(V1)T),

2|8
tr [WGD(NS)—l(WGD)TWMuon(NS)(WMuon)T] _ ||WGDH%~‘ < H)\_(;JOPHWGD”F' (55)
Proof. A matrix inequality. For symmetric S > 0 and symmetric T,
2|5 — Lall3, 17117
“I7ST] — ||T)%] < ol TF
|5~ TST] = |7 < == o 56
Indeed, cyclicity gives tr[S™1STT] = ||T||% and tr[(T'S — ST)T] = 0, so with S=! = I, — S7(S — 1),
tr[STITST] — | T3 = tr [S™H(T'S — ST)T] = —tr [S™1(S — L) (T'S — ST)T], (57)

and [tr(ABC)| < [[Allop|| B[ F[|IC]
Ii|lopl|T|| 7 give Equation (56).

P IS7HS = La)llop < IS = Lallop/Amin(S) and |T'S = ST|p < 2|5 —

43



Polar decomposition. With WGP = PYQT and WMn = PQT we have (WEP)TIyMuen — OnQT =
(WMeem) TWEP and [|QEQT || = |Z]|r = [WEP||p.

Substitution. Moving the leading WP to the end by cyclicity,
tr [WEP () (W EP) T (N ) (W) T] — r [(NS) 7L (QEQT)(NS)(@EQT)], (69)

and applying Equation (56) with T = QX.Q " (the factors N cancel) gives the claim. O

Lemma F.27 (Trace term). If~y > 16, then with probability tending to one

# T Muon T Muon\ T —92
NV =Dl OV = NIJwhorvy T e T | < 145y (59)

The assumption v > 16 is tailored to this estimate: through Theorem F.3(v) it controls how far %VVT is from the

identity, so that the fluctuation of UU T around N1, seen through the Muon iterate, contributes only 0(7_2) to the
second moment.

Proof. Write B := WMuwen (VT — L(V1)(V1)T)(WMuen)T By Theorem F.2 orthogonal conjugation preserves
[l 7 ||“||op and the trace; moreover VV T — +(V1)(V1)T = V(Iy— %)V—r satisfies 0 X VV T —L(V1)(V1)T =
VV . Hence, by Theorem F.3(iii),(iv),(vi)

V1|
Ble < v e+ 25— 0, (vva),
I1Blop < V12, = Op(), )

V1|2
trB =Y |ju* - ” N” = 0,(Nd).
k

Rank-one replacement. VV'T — (VV'T — L(V1)(V1)") = £ (V1)(V1)T, so by Theorem F.3(iii),(v),

o [(UUT = NIywMuenyy T (Mo T] _ g (0T — NId)B]‘

1 (61)
< SIUUT = Nlaop VAP = N(NV = 1)d - Oy (VANT2).

Splitting. By Theorem F.25and d + (N —1—d) +1 = N,
- 1
UUT — NI = [WGD (NS) ™ (WeP)T - dfd} + [FTP ~(N-1- d)Id} + [N(U1)(U1)T - Id], (62)
and we bound the trace of each bracket against B separately.
First bracket. Since tr B appears, write
tr [(WEP(NS)H(WEP)T —dly)B] = (tr[WSP(NS)"H(WEP) T B] — [WEP[3)
+ (|IWEP|% — dtr B).

By Theorem F.26, Theorem F.3(v) (y > 16) and Lemma F.4(i), with probability tending to one the first difference is at
most

(63)

9(3~—1/2)2
(371/8)||WGD% =144y " (N = D)d*(14+ Op(d™")) = N(N = 1)d - 144y > (1 + O, (d™ 1)), (64)
while the second is O, (v Nd*/? + Nd) = N(N — 1)d - O,(VdAN~3/2 4 N~!) by Lemma F.4(j).
Second bracket. B is symmetric and a function of (V, WSP), so Theorem F.25 gives E[ tr[(I''T' — (N — 1 —d)I,)B] |
V,WSP] = 0 and, by Equation (60), conditional variance 2(N — 1 — d)||B||% = O(N) - O,(N?d) = O,(N3d).
The conditional Chebyshev inequality then gives tr[(T'I' — (N — 1 — d)I;)B] = O,(N%/2d'/?) = N(N — 1)d -
Op((Nd)~1/2).
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Third bracket. By tr(aa'Y) = a"Ya < ||a]|?||Y || op, Equation (60) and Theorem F.3(iii),

2
e[y - 18] < g, 4 e
= 0p(d) - Op(N) 4+ Op(Nd) = N(N — 1)d - Op(N1).

(65)

Total. Adding the four contributions and dividing by N (NN — 1)d, with probability tending to one the left-hand side is
at most 144y72(1 4+ O,(d™1)) 4 0,(1) = 144v72 + 0,(1), which is at most 145y~2 since 7 is fixed. O

The remaining term of Theorem F.23, the diagonal one, needs the following sandwich.

Lemma F.28 (Nuclear-norm sandwich). Forall a,b € RY,

a’ Orth (WP —ab")b < [WOP|, — [WEP —abT|, < alWwMuonp, (66)

Proof. Forall X,Y, (X,Orth(Y)) < || X|«||Orth(Y)|lop < || X||« by Equation (9), and writing the compact SVD

Y = PYQ" gives (Y,Orth(Y)) = tr(QEPTPQT) = ||Y||+; also (ab', Z) = a Zb. Hence
a’ Orth (WP —ab")b = (WP, Orth(W —ab")) — (WGP —ab™, Orth(WEP —ab "))
< WP = WP —ab ",
and symmetrically

HWGDH* _ ”WGD _ abTH* — <WGD, WMuon> _ HWGD _ CLbTH*

< <WGD WMuon> o <WGD o abT WMuon> _ aTWMuonb O
— ) ) - M
Lemma F.29 (Self term). If~y > 16, then with probability tending to one
1 2 -
0< m mean (u;rWMuonvi) < 15773/2, (67)
This bounds the diagonal term of Theorem F.23; it is what forces the 7 ~3/2 error in £M"°", and the only place where
Theorem F.28 is used.
Proof. Nonnegativity is clear.
Step 1 (reduction to a first absolute moment). By |[W™Muon|| < 1, o] WMuony, | < |la]|||vs]|, so
mean (u;r WMHOHUZ-)2 < dmean |u;r WMuonvZ—|
(2 3
(68)

1/2 1/2
+ (mean (a7 W) ) (mean (sl — 0)°)

2 c1++/c3+4co
2

< ¢1 + +/co and hence 2 < 2(:% + 2c¢p; taking

For x,co,c1 > 0, 2° < ¢o + crx forces © <
r = (mean;(u] WMy )2 ¢y = dmean,|u] WM™ y,| and ¢; = (mean;(||lu|||lvi]| — d)?)'/2, and using
Theorem F.3(ii),

mean (u;rWMuonvi)z < 0p(d) + 2d mean ’uZTWM“onvi!. (69)
Step 2 (a signed mean). By Theorem F.17 and Theorem F.18, mean; u; WMuony; = % + Op(d/N). For real
x > { one has

lz| <z 42/ : (70)

this is clear for > 0, and for x < 0 it follows from |z| = —z < —¢ < |{| < = + 2|¢
x 4200 > 0+ 2/¢] > |

, the last step because

Step 3 (conditioning). Fix i and set
U; — %Ul L V; — %Vl

V1-1/N’ - J1-1/N’
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Since 17 (e; — +1) = 0 and |le; — +1||> = 1 — &, Equation (11) gives

11T) (e +1)(e; — %1)T}

§
1
N T 1/N Ve )

WEP _gpT = U[(IN _

where the bracket, call it M, is the orthogonal projection onto {x eERY:1T2 =0, (¢, — &1) @ = 0}. Indeed
M=P-TwithP:=Iy— 1" and I := (ei — x1)(e; — +1) " /|le; — 4 1||* the orthogonal projections onto
1+ and onto span(e; — %1) since 17 (e; — +1) = 0 the range of IT lies in that of P, so PII = IIP = Il and
hence M" = M, M? = M and M (e; — + #1) = 0. Consequently a and b are standard Gaussian and independent
of WP — abT. For a: its k-th coordinate is (e; — 1) "U "ej/y/1 — 1/N and the k-th row of UM is MU "ey;
conditionally on V' the vectors U " e, are i.i.d. N'(0, Iy), and

1 1
Cov <(ei - Nl)TUTek, MUTek> = M(e; — Nl) =0, (72)

s0, being jointly Gaussian, a is independent of UM, and ||(e; — %1)/+/1 — 1/N|| = 1 gives a ~ N(0, I). The same
argument applied to the rows of V gives b ~ N (0, I) mdependent of VM, and U L V makes a, b independent of
each other; since WP —ab" = (UM)(V M) by idempotence of M, the pair (a, b) is independent of WP —ab ™.

Step 4 (two mean-square bounds). For independent a,b ~ N(0, I;) and Z independent of them, E[(a” Zb)? | Z] =
| Z||%; taking Z = Orth(WSP — ab"), whose squared Frobenius norm is its rank, at most d, and averaging over 4,

(mean (a” Orth(WEP — abT)b)2)1/2 = 0,(Vd). (73)

K2

Substituting u; = /1 — +a+ +Ulandv; = /1 — £ b+ V1,

ujwMuonvi . (1 . 7) TwMuonb 1 1 TwMuon V]' 1— — Ul WMuonb

V1
Muon
N W ‘N’

soby (x +y + 2)? < 3(2? + y? + 22), [WMwen|| - < 1, E|lal|? = E||b]|? = d (so that mean;||a|? = O,(d) by
Markov) and Theorem F.3(iii),

(74)
_|_

1 2
mean (uiTWMuonvi - (1- N)aTWM“OHb)

(75)
R VL UL o IULPIVEY _ )
§3[mean||a|| 2 + 2 mean||b|| +T} _OP(N ,
that is
TyM Ly 1M 212
(me_an (uZ When gy, — (1—N)a w uonb) ) = 0,(d/VN). (76)

Step 5 (combining). By Theorem F.28 and 1— 4 > 0,u; WMoy, > (1— % )a" Orth(WEP —ab™)b—|u WMuony,
(1- %)a—r WMuonp| Using Equation (70) of Step 2 with this lower bound, averaging over ¢, and applying Equation (73),
Equation (76) and |WSP ||, < 7dv/Nd from Lemma F.4(iii),

+0,(Vd). (77)

WGD .
mean |u WHry, | < % + Op(d/N) 4 O,(Vd) + 0,(d/VN) <

Substituting into Equation (69) and dividing by (N — 1)d,

1 oM 2 O,(d) 2 7d3?
- | uon i < d
(N —1)a "™ (] WHR0g)” < (N—1)d  N-1 ( N O”(‘[)) 8)
1
- —-3/2
= 149792 (14 . 1) +0p(1),
which is at most 15y~3/2 with probability tending to one. O
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Lemma F.30 (Second moment for Muon). If~y > 16, then m vazl 2z (U ( Ty Muony, ) =14+0(3%?) +

0, (1), where with probability tending to one the O(y~3/2) term has absolute value at most 52y ~>/2.

Proof. Divide Theorem F.23 by d and subtract 1. By Theorem F.24 the norm term contributes O(N~1) +
O,((Nd)~'/2) = 0,(1); by Lemma F.27 the trace term is at most 145y~2 < 1454=3/2 in absolute value for v > 16;
by Lemma F.29 the diagonal term lies in [—15773/2,0]. Adding, 14> + 15 < 52. O

Lemma F.31 (k for Muon). Ify > 16, then (iM*™)2 = d(1 4+ O(y~*/2) + 0,(1)) with the same constant as in
Theorem F.30.

Proof. By Equation (37) with W = W™Muon Theorem F.30 and Theorem F.21, (£M"")2 = d(14+O(y73/2) +0,(1)) —
Op(d/N) = d(1+ O(y7%/?) + 0p(1)). 0

Lemma F.32 (p for Muon). Ify > 16, then

pMuen — %{%(1 1(1) )+O( *3/2)+o,,(1)] (79)

Unlike for GD, the data budget enters p*'°" a second time, through ® ().

Proof. By Theorem F.22, hMU /\/d = \/d /v ®(v)(1 + 0,(1)). Set y := (&M1°")2/d. By Theorem F.31 and > 16,
with probability tending to one

52 9
-1 < 3/2 < L
y =11 <527 4 0,(1) < 22 +0p(1) < oF
S0y > 1g- Fory > 10,
—1/2 _ 11—y
Y —1ll=——>—=<V10ly-1],
s Ay =V
which gives v/d/EM"" = 1 + O(y~3/2) 4 0,(1). Multiplying the two,
won EMuon f d »
pHuen = =4[22 +0(72) +0y(1)), (80)

\/g KMuon ~

and Lemma F.4(iv) gives ®(7) = 5 8 (1 _W—’_T( 7)) with |[r(y)| < v72 < i7—3/2, 500 < B(y) < %(1+7—2) <1
and ®(7)(1+O(y72) + 0,(1)) = 5-(1 = 155) + O(y /%) + 0,(1).

Two by-products of this computation are used in the proof of Theorem 4.2. First, the constant implied by the O (y~3/2)
in the dlsplayed multiplicative form is absolute, so there is an absolute v; > 16 such that for fy > v, that factor lies
in [;, 2] with probability tending to one. Second, for every v > 16 the same dlsplay bounds pM°" away from zero

without any expansion: y < 12 gives Vd/rMr > (19/10)71/2 > 5, and ®(7) > & by Lemma F.4(iii),(iv), so with
probability tending to one
uon 7
PN = mVd/y (1= 0p(1) = —\/d/ (81)

O

F.5 Combining the GD and Muon estimates

Proof of Equation (8). Reduction to large . By Lemma F.16 and 2+ > v, pP < \/d/~ (1+ 0,(1)), so Equation (81)

gives R < 17 with probability tending to one, for every v > 16; together with 0 < 3T < (1 — W) <3 3™ this makes

the left-hand side of Equation (8) at most 19 there. On a bounded range 16 < v < ; we have 19 < 1973/2 —3/2,

so Equation (8) holds on that range as soon as C; > 1971/ It therefore suffices to prove it for v > 71, with y the
absolute constant of Lemma F.32; on that range the error factor of Lemma F.32 lies in [ ] with probability tending

to one, so its reciprocal is again 1 + O(y~3/2) + 0, (1).
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Expansion. By Lemma F.16 and Lemma F.32, and since ®(y) > 0,

O ] L
R = pMuon - \/;(1 + Op(l)) \/; @(’y)(l + 0(7_3/2) + OP(1>)

_ V/2+9)
()

The deterministic prefactor is expanded in 1/7: /7/(2+7) = (14 2/7)"2 = 1 — 41 + O(y~2), while
Lemma F.4(iv) gives ®(7) ™' = 37 (1 + ﬁ +O0(v72)), so

v/(2+7v) 3w 1 3 9 5
v 1-—-+0 1+ —+0 1-—)+0 . 83

D(v) 8( +( )>(+10+( )) 8( 10)+ () (83)
For v > 16 the prefactor is bounded, 0 < \/7/(2+7)/®(7) < 2F(1 — 145 — 755) ', so multiplying by 1 +
O(y~3/2) 4 0,(1) leaves the error of the same order; and y~2 < %7_3/2 in that range absorbs the O(y~2) term.
Hence

(82)
(1+0(7™%2) +0,(1)).

3m 9
=" (1~ ) —3/2 1 84
R="3 (1= 157) +0G™") +0,(0) (54
where, with probability tending to one, the O(y~3/2) term has absolute value at most C;y~/2 with C independent
of v,d, N. This is Equation (8). O

F.6 Monotonicity in the data budget
The expansion Equation (8) has two consequences for how R changes with «y. The first compares a fixed pair of data

budgets; the second concerns the limit d — oo.
Lemma F.33 (Fixed ratio). Let A > 0 and

v > y(\) := max {16, (%)2}

For the same d, let Ny = ~yd and Ny = (1 4+ A\)yd, and let R, .4 and R, q be the corresponding values of R. Then,
with probability tending to one, Rn, 4 > R, .d-

Proof. Apply Equation (8) once at vy and once at (1 + \)v, both of which are at least 16: for every ¢ > 0, with
probability tending to one,

371' 9 3 9
Rgd — R 1——— ) - (1
Nad = Red 2 g ( 10(1+ )\)fy) 8 ( mV)
-G ((1+ A)'y)73/2 — Oy — 2 (85)
27T A

> L 20y 2
=80 a+ay Y c

2, A 1/2 5 160C1(14))
Moreover g (1+)\)’y > 27N
27T

€= 4( 80 (1+A) —2C1y~ 3/2) gives the claim. -

> 20177%/? is equivalent to 7 , which holds by assumption; taking

Deduction of the informal theorem. Write A = 37/8 and B = 277/80. By Equation (8), R — A = —B/vy +
O(y~3/2)+0,(1). For sufficiently large fixed -y, the O(y~3/2) term has absolute value at most B /(4+) with probability
tending to one, and the 0,(1) term has absolute value at most B/(4+y) with probability tending to one as d — oc.

Consequently,

3B _p_a< B

2y 2y
with probability tending to one. This gives the claimed two-sided 1/ rate, and R > 1 once 7 is sufficiently large
because A > 1. Together with Lemma F.33, this proves all three conclusions of Theorem 4.2.
Lemma F.34 (Pointwise monotonicity). Suppose that for every sufficiently large -y the limit in probability R oo (7y) :=
limgc R exists, and that R is analytic as a function of 1/ in a neighbourhood of 0, i.e. Roo (V) = 3450 ey "
for all sufficiently large . Then there is v2 such that R._() > 0 fory > 7.
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Proof. By Equation (8) and convergence in probability, | R (7) — 2% (1 — %ﬂ < C1y~3/2, that is

8
_ 3= 27w _ _
‘ch Py 1‘§Cw 32, (86)
8 80
k>0
Letting v — oo gives cp = %; dividing both sides by =1 and letting vy — oo gives ¢; = —287—(;7. Hence
/ k-1 _ _—2( 27T ~(k—1)
Ro() ==Y kay =4 (@—chm ) (87)
k>1 k>2

and the series in the parentheses tends to 0 as y — 00, so the parenthesized quantity is positive for all sufficiently

large . O

Remark F.35. Neither hypothesis of Theorem F.34 is proved here. The estimates above pin (£*"")? /d down only to
within O(y~3/2) (Theorem F.31), so they do not by themselves give the limit in probability; p&P /v/d and M /d,
by contrast, do converge, by Lemma F.16 and Theorem F.22. Analyticity does not follow from Equation (8) alone
either: with = 1/, the function 1 — 2 + 23/ sin(1/x) admits an expansion of the same form and is not monotone
near x = (.

Numerical consequences. Since %" ~ 1.178 > 1, Equation (8) puts R above one for all large : past some

data budget the GD iterate has the larger margin-to-spread ratio. The leading term 3% (1- %) is increasing in
~; Theorem F.33 turns this into a statement about R itself, and Theorem F.34 into one about its limit, under the
hypotheses discussed in Theorem F.35. The leading term crosses one at v = 5.95, below the range v > 16 in which
Lemma F.32 is proved, so the location of the crossing is established empirically rather than by Theorem 4.2.
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