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Riemannian Preconditioned LoRA for Fine-Tuning Foundation Models
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Abstract

Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) emerges as a
popular parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT)
method, which proposes to freeze pretrained
model weights and update an additive low-rank
trainable matrix. In this work, we study the en-
hancement of LoRA training by introducing an
r X r preconditioner in each gradient step where r
is the LoRA rank. We theoretically verify that the
proposed preconditioner stabilizes feature learn-
ing with LoRA under infinite-width NN setting.
Empirically, the implementation of this new pre-
conditioner requires a small change to existing
optimizer code and creates virtually minuscule
storage and runtime overhead. Our experimen-
tal results with both large language models and
text-to-image diffusion models show that with this
new preconditioner, the convergence and reliabil-
ity of SGD and AdamW can be significantly en-
hanced. Moreover, the training process becomes
much more robust to hyperparameter choices such
as learning rate. The new preconditioner can
be derived from a novel Riemannian metric in
low-rank matrix field. Code can be accessed
at https://github.com/pilancilab/
Riemannian_Preconditioned_LoRA.

1. Introduction

With the expanding scale of neural network models in both
vision and language domains, training a neural network
from scratch to match the performance of existing large
models has become almost infeasible. As a result, fine-
tuning has emerged as a prevalent approach for downstream
tasks. Traditional full parameter fine-tuning demands ex-
tensive storage, making it impractical for many applica-
tions. In contrast, recent advances in Parameter-Efficient
Fine-Tuning (PEFT) methods offer a more storage-efficient
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solution while still delivering strong performance in down-
stream tasks. A widely-used PEFT method is Low Rank
Adaptation, also known as LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), which
proposes to add low-rank matrices to existing model weights
and only train these additive components. Simply speaking,
for a pretrained model weight matrix W of dimension m
by n, LoRA replaces W with W + BA where B, A are
trainable weight matrices of dimension m by r and r by n
for some small rank r. In the fine-tuning procedure, W is
frozen and we are only optimizing over A’s and B’s. Com-
pared to full fine-tuning, LoRA introduces fewer trainable
parameters. Effectiveness of LoRA has been empirically
verified in different fields. Here we note that optimizing
LoRA parameters falls into optimizing over low-rank ma-
trices which form a quotient manifold. This motivates the
idea of enhancing LoRA training via tools from the field of
Riemannian optimization.

Recent work such as LoRA+ (Hayou et al., 2024) has drawn
attention to the optimization paradigm of LoRA and reveals
that the learning rate of LoRA parameter B should be set
larger than that of A to achieve stable feature learning un-
der the infinite-width NN setting, making the learning rate
tuning a joint hyperparameter search. More specifically, de-
note learning rates for A and B by 14 and np respectively,
LoRA+ proposes to use a heuristic 75 /14 = 2% in practice
and tune only 774. In this work, we propose an improvement
of LoRA training with the introduction of an r X r precon-
ditioner in its optimization step, and we show that with this
simple preconditioner, LoRA learns stable features without
the need of setting different learning rates for A and B. As
an illustration, we propose modifying the gradient updates
for the LoRA parameters as follows

At+1 =A — a(BtTBt)_l(VAtﬁ)v

1

Bip1 = By — a(Vp L)(AA]) Y, @
where (A;AT)~1 and (B} B;)~! are the preconditioners
we introduce and L is the training loss objective. This
scaled gradient method (scaled GD) can be derived from a
novel Riemannian metric studied in (Mishra et al., 2012)
which takes into consideration both the objective function
and constraints and has been shown to have better conver-
gence rate for conventional low-rank matrix optimization
problems involving matrix sensing and robust PCA (Can-
des et al., 2009). Our work shows for the first time that
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Figure 1. Generation results for prompt “a blue (Viase)” after fine-tuning on 6 red vase images of the Stable Diffusion V1.5 model. No
black images are observed for our method (scaled AdamW)’s generation and AdamW generates only black images for large learning rates.
Our method generates photos better capturing the prompt and is more robust to learning rate changes. See Section 6.4.1 for experimental

details.

this preconditioner enables LoRA to achieve stable feature
learning with Adam optimizer, revealing the superiority of
preconditioning in fine-tuning deep learning models. Em-
pirically, we verify the validity of this new preconditioner
for LoRA training via extensive fine-tuning tasks for both
language models and text-to-image diffusion models. The
experimental results show that the convergence of both SGD
and AdamW is significantly enhanced by preconditioning
(gradient scaling). Despite the accelerated convergence, the
optimization procedure also becomes more robust to learn-
ing rate changes with this new preconditioner. Figure 1
compares the generation results for diffusion model fine-
tuning with AdamW optimizer with and without gradient
scaling, from which it can be observed that gradient scal-
ing significantly improves the generation quality as well as
training robustness against learning rate changes, see Algo-
rithm 1 for the formal algorithm for scaled AdamW. Most
importantly, our preconditioner is only of dimension r by r
thus the storage overhead is negligible for small LoRA rank
r. Also, unlike most second-order preconditioners based
on Hessian inverses, inverting an 7 by 7 matrix for small r
introduces negligible runtime overhead and runs as fast as
unpreconditioned optimizers. In practice, small values, e.g.,
r = 4, are usually used as default for LoRA fine-tuning, see
Figure 2 for runtime comparison when fine-tuning GPT-2
with both scaled and unscaled optimizers.

To summarize, we study the application of preconditioned
gradient updates (1) in LoRA training. Theoretically, we
show that the proposed preconditioner provides an elegant
solution to learning rate choices for stable feature learning
with LoRA under infinite-width NN setting. We also provide
a convergence guarantee for fine-tuning a reparameterized
model which is equivalent to a two-layer ReLU network via
convexification. See Section 4 and Section 7 respectively
for details. Empirically, we apply this method for LoRA
fine-tuning for both large language and diffusion models
and observe that scaled optimizers significantly improve

the performance of unscaled optimizers. See Section 6 for
the experimental details. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first work to apply Riemannian optimization in
designing preconditioners for fine-tuning large foundation
models. This approach is particularly appropriate given the
matrix factorization characteristics of the LoRA model.

Next, we first provide some intuition on our method in Sec-
tion 3. We then show that LoRA training with the proposed
preconditioners achieves stable feature learning in Section 4.
We include an overview of basic Riemannian optimization
concepts as well as the derivation of this preconditioner by
introduction of a new Riemannian metric in Section 5. We
offer a pseudocode and present extensive experimental re-
sults in Section 6. Finally we state our convergence results
for related problems in Section 7 and review prior literature
in Section 8.

2. Notation

We adopt same notation convention as in LoRA+ (Hayou
et al., 2024). Specifically, for any sequence s,, € R and any
given ¢, € R*, we use 5, = O(c,) and s, = Q(c,,) to
represent s,, < kc, and s,, > Kkc, respectively for some
k > 0. We use s,, = O(c,) when both s,, = O(¢,,) and
$n, = (cy,). For vector and matrix sequences, the notation
is applied entrywise. For a sequence that is a vector of
random variables, convergence in second moment, i.e., Lo
convergence, is adopted.

3. Theoretical Insights

We first offer an intuitive explanation for the effectiveness
of the preconditioner (1) before we move on to its stable
learning properties and review its rigorous derivation from
a Riemannian metric formulation. Consider in the ¢-th it-
eration pretrained model weight W and its additive low-
rank component B; A;. Let X; = W + B, A; denote the
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whole weight matrix and let £ denote the loss function, i.e.,
L(A,B) :== L(W + BA). For the plain gradient descent
method, when step size 7 is small, the updated weight is
approximately given by

X1 =W+ Bij14Aia
~W + BtAt — ant‘CAt — ’I]BtVAtE
= X; —nVx,L(A] A) —n(B:B])Vx,L,

where we ignore the second-order term in the second line
since when 7 is small, n? is negligible. The derivation from
the second line to the third line comes from the simple
fact Vg, L = (Vx,L)A] and V4,L = Bf (Vx,L). Thus
the LoRA update in gradient descent step is approximately
constrained to the column space of B; and the row space of
Ay. If we scale Vg, L right by (A, AT)~! and scale V 4, L
left by (Bf B;)~!, which is exactly the preconditioner (1),
the scaled update becomes

Xt+1 ~ Xt — H(VXfﬁ)A?(AtAtT)ilAt
—0By(B{ B;)"' B} (Vx,L)

=X - nPrOjrow(At) (va, ‘C) - nPrOjcol(Bt) (VXt ‘C)Tv

where the update is done according to projection of the full
matrix gradient onto the row space of A; and the column
space of B¢, which better approximates full fine-tuning com-
pared to the unscaled gradient descent step. Therefore, our
preconditioner (1) effectively serves as a gradient projector.

4. Stable Feature Learning

Given the current trend of increasing model sizes, there has
been a focus on analyzing the asymptotic training behavior
of neural networks as the number of neurons approaches
infinity (Schoenholz et al., 2017; Hayou et al., 2019; Yang,
2020). Under this infinite-width NN setting, we naturally
expect that both the NN prediction f(z) in the ¢-th iter-
ation and the increment Af? := fi(z) — f'=1(z) to be
of constant magnitude, which ensures that neither the NN
predictions nor the increments explode or vanish as the NN
size increases, thereby leading to stable training dynamics.
We refer to this behavior as stable feature learning, formally
defined in Definition A.1 in the Appendix. The authors of
LoRA+ (Hayou et al., 2024) observe that the learning rate of
LoRA parameter B should be set to be larger than that of A
for asymptotic stable feature learning. Their analysis mostly
focuses on the order of magnitude of iterates and the con-
clusion that np > 14 does not immediately offer practical
guidance. Here we show that our preconditioned updates (1)
introduce an elegant and practical solution to learning rate
choices for stable feature learning in the infinite-width NN
regime. Specifically, we will see that LoRA trained with
Adam optimizer scaled by our preconditioner as in (1) leads
to stable feature learning when the same learning rate is used

for training A and B. In contrast, LoRA trained with the un-
preconditioned Adam optimizer requires different learning
rate settings for A and B to achieve stable feature learning.

We first illustrate our key point via a simple toy example
and we then proceed to our main theorem. Consider the
simple linear model

fla) = (W +ba")a,

where W € R'*" is the pretrained model weight and
b € R,a € R™ are trainable LoRA parameters. Con-
sider the quadratic loss function £(a,b) = (f(x) —y)?/2
with some scalar label y. We adopt Gaussian initialization
a; ~ N(0,62),b ~ N(0,02). Conventionally, ba” is ini-
tialized at zero for LoRA, and we thus consider setting
02 =0,07 =0O(1).

Analysis of unpreconditioned training. Assume the
model is trained with gradient descent with learning rate
n = O(n°) for some ¢ € R. Since the training procedure in-
volves only elementary algebraic operations, the quantities
there should be of powers of n. In iteration ¢, the feature
update without preconditioning is given by

Afe = fi(z) = fier(2)
= —nb_y (fi-1(2) — y)|*
- 77(@;{15”)2(ft71($) —y)
+ 17 (fimr (@) = )b (a1 @) |||

We denote 81— i (fi1(x) — y)al?6? —
w22 (fia(x) — u), and & = n2(fi1(x) -
y)2bs_1(al_x)||x||?. For stable feature learning, we would
like 6},6%,07 € ©(1) and further f,_1(x) € O(1).
Note that 67 € ©(1) is guaranteed as long as 6;,d7 €
©(1). Thus for stable feature learning, it suffices to have
51,62, fi—1(z) € ©(1). For the sake of notational clarity,
we introduce new notation y such that v = ©(n"[*!) cap-
tures the polynomial behavior for any v. We refer readers to
Section A.2 in (Hayou et al., 2024) for additional properties
of [-]. Stable feature learning is thus equal to the following
linear constraints

(for 5} = ©(1)),
(for 57 = ©(1)),
(for fi—1(z) = ©(1)),

c+2v[bi—1]+1=0
c+2y[a{_y2] =0
Ybe-1] +lai_12] =0

from which we can derive ¢ = —1/2 and thus the learning
rate should be set to n = ©(n~1/2). With y[by] = y[bo] = 0
and y[afz] = y[nboy||x||?] = 1/2, one can inductively

deduce that v[b;] = 0 and v[a] z] = 1/2 for all ¢ and thus
~[ft] = 1/2, contradicting to f; = ©(1). Instead, stable
feature learning requires to set separately n, = O(1/n)
and 7, = O(1) as shown in Proposition 2 in (Hayou et al.,
2024).
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Analysis of preconditioned training. We now proceed
to show that with our preconditoned parameter updates (1),
¢ = —1 would generate stable feature learning. After the
injection of preconditioner (1), the training dynamics are
given by

Afy = fi(x) = fio1(@)
= (be—1 —n(fi1(2) — y)“?—lx ||at—1“72)(aZ—1
preconditioner

—n(fi—1(x) — y)bt—le bt_721 )x
~

preconditioner
= —n(fi-1(z) — )|l
T 32 _g
—n(a;_12)*(fr-1(z) — y)llar—1||
P (fim1(x) — )20 Y a2 (0l @) |z]1?

We similarly define 5744 = n(f,_1(x) — y)|z|?,
7 — (el (2 (fia (@) — )| 2, 6P =
72 (o1 () — )b a1 |2 (al ) |2 as scaled ver-
sion of 8}, 02, §?. For stable feature learning, we thus have
the below modified linear constraints

c+1=0 (forsped = (1)),
c+29[afy2] = ylllar1[?) = 0 (for 65 = ©(1)),
Ybe-a] +laf" 2] =0 (for f,_(x) = ©(1)),

from which we can derive ¢ = —1. With n = ©(n~1), we
get y[by] = [bo] = 0 and ~[a{'z] = y[nby 'y[|=|*] = 0.
One can recursively derive b, a] x, §caled, gscaled | sealed ¢
©(1) for all ¢, which preserves f; € ©(1) and A f; € O(1),
i.e., stability is achieved.

The above toy example illustrates that our preconditioned
LoRA updates achieve stable feature learning with learning
rates for A and B of same order of magnitude, while for un-
preconditioned LoRA, different learning rates are required
to obtain the same stability. Nevertheless, the toy example
is limited to linear model with LoRA rank » = 1 and also
gradient updates without a momentum term. Indeed, the
stability persists for arbitrary LoRA ranks and for the Adam
optimizer when aided with our preconditioner (1), which
we formalize as our theorem below.

Theorem 4.1. [Stable Feature Learning (Informal)] Assume
LoRA parameters A and B are trained with Adam scaled
by our preconditioner as in (1). Further assume that BAx
has dimension ©(n). Then the LoRA model achieves stable
feature learning with n = ©(1). While for unscaled Adam,
na = O(n~1) and ng = O(1) are required for stable
feature learning.

Note here we require n = O(1) instead of n = O(n~!) as
in the toy example, this discrepancy is due to our assumption
about vector output and Adam optimizer’s gradient process-
ing. See Section A for the detailed statement and the proof

of Theorem 4.1 as well as an explanation of this difference.
Theorem 1 in (Hayou et al., 2024) shows that 4 = O(n~!)
and np = ©(1) are required for LoRA training with unpre-
conditioned Adam to obtain stability, revealing that without
preconditioning we need to tune 174 and g separately while
our preconditioner elegantly fixes this imbalance between
the learning rates.

5. A Riemannian Metric Formulation

After discussing the motivation and superiority for stabiliz-
ing feature learning of our proposed preconditioner in prior
sections, we now review how the proposed preconditioner
is derived from a new Riemannian metric. Optimization
over matrix with rank constraint is a common example for
optimization over Riemannian submanifolds. Specifically,
matrices with fixed rank form a quotient manifold of general
matrix field. Let M denote any Riemannian submanifold,
then Riemannian gradient descent usually takes form

Xt+1 = R(Xf - nerf(Xt)>7

where R is a retraction operator that maps to M. Here, f is
the objective function and V. f(X;) denotes Riemannian
gradient defined by

Df(m)[%] = gx(V]\/[,,,f(Jf), nw) for all Ne € TwM7

where D f(x)[n,] is the conventional Euclidean directional
derivative of f in the direction 7,.. In this definition, g, is a
Riemannian metric which maps two elements in the tangent
space T, M to a real number and might not be unique, we
will see that the innovative design of g, is the key to derive
our preconditioned updates (1). Before proceeding to the
derivation of our preconditioner, we need one more piece of
knowledge about quotient manifold.

When it comes to a quotient space M/ ~ where each ele-
ment [x] = {y € M : y ~ x} represents an equivalence
class, for low-rank matrix problems where AB” are consid-
ered, each (A, B) pair is equivalent to (AO, BO™1) for any
O € GL(r) in the sense that they obtain the same objective
value, where G L(r) stands for the general linear group over
r x r invertible matrices. Tangent space T, M respects
the equivalence relation ~ by the introduction of horizontal
and vertical spaces at each element, i.e., we decompose
.M =YV, & H, where V, is the tangent space of the
equivalence class [z] and H,, is its complement. Then each
Nz) € T[2) M corresponds to a unique element in H,, which
is called the horizontal lift of z. A Riemannian metric for
M/ ~ satisfies

9[x] (77[95]’ g[x]) = gm(%, 61)7

where 7, and &, are horizontal lifts of 7,; and §,) at z.
Thus a Riemannian metric on quotient space is invariant
along equivalence classes of the quotient space.
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Algorithm 1 Pseudocode of scaled AdamW in PyTorch.

# group trainable parameters into LoRA pairs
for LoRA_A, LoRAB in pairwise(trainable_parameter) :

param_groups.append ({"params": [LoRA_A, LoRAB], "lr":
# apply preconditioner in optimizer.py
for group in param_groups:

A, B = group["params"]

dA, dB = group["params"].grad

# update parameter A

dA_scaled =inverse (B.T@B+deltaxtorch.eye (r)) .mm(dA)

A_m = betalxA_m+(l-betal)*dA_scaled; A_m_hat = A_m
A_v betal2*A_v+ (l-beta2) dA_scaledx+2; A_v_hat
A.add_(A_m_hat/ (sqgrt (A_v_hat)+eps), -group|[’lr’]
# update parameter B similarly

i .« e

_m/
= A
) #

in train.py.

learning.rate})

# precondition gradient of A
(l-betalxxt) # update first mo
v/ (l-beta2+xself.t) # update se
update A

ntum of A
ond momentum of A

A

pairwise: read every two elements in a list

In (Mishra & Sepulchre, 2016), Mishra et al. describe a new
Riemannian metric that draws motivation from regularized
Lagrangian and involves both objectives and constraints.
When specialized to least squares matrix decomposition
problem of form ||[ABT — Y||%/2, following derivation
(33) in (Mishra & Sepulchre, 2016), we get the following
metric on quotient space [z] = (4, B),

912} (M) €ag) = (Ma,€4BT B) + (np, g AT A).

Under this new metric, the Riemannian gradient descent
effectively replaces the gradient operators via the map

0 0 T —1

<8A) - (8A)(B B)™, ( ) - (
which then corresponds to the preconditioned updates (1)
we propose in this work. For details in the design of the new
metric (2) and its connection with sequential quadratic pro-
gramming (SQP), we point readers to (Mishra & Sepulchre,
2016) and (Mishra et al., 2012) which include a thorough
explanation and visualization of Riemannian optimization
concepts.

@

0
OB

0

63) (A"

6. Empirical Results
6.1. Algorithms and Simple Implementation

In this section, we describe the optimization algorithms and
the software implementation we use for accelerating LoORA
training in practice. Let £ denote the loss function and
(A® B®)) denote the pair of LORA parameters in the ¢-th
iteration.

Scaled GD. To apply gradient scaling to SGD, we follow
exactly (1) and use (Bt~D" B(t=1) 4 §1)~1 (0 scale gra-
dient V 4:-1) L and vice versa. Note here a small § > 0
is used to tackle the case when either B(=D" B(t=1) or
At=D AC=D" is not invertible. See Appendix C for the
complete algorithm.

Scaled AdamW. The conventional scaled GD method stud-
ied for classic low-rank matrix optimization problems is

—@— AdamW
—ll— scaled AdamW
—— SGD

Runtime ( X 103/5) ——k—  scaled GD

18

14

10

g Training
— 5 Steps
12345678 910111213 (x103/step)

Figure 2. Runtime for LoRA fine-tuning GPT-2 medium model
with different optimizers. Our scaled methods introduce negligible
runtime overhead and train as fast as unscaled methods. See
Section 6.2 for experimental details. Here we set r = 4.

only based on the gradient descent method. Our Theorem
4.1 introduces this preconditioner for Adam for the first time
and reveals its advantages for Adam and its variants. We
note that AdamW is more popular than SGD for fine-tuning
due to its fast convergence. To extend preconditioning to
AdamW, one could apply the preconditioner at each individ-
ual gradient computation step or apply the scaling to the pro-
cessed gradient. Though our proof of Theorem 4.1 adopts
the latter version and preconditions the processed gradient,
we empirically find that scaling the gradient in each single
iteration behaves better than scaling the processed gradient,
thus we scale each single gradient in AdamW algorithm
for our practical implementation and dub it scaled AdamW
method. We outline the pseudocode of our scaled AdamW
in Algorithm 1. Remarkably, our method only requires four
lines change of existing optimizer code, which is simple to
implement. We highlight the changed code in red color.

6.2. Runtime Comparison

A main concern of our method may arise from the common
stereotype about the cumbersomeness and heavy computa-
tion complexity of usual preconditioning methods. This is
likely due to Hessian-inverse type second-order precondi-
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Method E2E
etho BLEU NIST MET ROUGE-L CIDEr
SGD,_, 66.6 854 442 68.2 2.32
scaled GD (ours),—4 69.2 8.71  46.3 70.9 2.48
AdamW,_, 689 869 465 71.3 2.51
scaled AdamW (ours),—4 69.6 8.77 46.6 71.8 2.52

Table 1. Scores for LoRA fine-tuning of GPT-2 medium model on E2E Natural Language Generation challenge with different optimizers.
Our scaled optimizers outperform unscaled optimizers on all evaluation metrics and scaled GD closes the performance gap between SGD

and AdamW. See Section 6.3.1 for experimental details.

tioner usually involves large size preconditioners and com-
plex computation procedures, which is not the case for the
preconditioners we consider. In each iteration, we use cur-
rent value of (AAT)~! to precondition gradient of B. The
preconditioner is easily obtained and is of small size. We
present a runtime comparison between scaled optimizers
and their unscaled counterparts for fine-tuning a GPT-2
medium model on E2E NLG challenge, see Section 6.3.1
for experimental details. Figure 2 shows the runtime used
for different optimizers for the fine-tuning task trained on
NVIDIA A100 GPUs. Note there is little difference between
the scaled optimizers and unscaled ones, which verifies that
our preconditioner is practical. See runtime comprisons for
larger rank r = 256 in Appendix D.

6.3. LLM Fine-Tuning

In this section, we study the fine-tuning task for GPT-2
model and Mistral 7B model with our scaled optimizers.
Empirically, we observe that our scaled optimizers outper-
form unscaled optimizers by a large margin for various
tasks, datasets, LoRA ranks, model sizes, model types, and
benchmarks, which demonstrates the superiority of gradi-
ent scaling in training LoRA models. See below and also
Appendix E for all our experiments.

6.3.1. GPT-2

We exploit the new preconditioner for LoRA fine-tuning of
GPT-2 models. We follow exactly the same experimental
setup as (Hu et al., 2021) except that here we tune learning
rate individually using grid search for different methods
being tested, see Appendix E.1 for experimental details and
training hyperparameters. Table 1 shows the final score for
fine-tuning GPT-2 medium model with LoRA rank 4 on
E2E (Novikova et al., 2017) natural language generation
challenge. It can be observed that scaled GD method closes
the gap between SGD and AdamW and behaves compara-
ble to AdamW while demanding smaller optimizer storage.
Scaled AdamW method improves score of AdamW method
on all evaluation metrics, which reveals that the new pre-
conditioner is advantageous even for gradient computation

normalized by gradient variance in AdamW method. See
also Appendix E.1 for experimental results for different
LoRA ranks, different datasets, and different model sizes.
Our scaled optimizers show significant and uniform im-
provements over unscaled optimizers for almost all tests.

6.3.2. MISTRAL 7B

Mistral 7B is a recent language model released by the Mis-
tral Al team (Jiang et al., 2023) which has been shown to
outperform Llama 2-13B on all benchmarks and Llama 1-
34B on many benchmarks (Mistral Al team, 2023), and thus
is considered the most powerful language models for its size
to date. We experiment our scaled optimizers with this new
language model on the GLUE (Wang et al., 2018) bench-
mark for natural language understanding problems. Table 2
shows the final fine-tuning results. Notably that our scaled
optimizers outperform unscaled optimizers on all evaluation
metrics, which demonstrates the effectiveness of gradient
scaling for fine-tuning Mistral 7B model. See Appendix E.2
for training hyperparameter selection.

6.4. Diffusion Model Fine-Tuning

Diffusion models are now used for various image genera-
tion tasks and LoRA has been widely used for fine-tuning
diffusion models. Here we start with the commonly used
Stable Diffusion V1.5 model and show the effectiveness of
applying our new preconditioner in LoRA fine-tuning for ob-
ject generation. Then, we experiment with the Mix-of-Show
model (Gu et al., 2023) which can generate high-quality face
images. We observe that with gradient scaling, image gener-
ation becomes much more robust to learning rate changes,
which is a reflection of the fact that our new preconditioner
stabilizes the training process against learning rate varia-
tions. This has important practical benefits since learning
rate choices can be crucial in image generation problems
where small difference in learning rate can produce images
of very different quality. This can be observed from Figures
1 and 3. Furthermore, it’s widely observed that training
loss is useless in monitoring image generation quality when
training diffusion models. Thus a better optimizer which is
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Method GLUE

MNLI SST-2 MRPC CoLA QNLI QQP RTE STS-B WNLI Avg.
SGD,—16 88.15 96.10 70.10 5589 9422 8859 5090 47.64 49.30 71.21
scaled GD (ours),—1¢ 90.21 9690 81.62 68.17 9440 91.15 54.15 90.31 56.34 80.36
AdamW,._¢ 89.86 96.79 8848 71.05 9442 9124 90.61 9042 81.69 88.28
scaled AdamW (ours),—15 | 90.68 97.25 8946 71.30 94.67 92.22 91.34 91.10 83.10 89.01

Table 2. Scores for LoRA fine-tuning of 4-bit quantized Mistral 7B model on GLUE benchmark for Natural Language Understanding
(NLU) challenges with different optimizers. Our scaled optimizers outperform unscaled optimizers on all evaluation metrics. See Section

6.3.2 for experimental details.

more robust to learning rate choices is very important. See
Appendix F for experimental details for diffusion model
fine-tuning tasks.

6.4.1. OBJECT GENERATION

We build our object generation experiments on a popular
stable diffusion fine-tuning repository (Ryu, 2023) with Sta-
ble Diffusion V1.5 as the base model. We follow the default
settings there and tune both the U-Net and the text encoder
where LoRA parameters are injected. For all experiments,
we fix the U-Net fine-tuning learning rate as default value
le — 4 which we find important for generating recogniz-
able images. After fine-tuning on 6 images of a red vase
titled “a photo of (Vi )”, Figure 1 shows the generation
results for prompt “a blue (Viase)”. With large learning rate
as le — 2 for text encoder fine-tuning, AdamW produces
out-of-distribution results while our method produces satis-
factory images. With default learning rate setting, AdamW
still fails to capture the prompt information and generates
only red vases. Instead, scaled AdamW with default learn-
ing rate is able to produce the desired blue vase. AdamW
turns out to be able to generate the desired blue vase for
learning rate value such as 1le — 6. See Appendix F.1 for
other target object generation including chairs and dogs.
Scaled AdamW improves AdamW for all experiments.

6.4.2. FACE GENERATION

Face generation is a more challenging task compared to
object generation and we thus switch to Mix-of-Show (Gu
et al., 2023) variant of custom diffusion model which is orig-
inally designed for multi-concept LoRA and has been rec-
ognized to be able to generate high-quality face images. For
better visualization of differences between different LoRA
optimization methods, we turn off embedding fine-tuning
and tune only text-encoders and U-Nets where LoRA fac-
tors are injected. We use 14 images of Potter provided in the
original project repository where the character name is re-
placed with (Vpoer) in captions of the training images. Fig-
ure 3 shows generation results for prompt “a pencil sketch
of (Vpotter)” for various step sizes. Our method (scaled
AdamW) generates visually better images more resemble a

pencil sketch, which demonstrates its effectiveness in gen-
erating images of higher quality and also its robustness to
learning rate changes. See Appendix F.2.1 for generation
results for more prompts and also for the Hermoine charac-
ter with different LoRA parameter fusion coefficients. See
also Appendix F.2.2 for generation results including SGD
and scaled GD methods for varying learning rates. Our
observations are similar in all these generation results.

7. Convergence Theory

In this section, we further verify the superiority of scaled
GD method applied to a reparameterized two-layer ReLU
NN tuning problem, i.e., we show scaled GD method has
convergence rate independent of data condition number of
this specific problem and is thus advantageous compared to
plain gradient descent. When scaled GD is applied to deep
learning models, nonlinearities in such models typically
render theoretical analysis intractable. To tackle this, we
instead study an equivalent problem to the two-layer ReLU
neural network. We first introduce the concept of hyperplane
arrangement matrices. For a data matrix X € R™*? and any
arbitrary vector u € R?, We consider the set of diagonal
matrices
D := {diag(1{Xu > 0})},

which takes value 1 or 0 along the diagonals that indicate
the set of possible arrangement activation patterns for the
ReLU activation. Indeed, we can enumerate the set of sign
patterns as D = {D;}£_| where P is bounded by

pes (020

for r = rank(X) (Pilanci & Ergen, 2020; Stanley et al.,
2004). The two-layer ReLLU model is equivalent to the
problem below for squared loss through convexification
under mild conditions' (Mishkin et al., 2022),

P
1 2
%P§\| igzl D, XW, - Y||%.

'The equivalence holds when the number of hidden neurons is
greater than or equal to 2Pd.
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5e-4 & 5e-4

(default) 1e-5 & 1e-4

scaled AdamW (ours)

Figure 3. Generation results for prompt “a pencil sketch of (Vjouer)” by Mix-of-Show model with different optimizers and various learning
rates. Our method (scaled AdamW) generates photos better capturing the prompt, i.e., a pencil sketch, and is more robust to learning rate

choices. See Section 6.4.2 for experimental details.

Therefore, we base our analysis on fine-tuning the above
model and show that the convergence rate of problem below
with scaled GD method (Algorithm 2) has no dependence
on condition number of the data matrix X. We focus on

P
1
o §|| Z;DiX(Wi + A;B]) - Y%, 3

where X € R"*4 A; € R¥*" B; € R*" Y € R"x¢,
We consider the response model ¥ = Zil D; X(W; +
AiBI"). Here, X! = AiB!" = UixiVi" are fixed and
unknown matrices with U Vi’ being the singular value
decomposition of X!. Denote F! = [A%, B{]T and F} =
[A% Bi]T with A¢ and B! denote the value of (4;, B;) at
t-th iteration. Let o,(-) denote the r-th largest singular
value.

We first introduce the definition of Restricted Isometry Prop-
erty (RIP) and illustrate the assumptions required for our
theorem to hold,

Definition 7.1. (RIP (Recht et al., 2010)) The matrix A €
R™*4 gatisfies rank-r RIP with a constant §,. € [0, 1) if for
all matrices M € R%*¢ of rank at most r, the below holds,

(1= 0| M5 < [AM][E < (1 +6,)[| M|

Assumption 7.2. Suppose that D; X obeys the 2r-RIP
with a constant &3, for each i, and | X7 D;" D; X |, <

(e Xle 012 y
min( P 7P(P+1)) for any j # .

Note for matrix X with ii.d Gaussian entries
N(0,1/d||D;llo), D;X satisfies RIP for a constant &
when || D;||o is on the order of 7(d + ¢) /(d§?). See (Recht
et al., 2010) for other measurement ensembles satisfying
the RIP property. Note also | X7 D;" D; X[y < | XT X
for all (i, j)’s. Thus bounding || X7 D;" D;X |2 amounts
to bounding largest singular value of empirical covariance

matrix. We consider a specific initialization strategy here
which is an extension of spectral initialization for multiple
terms as below,

Definition 7.3. (Extended Spectral Initialization) Let
Al Bi" be the best rank-r approximation of (D; X)T (Y —
S°1 1 DX W) for each i.

Now, we are ready to state our main convergence result as
follows,

Theorem 7.4. Under Assumption 7.2 with 8%, < 0.01 for
each i. With extended spectral initialization described in
Definition 7.3, ||AiBi" — Xi||p < 1.5dist(Fi,F}). In
addition, if the step size 0 < n < 2/3, then the (t + 1)-th
iteration F} satisfies

max (dist(F} 1, F})) < (1 — 0.5n) max(dist(F}, F})).
Proof. See Appendix B. O

Our result mainly builds on results from (Tong et al., 2021b)
and can be viewed as an extension of matrix sensing to
ReLU neural networks.

8. Literature Review

Our work is closely related to low-rank matrix optimization
and we briefly review some basic knowledge and related
work in Section 8.1. Our work applies preconditioners for
accelerating the LoRA fine-tuning process, which falls into
preconditioning methods for PEFT, and related prior work
there is discussed in Section 8.2 and Section 8.3.

8.1. Riemannian Optimization

Several recent studies have made theoretic contributions to
the convergence rate of scaled GD method which employs
the preconditioner (1). Specifically, in (Tong et al., 2021a;b),
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the authors show local convergence of scaled GD method
with better convergence rate independent of data condition
number compared to plain gradient descent method for some
classic low-rank matrix optimization problem including ma-
trix sensing, robust PCA, etc. The authors of (Jia et al., 2023)
show global convergence of scaled GD method with rate in-
dependent of data condition number for least squares matrix
decomposition problem || ABT —Y'||2 /2. Different variants
of scaled GD have been proposed and studied. In (Zhang
et al., 2023c), the authors suggest to use (AT A + \I)~1
and (BT B + AI)~! with some fixed A > 0 in replace of
(1) for tackling overparametrization and ill-conditioness in
matrix sensing problems. In (Zhang et al., 2023b), the au-
thors suggest using (AT A + A\ I)~! where A\;11 = B\
(similar change for B), i.e., using an exponentially decay
regularization term. (Zhang et al., 2023c) proposes precGD
method which sets \; = /f(A;B{). (Tong et al., 2022;
Ma et al., 2023) present extension of scaled GD method
to tensor optimization problem. (Jia et al., 2023) analyzes
AltScaledGD method which updates A and B alternatively
and shows that such method has better convergence rate for
larger step size.

8.2. Preconditioners in Deep Learning

Current deep learning training is dominated by gradient-
based method which follows a descent direction to update
parameters for decreasing objective value. For accelerating
such training procedure, more advanced techniques such
as Adagrad (Duchi et al., 2011) proposes to scale gradient
based on their variance. Specifically, G, /2 i used as gra-
dient preconditioner where G is accumulated outer product
of historic subgradients. More practical optimizers such as
Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2017) and AdamW (Loshchilov &
Hutter, 2019) perform like a diagonal version of Adagrad
and are the main training tools for most deep learning mod-
els in various fields. More recently, Shampoo (Gupta et al.,
2018) has been proposed which uses a left preconditioner
and a right preconditioner for a weight matrix. Shampoo is
in spirit close to Adagrad but requires much less storage. In
contrast with the preconditioners designed for accelerating
optimization procedure for general deep learning models.
We study a specific preconditioner designed for LoRA fine-
tuning model which exploits its low rank matrix factoriza-
tion property and borrows from Riemannian optimization
knowledge.

8.3. PEFT Fine-Tuning Review

Current commonly-used deep learning models are growing
larger and larger, making full fine-tuning for downstream
tasks nearly impossible. A line of parameter-efficient fine-
tuning methods emerges and has been used in various fields.
These methods aim at achieving low fine-tuning loss with
fewer trainable parameters. One popular PEFT method is

LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), which proposes to add a low-rank
adaptation to each existing weight matrix. By factorizing
the update into two low-rank matrices, LoRA is able to
achieve similar fine-tuning result as full fine-tuning with
10,000 times fewer parameters. LoRA has shown good per-
formance in both language model fine-tuning and vision
model fine-tuning. Variants of LoORA method involve Dy-
LoRA (Valipour et al., 2023), IncreLoRA (Zhang et al.,
2023a), and AdalLoRA (Zhang et al., 2023d), all focus on
dynamically adjusting the rank hyperparameter. GLoRA
(Chavan et al., 2023) generalizes LoRA by introducing a
prompt module; Delta-LoRA (Zi et al., 2023) proposes to
simultaneously update pretrained model weights by differ-
ence of LoRA weights. QLoRA (Dettmers et al., 2023)
exploits quantized LoRA model which further reduces the
model size. Besides such additive methods, there are also
multiplicative PEFT methods such as the orthogonal fine-
tuning method (OFT) (Qiu et al., 2023) and its variant BOFT
(Liu et al., 2023).

Though LoRA has become very popular and different vari-
ants emerge, current LoORA training mainly exploits gradi-
ent based optimizers and we are unaware of any prior work
studying acceleration of LoRA training given its special
low-rank matrix factorization nature. Our work shows that
by regrouping trainable parameters and applying an r X r
preconditioner, the optimization procedure of LoRA can be
significantly enhanced with negligible storage and runtime
overhead.

9. Conclusion

In this work, we borrow tools from Riemannian optimiza-
tion to enhance LoRA fine-tuning. Specifically, we study
the application of a Riemannian gradient preconditioning
method which introduces a new r X r preconditioner to
LoRA fine-tuning procedure. Empirically, we observe that
the gradient scaling boosts performance of both SGD and
AdamW methods and theoretically we show that LoRA
trained with preconditioned Adam method achieves stable
feature learning under infinite-width NN setting while un-
preconditioned training would require tuning learning rates
for LoRA parameters separately. Prior to our work, theo-
retic convergence for the proposed gradient scaling scheme
has only been established for classic low-rank matrix opti-
mization problems and only with gradient descent method,
we first time introduces it to deep learning regime consid-
ering the low-rank nature of LoRA model and reveals its
superiority beyond SGD.
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A. Details of Theorem 4.1
A.1. Assumptions and Technical Lemmas

Definition A.1. (Stable Feature Learning) Consider any general LoRA layer BAx with B € R™*" and A € R"™" being
LoRA parameters. Denote A* = B;A;x — By_1 A;_,x for fine-tuning step t. We say that LoRA model achieves Stable
Feature Learning when z, Az, BAz € ©(1) for all LoRA layers and A* € ©(1) for all fine-tuning step ¢.

Assumption A.2. We assume that the Adam gradient processing step satisfies g,z = ©(n) for all ¢ where g, is the
normalized gradient of A in ¢-th iteration.

Explanation of Assumption A.2. We adopt the same assumption as Assumption 1 in (Hayou et al., 2024) where the authors
provide a proof for Adam with no momentum, i.e., for SignSGD method. This assumption should hold for general Adam
variants as long as the processed gradient preserves the sign(x) direction.

Lemma A.3. For any matrix A € R™*", where m being powers of n, such that AT A is invertible and v[A;;] = c for all
(i,7), we have y[(AT A)~1] = —4|||al|?] with a being any column of A.

Proof. First we note that (AT A)~1 = adj(AT A) /det(AT A) and det(AT A) = ©((mn2*)"). Furthermore, by property of
adjugate matrix,
det(adj(AT A)) = (det(AT 4))"~t = O((mn2e)"("—1),
from which we deduce
adj(AT A) = O((mn*)" ).
Therefore,
(AT A)~! = 0((mn?*)™1).

Note that ||a]|?> = ©(mn>“), we thus conclude v[(AT A)~1] = —v[||al|?], as desired. O

A.2. Statement and Proof of Theorem 4.1

Now, we state the formal version of our Theorem 4.1 below,

Theorem A.4. (Stable Feature Learning (Formal)) Let g4 and gp denote the processed gradient of A and B respectively.
Consider LoRA parameters A and B trained with Adam scaled by preconditioner (1). Assume Assumption A.2 is satisfied
with Adam gradient processing and g4, gp € O(1) after the gradient processing. Further assume B Ax has dimension of
O(n). Then the LoRA model achieves stable feature learning with 1 = ©(1). While for unscaled Adam, na = ©(n~') and
np = O(1) are required for stable feature learning.

Proof. We consider Gaussian initialization with 4;; ~ N(0,02) and B;; ~ N(0,07). Conventionally, we want BA to
be initialized as zero and Az does not explode with NN width, thus we proceed with 02 = ©(n~1) and 07 = 0. We first
decompose the LoRA increment as
At = BtAtIE — Bt—lAt—ll'
= (Bi—1 — 19 (A1 AL ) ) (Aimy — (B Bio1) gty Do — Bio Ay
= -—nBi1(Bf 1 Bi1) gy e — gl (A AL ) T A + 0Pyl (A AT ) TN (BE  Bes) T gl e
We write
8t =nBi-1 (B Bi1) gy w,
8 =195 (A1 AL T A,
8 =195 (A A1) (B Bio1) gl e

Following Assumption A.2, we know g'; 'x € ©(n), thus having 6}, 62, B;_1 A;_12 € ©(1) equates to

Yl +~[Bea] +9[(BEBi-1) 7 +1=0,
Yl +A[(A—1 AT )T 4 y[Arax] = 0, @
Y[Bt-1] + y[As—12] = 0.
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For gradient update, we have
By =Bi1—ngp (A AL 7!

Az = Ay1x — (B Bi1) gl 'a,

and thus
~[Bt] = max(y[Bi-1],v[n] +~[(Ae—147,) 7))

Y[Az] = max(y[Ae_12], (0] + V(B 1 Bio1) "+ 1).

Note A; = Ag and thus v[A;z] = v[Apz] = 0. Furthermore, v[B;] = v[n] + 7[(AoAZ)~!]. Since v[||ao||3] = O for any
row ag of Ag, ¥[(AgAL)~!] = 0 by Lemma A.3. Therefore v[B;] = 0. Since v(||b1||3) = 1 for any column b, of By,
y[(B¥ By)71] = —1 by Lemma A.3 and thus y[A32] = 0 by the above recursion. Since Ay = A; — n(Bf By)~1g} =
Ag — O(n71),7][|laz|?] = 0 for any row as of Ay and again by Lemma A.3 we know v[(A242)~1] = 0. Therefore
v[B2] = 0. The recursion persists and we know [B;] = v[A;z] = 0 for all t. Since v[(BL_{B;—1)"!] = —1 and
Y[(As—1 AL )71] = 0, all equations in (4) are satisfied. One can check that 6 € ©(1) and therefore stable feature learning
is achieves with n = ©(1). Theorem 1 in (Hayou et al., 2024) shows that n4 = ©(n~!) and np = O(1) are required for
unpreconditioned LoRA training to achieve stable feature learning.

A.3. Explanation of Different Learning Rates

Here we note that learning rate 7 = ©(1) is required for Theorem 4.1 while learning rate n = ©(n 1) is used for our toy
example described in Section 4. This discrepancy arises from different settings being considered in these two regimes.
Specifically, Theorem 4.1 deals with vector output, i.e., we assume BAz is of dimension ©(n). This is core to our
preconditioner since we then have v[(B{_; B;_1) '] = —1 from v[B;_1] = 0. For scalar output as considered in the toy
example, when [B;_1] = 0, we will have y[(B]_ ;B;_1)~!] = 0 and thus fail to scale the statics correctly. Then one
would wonder for scalar output, whether setting 7 = ©(n 1) would be the correct choice as in the toy example. This is
no longer true due to our Assumption A.2. In the toy example, we have ¢! = (f;(x) — y)bz and gZTx = O(n) is not
guaranteed since it also scales with f;(x) and b. Instead, Theorem 4.1 would hold for scalar output with 7; = ©(1) and
ny = ©(n~1) for t > 1 which we do not include in the theorem statement for simplicity and one can deduce following our
proof technique of Theorem 4.1. The takeaway is that for scalar output, our preconditioner can still achieve stable feature
learning with same order of magnitude learning rate for both A and B though one may need to tune learning rates across
iterations, which is the current convention of learning rate scheduling.

O
B. Proof of Theorem 7.4
Note problem (3) is equivalent to the problem below up to a change of labels,
P
i A.BT _ 2
min | ;CZAZBZ Y|, 5)

where C; € R"™¥4 A, € R¥*" B; € R",Y € R"*°, Consider Y = >7 C;4iBi". Denote X! = AiBI" =
UiSiVi" where USi V" is the singular value decomposition of X?. Denote Fi = [Ai, Bi]T. For any F = [A, B]7,
consider the following distance metric

dist*(F, F') = inf

) . 2 . ) 2
B e P (L R ©®

where G L(r) denotes the set of invertible matrix in R"*". Let 0,.(-) denote the rth largest singular value and x; denote
condition number of X. Consider the following scaled GD step:

i i i i L i il piy—
App = A — WCiT(Z C;jA;B} —Y)B{(B; Bj) Y
J

Biy = Bi —n(CF (S CAIBI" — V)T Ai(A;" A,
7

13
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Before we begin the main proof, we need the following partial Frobenius norm which has been introduced in Section A.3 in
(Tong et al., 2021b) with some important properties studied there.

Definition B.1. (Partial Frobenius norm) For any matrix X, its partial Frobenius norm of order r is given by [ norm of
vectors composed by its top-r singular values,

Xl =

Now we start the proof by first proving some useful lemmas.

Lemma B.2. Under Assumption 7.2, let Fi = [A}, Bi|T, then the extented spectral initialization in Definition 7.3 satisfies
dist(Fg, FY) < 1085, /rrio(XL).
Proof. According to Lemma 11 in (Tong et al., 2021b), since ABBZ)T — X has rank at most 2,

dist(Fg, F7) < \/ V2 + 1) 45B3" — Xi]|,

< V2V2+ 1A B, — Xlle

Since A} B is the best rank r approximation of CY = Zle CTC;X1. Then

P P
1468y = Xiller < 1Y CF O XTI = ALBY |lmr + 11 ) CTC3XE = Xl mry

j=1 j=1
<2(CTCi = DXL+ CFCiX]||py
Jj#i
<265, |X2 |+ 2 |CFCiX |,
Jj#i

where the last inequality follows Lemma 15 and inequality (50) in (Tong et al., 2021b). Therefore,

dist(Fy, FY) < 50, | Xi]|r +5 > _ICTC;X]||e,
i
<1005, [| X1 || F < 1085, v/rrion(X]).

O

Lemma B.3. (Contraction) Under assumption 7.2 with 85, < 0.01. If the t-th iterate satisfies dist(F}, F}) < 0.10,.(X?)

where F} = [At, BY)T, then HA%B%T — X!|F < 1.5dist(Ff, FY). In addition, if the step size 0 < n < 2/3, then the
(t + 1)-th iteration F{,, satisfies

max(dist(F} 1, F})) < (1 — 0.5n) max(dist(F}, F})).

Proof. We first show || AiBi" — Xi||p < 1.5dist(F}, Fi). According to Lemma 9 in (Tong et al., 2021b), we know Q¢ the
optimal alignment matrix between F} and F! , i.e., the optimal value of problem (5) with F’ replaced by F} is attained at Q°,
exists, denote A* = A!Q! B! = BZQ{T, Ny = A*— AL Ay = B — Bi. By derivation (45) in (Tong et al., 2021b), we
further know for e = 0.1,

—1/2

. . . i —1/2
1A% Tl VIAREL Tz <

14
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where V denotes maximum. Note
|AB; — Xillp = |A'B" — X(|r
. .T ST
=[|AYB" + ALAE [|IF
. T . T ST
=[[A4As + AYB, + ALA% |IF
< ||A NT AYB g+ JALAY T
<[ALAE [IF+ |l |r+ |48 |IF

iy i 11/2 i ai T
LV PR TN PR TSV -
< ||A PENVNS S o
S —1/2 S —1/2 S a1/2 S 1/2
§(|\Af421 2 VIIABEL Tl)ALES F + [ABEL " Ir)

€ i i l/2 i i 1/2
< @+ ARSI + I1ABE " F)

<(1+ %)\/idist(F;', Fi) < 1.5dist(F!, FY).

Note the second last inequality follows from dist(F}, F}}) = \/ A% 2)12, 4+ || A%, 52|12, We then proceed to show
the contraction of distance. By definition,

. i i i i iy 1/2 i i—T iy /22
dlStQ(Ft+17F*) < [(Af1Qp — ALY 1%+ [(Bi1Qr ~ — By, [

Substitute the update rule for L} 11 we get

i iyl i il piN—1 i iyyi 1/2
(At+1Qt A )E = (4 Qt ’70 ZC AJBJ - Y)B,(B; By) th — AL)XS /
J
= (04—l Y- cAlB] BB B) Qs
J
= (04—l Y CAlB]" BB B i
J

= (A} —nCTCy(A'BT — X4)BI(B'T

where C = 3" CTC;(AlB]" — Xi),
J#i
(A4 =n(ATB" = XD)B(B" B —y(Cl ¢, — D)(A'BT - X])B'(B" BY)™!
— BB Bz

since A'Bi’ — Xt = QBz + Al
= (B =i —nALAE B (BT B) T - p(CTC - (4B - X)B'(B B

_ nCBi(BiTBi)—l)Ei 1/2
=1 —n)aisit? _painy” i(BiTBi)*lzi VE

ncrc;, - B’ - x)Bi(B B2 — g3 B e

Bi)~l - nCBi(BiTBi)—l)Eil/Q

i T

Therefore,
i i 11/2 il i i i i 7,1/2
1(A}1Qf — ADTL % = 11— ALYSL T —nAlAy "B(B B sl HF
+PlCl e - DB - x)Bi (BT BY e ol (s BY) s,
— (1 - )=t 04T s (BT B B AR AT
(CTo; — 1A BT — x) BB B)~1xi'? 4 cBi(B B)1xi'?)).

®)
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Follow derivation (46) in (Tong et al., 2021b), we can bound

i vil/2 i ni T i il piy—1i 1/2
(1= ALEL T —nAlAy BY(BY B) 'S 7%

2en(1 2 + ®)
< (-2 + 2 a4 TR g s,

Next, we want to bound

lclc; — B — xHBi(B B2y BB B2
= |(cFc; - DB — X)BY(B BY ' % 4 |oBi (BT BY) s %
+2u((CFCy - (A BT — X)) BB B s TeB (BT B i ).

By the bound for &4 in Lemma 1 in (Tong et al., 2021b), we can bound

il iNpifpil i1/2)2 1/2 i s 1/2)2
I(CC: = D)(A'B" - X)B'(B" B")"'%), ||} < (HA 1%+ 1A 1%

We now proceed to bound ||C’Bi(BiTBl) 1y 122 |2 According to Lemma 9 in (Tong et al., 2021b), we know @ exists, the
optimal alignment matrix between £ and F} exists. Denote A7 = AJQJ Bi = B} Q{7T7 Ny = A - Al N, = BI—Bl.
Since

loTc;AiBlT — xH)B (B B 12|,

—lCT Oy (00" + A3 BT+ Al AL BB B e,

ing T i il piy—1yvi 1/2
< NCT il (185 8% [l + 1854 BIT |5+ 14203 | #)1B (BT BY) i |, (10)
by Lemma 12 in (Tong et al., 2021b) and (7),

2+ NCTCillz (g s 521/ | g 1/2
< a0 IALS e +IIAESlF)-

- 2(1—¢)
Thus
i il i i1/2)2 i i L i\ i il i1/2)2
ICBY(B" B 'SR < (P-1)>_|ICFCi(AIB!” — X])B(B" B')'sL IR
J#i
2+ NCTCHIB 1 i i1 /22 1/2)19
< — J J 3 .
< (P Y S A P 1

Next we bound

1/2)TCBi(BiTBi)—12i1/2)|

i/ il piy—15i 1/2 ipiT i
<|IB(B" B)~'sL C3le((CFCs = D(A'BY — X))TO)
by Lemma 12 in (Tong et al., 2021b),

e((CTC; — IN(A'BT — X1)BY(B' B))~'%

1 o )
S G (CF G = DB - X1)TC)|
by Lemma 17 in (Tong et al., 2021b), since C} is 2r-RIP,

‘Vr ipil i
< = 2 o2 SICIFIA'BY — X(|lp
by derivation in (10),

1+ 25§r T J vl Jsj1/2 i i l/2 i i 1/2
<Z ICTCill2(184Z 1 + 125812 (1ALE P le + 1858 5).

J#i
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To summarize,

I(CFC; — 1)(A'BT - xi)B/(B B s 4 oBi(B T B i3

35, 2+ 1 i wil/2n i i l/2)2 ICTCilI3(2 + ¢)? 1/21 1/2,19
< E o ([ALEL TR+ I1AEL IR + 5y = (IA%2 7 N1% + 12537 )1%)
2(1—€)? oy 2(1—€)?
2(1+§)QU§T T Jsl/2 jsjl/2 i i l/2 i i 1/2
+ZWHQ Cill2(IA%EL " lr + [[ABEL R (IAYE llr + |1ABE I F).
J#i
(11)
Finally, we move on to bound
(1 -z AL =gt BT B BT AR AL (T C - (A BT - x)B(BT ) ()

+oBY(BT B 1ni Py
< (@ —mxzi oL (CF o - (ABT - x4H)B(BT B )
Fla@si (BT B BT ALAT(CTo, — 1)(ATBT — X)) BB B)~1ni ')
+ (= mzs P ay " eB BT B ) 4 et (BT B BT Ay Al oBi (B B el )

1/2

First notice by the bound for |S5| in Lemma 1 in (Tong et al., 2021b),

(1 — )2t 2L (el ey - 1A - xi) BB B) 1w

(1 7 77)517"(2 + 6) i i /22 i «il/2)2 (13)
_é_(*llA 2L IIFJr*HA 2 NE)-
2(1—¢)
Similarly, by the bound for |&3| in Lemma 1 in (Tong et al., 2021b),
ezl BT B BT Al AiT(CTc- —I)ABT - x)BiB B 1xi )
14)
77627“(2—1_6) [ i1/2)2 [ 11/2 (
el O VAN 3§ —[| Ay .
< BRI I+ 51 %)
Next, consider bounding
(1 - mzt AL el (BT B
il/2 50T i i T i\ i il iy —1yvi 1/2
—n) Y _|w(ZL AL CFC(AIB]T — X])BY (B BY) L)
J#i
i pi T j ipil piy—1yi i T
<(1=mY_ICC)l|AIB]" — X]|lpl|B (B BY)"'SLAY |r
J#i
by Lemma 12 in (Tong et al., 2021b), (15)
I—n j i T j i xil/2
SiZHCzTCﬂbHAiBf = X/ rIAXE F
J#i
by derivation in (7),
(2+¢€)(1 T J gl Jsj1/2 i i 1/2
<7ZHC Cill2(1A4 22 1o + 112558 2 ) 2452 s,

- 2(1
( Jj#i
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and

ezt (B B B Ap Al e (B BY) IS
— (> oy (AlB]" — X)) BB B (BT B BT AL AT
i
i 25 T j ir il pin—1yi (il pin—1iT Ai 4iT
<3 NICTCs 1 A4IB]" - Xi|#I1B (B B) sl (B B B Al AL |
j#i

<Y NCTCall Al B - X1 B (B B3 AL #
J#i
by Lemma 12 in (Tong et al., 2021b),
< e L NCTC el B~ Xl AT s
J#i
by derivation in (7),

1/2 1/2 i 4T
= 2(1 2 Z ICTCillo(1 A4S e + 1852 1P ABAL |r.
Combine (13), (14), (15), (16) to bound (12)
(1L —msi 2L T — i (BT B BT AL AT (CF O - D)(ATBT

+CB(B B sl )
< (L=md, 2+ 3

1/2,9 1/2, 9 775 (2 + e)
GIARZ IR + *HN =) + 57

1/2 1/2
(2+€e)(1—n) i g 1/2 i <jl/2 i i l/2
oo D ICEC (1AL e + 1AL ) ALSL |
(1-o &
(2 + ¢€) P il/2 P ai1/2 i T
+ gk SO Ol 5+ 181 )85 L e
J#i

(1—m)d5(2+¢€) 3 2 1 gy 195, (2 +€) 3
< 2(12%) GIALEL IR + SI1ABS 7 IF) + 5

2+¢€)(1 12,5 oy e,

(2(1)(6)ZIICTC I2 (fIINEJ I+ 5 HNE] 12 + ALz ?)2)
J#i

n(2+e)

/22 /29 i i T
+2<1 QZHOTCH (*IINZ] 1% + ,”M I+ A5 |3).

Substituting bounds (9), (11), (17), we derive bound for (8) as

i ivwil/2)2 2en(1 i1/2 2e+¢€ i wil/2 2
1045112 - AL < (- + 2 s g o TSy o
05, (2+¢€ i 1/2)2 i wil/2)2
o (22(1(_)><||A I+ 1ABE )
CIC;)13(2 + ¢)? 1/2, 9 1/2)9
-3 PEEBEED s+ jag s i)
J#i

2(1+ §)20%,
>

y '1/2 i i1/2
ﬁHCTC’II(IINW e+ 1852 e (1842
J#i

18

— x)B(B By 1xi'/?

i1/2 1 S 1/2
jﬂiijgy*(*nﬁy B H%4‘5H1¥421 %)

(16)
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i i l/2 1
AL ) 4 2n(

1/2 i s l/2)2
||F+*||A UUNE)

2(1—¢)
ns.(2+¢) 3 120 1o i wil/2,0
L2 (S AR —|AY X
- i Gl 1%+ 5 1AL i 2)E)
2+e 1/2,2 1/2,2 i wil/22
ot ZIICTC l2( IIAJ =R+ ||AJ B UIE A+ IANE TR
J#i
77(2+e) 1/29 1/2,9 i T
WZHQTCJ'II( IALSE IR + IIN 2L+ IIABAL 11F))-

. . i i—T i 1/2)2 o N PR iwiniT i i ng T
We similarly derive bound for ||(B;,,Q; =~ — BL)X% '"||%. Since dist™(F}, F}) = tr(AY XA ) +tr(ARXL A
thus get

i i iyyi 1/2)12 i i T iysi 1/2)12
[(Af1Q1 — ADZL IF + 1(BaQF - — BOEL U lIE
2677(1 ) K2 11/2 1 'Ll/2 (26+6) 7 11/2 1 11/2
S((1—77)2+17)(HA U+ AR TR + ﬁ(llA B E A+ 1A%E )
(5T 2+¢ 1/2 i1/209 CEC;|13(2 + ¢)? P wil/2
(O i i gy 2 ) + (P - ) S I GIEC O g /2y
2(1—€)? 7 2l-¢
1/2 1) r 21/2 21/2 i i l/2
#2104 1) + 3 2 ooy @an s e + 21845 P 1855
Jj#i
i i 1/2 (1_n)61r(2+6) i i /22 i vil/2)2
HIAEE Ml#) + 2n( ? @IA%5 IE + 2455, IE)

2(1—¢)

nés,. (2 + € i wil/22 i wi /202 2+¢)(1 1/2 9
D@19 (ol + 24 ||F>+(2(1)(E)ZOT0 I, 2 72
1/2,9 i wil/29 i wil/20 N2 +e€ 1/2,9
HIAES N + 1AGE CIF + 4B ||F)+2((122”CTC 2 (I A% 13+
J#
1/2,9 i T i T
IALEL 5 + 1ABAL |17+ 1854 [17)
2en(l—m)  n*(e+€) 120, 2+ oo o
<((1-n)? L F},F}
—(( 77) + 1—¢ (176)2 (176)2 )dlSt( to *)
2 T .
J#i
26 2n(1 — 1)8%,.(2 o
+Z(1_6))’”|CTO \dist(F, Fi)dist(F7, F9) + 21 (;’)_2;”)( +9) Gis(F F)
J#i
212685,.(2 + P (2 +
+77(12_(6)6)d st?(F}, FY) +Z” 161( )||CTC ||2dist?(FY, F7)
J#i
n(2+e)(1—n) >, 1ICF Cll2 P 2+ ¢ , .
- 6;?& dist* (F{, F}) + > (1()2)|CTCj||2d1st2(Fg,Fg)
i
(2 z o
Py ii”ec Gille ise2 (i,
J#i
g 2o et ) 0?8, 2407 2(1-m)d5 (240 | 2202+ <)
=(1-n)"+ 1_¢ (1—e)2 (1—¢)? (1—¢) + (I1—¢)2?
2+ ¢€)(1— . |lcTo; 22+ _;|lcTo; o
(2 + €)( (1;)2;#” i Cill2 7 ( 6)(12#332 Jllz)distg(Fg,FD
— € — €
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+Z P—1)n IICTC Pe+e® 0@+l =mlCCll:  m*2+IC C)l

oy 5)2 (1 N 6) (1 — 6)2 )diStQ(th, Fi)

87]2(1 )2627 T 7 [
+)° ﬁnc C,||odist(F}, F)dist(FY | FJ)

J#i
Let ;; denote |
i) 7 49 , .
< ((1 —0.6n)* Zawn + 272 oy )dist? (F}, F) + Z —0in + (270ZJ + H(P - 1)U§j)n2)dlst2(Fg,Fj)
J;ﬂ J#i J#i
+ ) 030 dist(F}, F})dist(F}, F))
J#i

Let 0 = max(o;;) over all j, when 0,1 < 1,

< ((1=0.6m)° +3(P — V)on)dist*(F}, F}) + Y (30 + 6(P — 1)0®)ndist*(F{, FY)

J#i
+ > 0.30ndist(F}, F!)dist(F}, F})
J#i
WLOG assume dist>(F}, F¥) > dist?(FJ, FY) for any j # k. Then when o < min(1, TPPET) )

(1= 0.6n)* + 3(P — L)on)dist®(Ff, FF) + Y (30 + 6(P — 1)o)ndist® (FF, FF) + Y 0.30ndist®(Ff, Ff)
i j#i
< (1 —0.5)2dist?(FF, FF).
Therefore, ) ) o
max(dist®(F}, 1, F})) < (1 — 0.5n)? max(dist®(F}, F})).

O
The proof of Theorem 7.4 is a simple combination of Lemma B.2 and Lemma B.3. We build on (Tong et al., 2021b) for
our proof. Note in (Jia et al., 2023), the authors provide a proof for global convergence for scaled GD method for least

squares matrix decomposition problem. Since the proof detail there is closely tailed to the objective, we stick to the local
convergence proof in (Tong et al., 2021b) which more resembles the problem we are interested in.

C. SGD with Gradient Scaling

Algorithm 2 Pseudocode of scaled GD in PyTorch.

# group trainable parameters into LoRA pairs in train.py
for LoRA_A, LoRAB in pairwise (trainable_parameter) :
param_groups.append ({"params": [LoRAA,LoRA_B], "lr": learning.rate})

# apply preconditioner in optimizer.py
for group in param_groups:
A, B = group["params"]
dA, dB = group["params"].grad
# precondition gradients
dA_scaled =inverse (B.T@B+deltaxtorch.eye (r)) .mm(dA)
dB_scaled =dB.mm(inverse (AQ@A.T+deltaxtorch.eye(r)))
# update parameters
A.add_(dA_scaled, -group[’lr’])
B.add_(dB_scaled, -group[’lr’])

pairwise: read every two elements in a list

D. More on Runtime Comparison

Figure 4 shows runtime comparison for fine-tuning GPT-2 model with LoRA trained with differernt optimizers, r = 256 is
adopted. Note though the runtime gap between scaled optimizers and unscaled ones increases compared to r = 4 shown in
Section 6.2, the increment is still marginal.
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—@— r =256 AdamW
—M—r = 256 scaled AdamW
—— 7 = 256 SGD
—k— 7 = 256 scaled GD

Runtime (x10%/s)
50

40 |

30

20

10
Training
Steps

12345678091011121314151617181920 (x10%/step)

Figure 4. Runtime for LoRA fine-tuning GPT-2 medium model with rank » = 256 with different optimizers. Our scaled methods introduce
marginal runtime overhead and train as fast as unscaled methods. See Section 6.3.1 for experimental details.

E. Supplementary Experiments for Language Models
E.1. GPT-2
E.1.1. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT LORA RANKS

For experiments for varying LoRA ranks, we follow exact the same setting as in original LoRA project (Hu et al., 2021).
We experiment with medium-size GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019) model with hyperparameters listed in Table 3, where the
learning rates for different methods are individually tuned by grid search except for AdamW, which we follow default setting
in LoRA report (Hu et al., 2021). We train with a linear learning rate schedule for 5 epochs. We note that we also tune
hyperparameters 31, 32 for AdamW-type methods and find that lower 31, 82 values are beneficial to scaled AdamW method.
See Table 4 for experimental results. We test with LoRA rank » = 1, 4, 8 and method with scaled gradient always performs
better than its non-scaled gradient counterpart for all ranks and on most evaluation metrics. We set regularization factor to
be 0 = le — 6.

Method SGD scaled GD AdamW scaled AdamW
Rank 1 4 8 1 4 8 1 4 8 1 4 8
Training
Weight decay 0.01
Dropout Prob 0.1
Batch Size 8
# Epoch 5
Warmup Steps 500
LR Scheduler Linear
Label Smooth 0.1
LR (tuned, x1073) 60 90 20 30 0.2 0.5 0.8 2
AdamW 3, / 0.9 0.7
AdamW [, / 0.999 0.8
LoRA « 32
Inference
Beam Size 10
Length Penalty 0.8
No Repeat Ngram Size 4

Table 3. Hyperparameters for GPT-2 model fine-tuning
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E2E
Method Rank | By EU NIST MET ROUGE-L CIDEr
SGD 1 35.9 5.09 253 46.2 0.48
scaled GD (ours) 1 68.2 8.65 45.7 69.6 2.44
AdamW 1 69.9 8.80 46.5 71.4 2.48
scaled AdamW (ours) 1 70.1 8.82 46.5 71.7 2.51
SGD 4 66.6 854 442 68.2 2.32
scaled GD (ours) 4 69.2 871 463 70.9 2.48
AdamW 4 68.9 8.69 465 71.3 2.51
scaled AdamW (ours) 4 69.6 8.77 46.6 71.8 2.52
SGD 8 65.8 846 435 68.7 2.33
scaled GD (ours) 8 69.6 878 464 70.8 2.48
AdamW 8 69.6 8.74  46.7 71.8 2.53
scaled AdamW (ours) 8 70.1 8.82 46.6 71.8 2.53

Table 4. Experiments for GPT-2 medium model on E2E NLG challenge with different LoRA ranks. Our scaled optimizers outperform
unscaled optimizers for all LoRA ranks being tested and on most evaluation metrics. Moreover, scaled GD method behaves close to
AdamW method. See Appendix E.1.1 for experimental details.

E.1.2. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT MODEL SIZES

For GPT-2 model, we also experiment with different model sizes. LoRA rank 7 is fixed to be 4. We use the same training
hyperparameters as listed in Table 3. See Table 5 for final scores. Note our scaled gradient methods always outperform their
unscaled gradient counterparts for different model sizes and on most evaluation metrics, which shows the superiority of the
introduced preconditioner. Furthermore, there is usually significant performance gap between SGD method and AdamW
method while our scaled GD method is able to obtain scores comparable to AdamW without requiring momentum terms.
Our scaled GD method indeed closes the gap between SGD and AdamW.

. E2E
Method Model # Trainable Parameters BLEU NIST MET ROUGE.L CIDEr
SGD GPT-2 S 0.15M 54.8 456  34.0 63.3 1.29
scaled GD (ours) GPT-2 S 0.15M 68.5 8.72 455 69.4 2.40
AdamW GPT-2 S 0.15M 69.1 875 46.0 70.5 2.47
scaled AdamW (ours) | GPT-2 S 0.15M 69.5 8.80 46.2 70.9 2.48
SGD GPT-2 M 0.39M 66.6 854 442 68.2 2.32
scaled GD (ours) GPT-2 M 0.39M 69.2 871 463 70.9 2.48
AdamW GPT-2 M 0.39M 68.9 8.69 46.5 71.3 2.51
scaled AdamW (ours) | GPT-2 M 0.39M 69.6 8.77 46.6 71.8 2.52

Table 5. Experiments for GPT-2 models with different sizes with LoRA rank » = 4 on E2E NLG challenge. Our scaled optimizers behave
better than unscaled ones and scaled GD obtains scores comparable to AdamW. See Appendix E.1.2 for experimental details.

E.1.3. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT DATASETS

We experiment with also WebNLG (Gardent et al., 2017) and DART (Nan et al., 2021) datasets with GPT-2 medium-size
model with LoRA rank = 4. We use exactly the same training hyperparameters as listed in Table 3. WebNLG is a popular
dataset for data-to-text evaluation introduced by (Gardent et al., 2017) which includes 22K examples from 14 distinct
categories. Among these categories, five categories are presented only at test time and thus the evaluation is divided into
“seen” (S), “unseen” (U), “all” (A) three types depending on whether the five categories are included in test time or not.
DART is another data-to-text dataset introduced by (Nan et al., 2021) which involves 82K examples. The evaluation metrics
being used are BLEU, MET, and TER with higher scores being better for first two metrics and the lower the better for TER.
The experimental result is presented in Table 6 and we observe that scaled GD significantly improves SGD performance for
both datasets on all evaluation metrics, and so does scaled AdamW for AdamW.
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DART WebNLG
Method BLEU? MET? TER|
BLEUT METt TERL| | "¢ A U s A U s &
SGD 432 36 50 | 455 581 524 36 42 39 45 36 40
scaled GD (ours) 46.1 38 48 | 463 617 548 37 44 41 45 34 39
AdamW 47.1 38 47 | 450 641 555 38 45 42 47 32 39
scaled AdamW (ours) | 47.9 39 47 | 468 642 563 .38 45 42 46 32 .38

Table 6. Experiments for GPT-2 medium model on NLG challenge with DART dataset and WebNLG dataset. Our scaled optimizers
improve unscaled optimizers uniformly on all evaluation metrics for both datasets. See Appendix E.1.3 for experiment, datasets, and
metric details.

E.2. Mistral 7B

Mistral 7B is a pretty new model up-to-date and there is no well-established code base we can follow. For quicker training,
we use 4-bit quantized version of Mistral 7B V0.1 as our base model and LoRA factors are injected to each linear layer
with rank » = 16. We train for 5 total epochs with batch size 8. For fine-tuning 4-bit quantized Mistral 7B V0.1 model for
GLUE benchmark, we exploit HuggingFace transformers trainer class. All training arguments are default there except for
the batch size, training epoch, and optimizer-related settings which are customized for our experiments. See Table 7 for
training hyperparameter choices. The 8’s and € for AdamW-type methods are defaultly used in original LoRA project (Hu
et al., 2021). For learning rate choices, we view that values ranging from 2e — 5 to 2e — 4 have been empirically used for
fine-tuning Mistral 7B for other tasks. We follow (Labonne, 2024) and set Ir = 5e — 5 for AdamW-type methods. For
larger datasets including mnli, qnli, and qqp, I = 5e — 5 results in NaN loss thus we tune learning rate individually with
grid search for each method. Since SGD has never been used for training Mistral 7B, we empirically find ir = 5e — 3 to
be a reasonable learning rate. For larger datasets including mnli, qnli, and qqp, we still tune the learning rate with grid
search. Learning rate scheduler, warmup steps, warmup ratios, and max grad norm are all default in HuggingFace trainer
class. Weight decay value 0.01 is what has been used in original LoRA project for GPT-2 fine-tuning. We use the same
LoRA-related parameters and model quantization configuration as in (Labonne, 2024).

Method SGD  scaled GD AdamW scaled AdamW
train batch size 8
seed (default) 42
AdamW (84, 52) / (0.9,0.999)
AdamW e / le—6
Ir 5e — 3 5e — 5
Ir (mnli) 5¢ — 3 le—3 5e — 6 3e—5
Ir (qqp) o5e — 3 de — 3 oe — 6 3e—5
Ir (gnli) S5e —3 9e — 4 le—5
Ir scheduler linear
num epoch 5)
warmup steps & warmup ratios 0
weight decay 0.01
max grad norm 1
LoRA rank 16
LoRA « 16
LoRA dropout 0.05
Load in 4-bit True
4bit quantization type nf4
4bit dtype bfloat16

Table 7. Hyperparameters for Mistral 7B model fine-tuning
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F. Supplementary Experiments for Diffusion Models
F.1. Stable Diffusion

For our object generation experiment, we follow the popular custom diffusion repository (Ryu, 2023). We follow all default
settings for both training and inference steps except for the optimizer component. We use “a photo of (Vipject)” as all object
image captions. In the original repository, AdamW is used as default optimizer with learning rate 5e — 5 for text-encoder
tuning and le — 4 for U-Net tuning. The pretrained model being used is Stable Diffusion V1.5 (Rombach et al., 2022). For
training procedure, we use constant learning rate scheduler with zero learning rate warmup steps, which is the default setting.
Max training step is set to 4000. For sampling procedure, we set number of inference steps to be 50 and guidance scale to be
7, which is used as default in the experiment notebook provided. Figure 5 shows generation results for a yellow chair with
training images containing the target chair in color blue. AdamW is able to generate the target yellow chair only for learning
rate le — 6 while our method generates desired images for all learning rates being tested. Figure 6 shows generation results
for dog object. Our method generates images better capturing the prompt, i.e, a dog wearing a hat. For large learning rate
le — 2, AdamW only generates black images while no black images are observed for scaled AdamW generation, which
again verifies the robustness of our scaled optimizers.

AdamW scaled AdamW (ours) original

)

1e-6

Figure 5. Generation results for prompt “a yellow (Vnair)” after fine-tuning on 5 blue chair images of the Stable Diffusion V1.5 model.
We vary text-encoder learning rates with U-Net learning rate fixed to default value 1e — 4. No black images are observed for our method’s
generation and AdamW generates only black images for large learning rates. Our method (scaled AdamW) generates photos better
capturing the prompt and is more robust to learning rate changes. See Appendix F.1 for experimental details.

AdamW scaled AdamW (ours) original

Figure 6. Generation results for prompt “(Vy,,) wearing a hat” after fine-tuning on 5 dog images of the Stable Diffusion V1.5 model. See
Appendix F.1 for experimental details. Our method (scaled AdamW) generates images better capturing the prompt, i.e., a dog wearing a
hat, and is more robust to learning rate changes.

F.2. Mix-of-Show

For our experiment for face generation tasks, we base our experiments on Mix-of-Show (Gu et al., 2023) repository which
we find able to generate high-quality face images and is better for visualization comparison between different optimization
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methods we consider. We follow default settings for training and inference in (Gu et al., 2023) with the exception that we
turn off embedding tuning and only tune the text encoder and U-Net fraction where LoRA parameters are injected. The
reason is that we find with embedding tuning, the effect of LoRA parameter is restricted and thus does no good to our
comparison. In Mix-of-Show, Chilloutmix? is used as pretrained model. LoRA rank is set to 4. DMP-Solver (Lu et al.,
2022) is employed for sampling. See (Gu et al., 2023) for more discussion on experimental details. Here we first fix step
size 5e — 4 for both text encoder tuning and U-Net tuning and compare AdamW versus scaled AdamW with different LoRA
parameter fusion coefficients. The default step size value used for Mix-of-Show is 1e — 5 and 1e — 4 for text encoder tuning
and U-Net tuning respectively and default optimizer is AdamW. See Section F.2.1 for experimental results for different
LoRA parameter fusion coefficients. Our scaled AdamW optimizer generates visually better images compared to AdamW
optimizer. We then test with varying step size settings and demonstrate that our scaled gradient method is more robust to
step size changes in Section F.2.2.

F.2.1. ADAMW VS. SCALED ADAMW WITH VARYING LORA PARAMETER FUSION COEFFICIENTS

We experiment with Potter character and Hermione character. For Potter character, we use 14 Potter images for training
LoRA parameters with the character name replace by special token <V;mer> as what has been introduced in textual inversion
(Gal et al., 2022), then in the sampling procedure, we use prompt with special character (Vpouer) for generating images
involving Potter character. Figure 7, 8 and 9 show the generation results for three different prompts. The above two
rows are for AdamW optimizer with the first row having LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 0.7 and second row 1 and
the third and fourth rows correspond to scaled AdamW generation. LoRA parameter fusion coefficient represents « in
W = W, + aABT when merging LoRA weights. We observe that our scaled AdamW method is able to generate higher
quality images compared to unscaled version for both o = 0.7 and o = 1. For Hermione character, we train with 15 photos
of Hermione following procedure described before. Figure 10 and 11 show the generation results. Still, our scaled AdamW
optimizer produces higher quality images compared to AdamW optimizer.

Figure 7. Generation results for prompt “a (Vpouer) in front of eiffel tower” after fine-tuning on 14 Potter images. The above two rows
are from AdamW optimizer and the bottom two rows are from our scaled AdamW optimizer. The first and third rows correspond to
LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 0.7 and the second and fourth rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 1.0. Our scaled
AdamW method generates images of higher quality compared to AdamW. See Appendix F.2.1 for experimental details.

F.2.2. VARYING STEP SIZES

Here we test with varying step sizes. Note the Mix-of-Show repository uses AdamW as default optimizer with learning rate
le — 5 for text-encoder tuning and le — 4 for U-Net tuning. SGD method is not used in original repository. We emprically
observe that SGD requires larger learning rate compared to AdamW to generate sensible images. For this experiment,
we test with three groups of learning rates, with “Large” corresponds to 3e — 1 for SGD-type methods and 5e — 4 for

https://civitai.com/models/6424/chilloutmix
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Figure 8. Generation results for prompt “(Vpouer) €ating an icecream ” after fine-tuning on 14 Potter images. The above two rows are
from AdamW optimizer and the bottom two rows are from our scaled AdamW optimizer. The first and third rows correspond to LoRA
parameter fusion coefficient 0.7 and the second and fourth rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 1.0. Our scaled AdamW
method generates images of higher quality compared to AdamW. See Appendix F.2.1 for experimental details.

Figure 9. Generation results for prompt “(Vpouer)” after fine-tuning on 14 Potter images. The above two rows are from AdamW optimizer
and the bottom two rows are from our scaled AdamW optimizer. The first and third rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient
0.7 and the second and fourth rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 1.0. Our scaled AdamW method generates images
of higher quality compared to AdamW. See Appendix F.2.1 for experimental details.

AdamW-type methods; “Medium” corresponds to 1le — 1 for SGD-type methods and le — 4 for AdamW-type methods;
“Small” corresponds to 5e — 2 for SGD-type methods and 1le — 5 for AdamW-type methods. We don’t differentiate learning
rates for U-Net and text-encoder tuning and the same learning rate is used for both. Note the default learning rate for
AdamW falls between the “Medium” learning rate and the “Small” learning rate thus our learning rate choices are not
random. Figure 12, 13 and 14 show the generation results for three different prompts. It can be observed that our scaled
optimizers are more robust to learning rate changes.
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Figure 10. Generation results for prompt “(Viermione) Wearing a red hat” after fine-tuning on 15 Hermione images. The above two rows
are from AdamW optimizer and the bottom two rows are from our scaled AdamW optimizer. The first and third rows correspond to
LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 0.7 and the second and fourth rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 1.0. Our scaled
AdamW method generates images of higher quality compared to AdamW. See Appendix F.2.1 for experimental details.

Figure 11. Generation results for prompt “(Viemmione)”” after fine-tuning on 15 Hermione images. The above two rows are from AdamW
optimizer and the bottom two rows are from our scaled AdamW optimizer. The first and third rows correspond to LoRA parameter
fusion coefficient 0.7 and the second and fourth rows correspond to LoRA parameter fusion coefficient 1.0. Our scaled AdamW method
generates images of higher quality compared to AdamW. See Appendix F.2.1 for experimental details.
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Figure 12. Generation results for prompt “a pencil sketch of (Vipouer)” with different optimizers and different learning rates. See Appendix
F.2.2 for experimental details. Default optimizer is AdamW with default learning rate 1e — 4 for U-Net tuning and 1e — 5 for text-encoder
tuning. Our scaled optimizers generate better quality images and are more robust to learning rate changes.

Figure 13. Generation results for prompt “(Vjouer) sit on the chair” with different optimizers and different learning rates. See Appendix
F.2.2 for experimental details. Default optimizer is AdamW with default learning rate 1e — 4 for U-Net tuning and 1e — 5 for text-encoder
tuning. Our scaled optimizers generate better quality images and are more robust to learning rate changes.
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Figure 14. Generation results for prompt “a photo of (Vpouer)” with different optimizers and different learning rates. See Appendix F.2.2
for experimental details. Default optimizer is AdamW with default learning rate 1e — 4 for U-Net tuning and 1e — 5 for text-encoder
tuning. Our scaled optimizers generate better quality images and are more robust to learning rate changes.
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