
ar
X

iv
:2

41
0.

00
23

2v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 3

0 
Se

p 
20

24

Preconditioning for Accelerated Gradient Descent Optimization and
Regularization

Qiang Ye∗

Abstract

Accelerated training algorithms, such as adaptive
learning rates and various normalization methods, are
widely used but not fully understood. When regular-
ization is introduced, standard optimizers like adaptive
learning rates may not perform effectively. This raises
the need for alternative regularization approaches and
the question of how to properly combine regularization
with preconditioning. In this paper, we address these
challenges using the theory of preconditioning as fol-
lows: (1) We explain how preconditioning with Ada-
Grad, RMSProp, and Adam accelerates training; (2)
We explore the interaction between regularization and
preconditioning, outlining different options for select-
ing the variables for regularization, and in particular
we discuss how to implement that for the gradient reg-
ularization; and (3) We demonstrate how normaliza-
tion methods accelerate training by improving Hessian
conditioning, and discuss how this perspective can lead
to new preconditioning training algorithms. Our find-
ings offer a unified mathematical framework for under-
standing various acceleration techniques and deriving
appropriate regularization schemes.

Introduction

Accelerated gradient descent algorithms such as Ada-
Grad, RMSProp, and Adam have played a pivotal role
in the success of deep learning. However, their underly-
ing mechanisms are not yet fully understood. These
methods are widely interpreted as adaptive learning
rate methods where the learning rate for each individ-
ual parameter adapts according to the magnitude of
the partial derivative with respect to that parameter so
that a smaller learning rate is used for a parameter with
a larger derivative; see [6, Sec. 8.5] and [4, Sec. 7.3.3].
One limitation of this interpretation is that if the adap-
tive learning rate is simply inversely proportional to the
absolute value of the derivative, it would eliminate all
the gradient information except the signs. On the other
hand, these algorithms are also frequently considered as
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preconditioning methods [13, Sec. 8.4.6], though it re-
mains unclear why the specific preconditioners defined
by these algorithms are effective.
Of more practical importance is how we use adap-

tive learning rate in combination with regularization.
[11] point out that directly applying an adaptive learn-
ing rate method to a L2 regularized loss leads to an
algorithm that differ from weight decay. They further
show that the L2 regularization is not effective with
Adam and advocate the use of AdamW, which decou-
ples weight decay from the adaptive learning. This dis-
crepancy in the preconditioning setting raises impor-
tant questions about how to properly combine adaptive
learning rates with regularization. This is important as
the answer is even less clear for non-conventional regu-
larization such as gradient regularization [3, 8, 16, 18].
Normalization methods such as data normalization

and batch normalization are also critical in training.
Intuitively, normalizing all inputs or hidden variables
to have similar magnitudes prevents the situation that,
when an input/variable is much larger than others, a
small change in the corresponding weight causes a dis-
proportionately large change in the output [4, Sec. 7.4].
However, the exact benefits of normalization in improv-
ing optimization are not fully understood.
In this paper, we address these challenges using the

theory of preconditioning as follows: (1) We explain
how preconditioning with AdaGrad, RMSProp, and
Adam accelerates training; (2) We explore the interac-
tion between regularization and preconditioning, out-
lining different options for selecting the variables for
regularization, and in particular we discuss how to im-
plement that for the gradient regularization; and (3)
We demonstrate how normalization methods accelerate
training by improving Hessian conditioning, and discuss
how this perspective can lead to new preconditioning
training algorithms. Our findings offer a unified math-
ematical framework for understanding various accelera-
tion techniques and deriving appropriate regularization
schemes.
We note that the theory of preconditioning is limited

to full-batch gradient descent (GD). Recent works have
explored the convergence of adaptive gradient methods
with stochastic gradient descent (SGD); see [2, 9, 5].
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While these analyses often establish sublinear conver-
gence rates like O(1/

√
T ), in practice, SGD often ex-

hibits faster, near-linear convergence. Extending con-
dition number-based convergence theory to the SGD
setting remains an interesting open problem.
Throughout, algebraic operations or functions of vec-

tors such as v2, 1/v are entrywise. ‖ · ‖ denotes the
2-norm unless specified otherwise.

Theory for Preconditioned Gradient

Descent

Given a loss function L = L(p), the gradient descent
(GD) method updates an approximate minimizer pt as:

pt+1 = pt − α∇L(pt), for t = 0, 1, 2 · · · (1)

where α is a learning rate. We use λmin(A) and λmax(A)
(or simply λmin and λmax) to denote respectively the
minimum and maximum eigenvalues of a square ma-

trix A, and use κ (A) := λmax(A)
λmin(A) to denote the spectral

condition number of a symmetric positive definite A.
A general local convergence result to a local minimizer
describes the asymptotic convergence rate in terms of
the condition number of Hessian.

Theorem 1 Assume L(p) : Rn → R is twice continu-
ously differentiable and p∗ is such that ∇L(p∗) = 0 and
the Hessian matrix ∇2L(p∗) is positive definite. Then
for any ǫ > 0, there is a small neighborhood around
p∗ such that, for any initial approximation p0 in that
neighborhood, the GD iterations satisfy

‖pt+1 − p∗‖ ≤ (r + ǫ)‖pt − p∗‖, (2)

where r = max{|1− αλmin| , |1− αλmax|}, λmin =
λmin

(
∇2L(p∗)

)
and λmax = λmax

(
∇2L(p∗)

)
. Further-

more, α = 2
λmin+λmax

leads to the optimal convergence
rate

r =
κ− 1

κ+ 1
, where κ = κ

(
∇2L(p∗)

)
=

λmax

λmin

. (3)

This local linear convergence result can be found in
[14, Theorem 9], but for quadratic functions, it is avail-
able in [15, Example 4.1]. The bound is based on opti-
mal learning rate. In practice, a nearly optimal learning
rate can be obtained through tuning. We will assume
optimal α when discussing convergence rate.
For minimizers with an ill-conditioned Hessian, pre-

conditioning is a modified iteration to accelerate local
convergence. Although it is an essential method in solv-
ing linear systems of equations (i.e. quadratic optimiza-
tion), it is less discussed for general optimization prob-
lems. Here, we consider a preconditioning acceleration
of gradient descent through a change of parameter as
presented in [10].
Let P be an invertible matrix and consider a change

of parameters p = Pz, which we call a preconditioning
transformation. Writing L = L(Pz), GD in z is

zt+1 = zt − α∇zL (Pzt) = zt − αPT∇pL (pt) , (4)

where pt = Pzt and ∇zL (Pz) = PT∇pL (p). Let
z∗ = P−1p∗. The corresponding optimal convergence
bound is

‖zt+1 − z∗‖ ≤ (r + ǫ) ‖zt − z∗‖
with r as determined by (3) and the Hessian of L with
respect to z: ∇2

zL (Pz∗) = PT∇2
pL (p∗)P.

If P is such that PT∇2
pL (p∗)P has a better condi-

tion number than ∇2
pL (p∗), r is reduced and the con-

vergence accelerated. Multiplying (4) by P , we obtain
the equivalent update scheme in pt = Pzt:

pt+1 = pt − αM∇pL (pt) . (5)

We call M := PPT a preconditioner. (In some litera-
ture, (PPT )−1 is called a preconditioner.) Then (5) is
an implicit implementation of the iteration (4), where
zt and the preconditioning transformation are not ex-
plicitly invoked and the modifying iteration (5) in pt

is all that is needed. However, (4) in zt is the un-
derlying iteration and hence the local rate of conver-
gence is rM = κM−1

κM+1 , where κM = κ(PT∇2
pL (p∗)P ) =

λmax

(
M∇2L(p∗)

)
/λmin

(
M∇2L(p∗)

)
. (Note that the

eigenvalues of PT∇2
pL (p∗)P are the same as those of

M∇2L(p∗)). So, if κM is smaller than κ, precondition-
ing accelerates the convergence.
The above theory assumes λmin > 0 (i.e. strong local

convexity) at a local minimum. This may not hold for a
neural network that has positively scale-invariant prop-
erty [12]. Fortunately, the above theory can be adapted
to this situation with λmin replaced by the smallest pos-
itive eigenvalue; see [10] for details. For the rest of this
paper, we assume a local minimum has positive definite
Hessian.

Understanding Adaptive Learning Rate
Adaptive learning rate algorithms like AdaGrad, RM-
SProp, and Adams have been recognized as a precondi-
tioned iteration (5) with a certainM ; see [13]. However,
how these choices ofM lead to improved conditioning is
unclear. Here, we use the convergence theory discussed
above to show how these adaptive learning rate meth-
ods improve the condition number of the Hessian and
thereby accelerate convergence.
It is well known that one way for a matrix to become

ill-conditioned is its rows (or columns) have unbalanced
scaling in norm. This can be fixed by simply scaling its
rows (or columns) to have similar magnitudes.

Theorem 2 [17] Let A ∈ R
m×n have full col-

umn rank and for any fixed t > 0, let D =
tdiag{‖a1‖−1, · · · , ‖an‖−1}, where aTi is the i-th row of
A. We have

κ(DA) ≤
√
m min

D0 is diagonal
κ(D0A).

Namely, scaling all rows of A to have the same norm
achieves near optimal conditioning number among all
possible scalings. The same holds for column scaling of
A.



We construct a diagonal preconditioner M =
diag{m1,m2, · · · ,mn} for the Hessian ∇2L(p∗), where
mi has approximately the same magnitude as the i-th
row of ∇2L(p∗). In general, it is too costly to estimate
the Hessian, but the gradient itself can provide some
information on the rows of the Hessian as follows.
If p∗ is a local minimum, then ∇L(p∗) = 0 and it

follows from the Taylor expansion of ∇L(p) at p∗ that

∇L(p) = ∇2L(p∗)(p− p∗) +O(‖p− p∗‖2).

If we write g = ∇L(p) and its i-th entry gi =
∂f
∂pi

, and

if hi
T is the ith row of ∇2L(p∗), then

gi = hi
T (p− p∗) +O(‖p− p∗‖2)

= ‖hi‖ ‖p− p∗‖ cos∠(hi,p− p∗) +O(‖p− p∗‖2)

Therefore, barring the situation that hi is nearly or-
thogonal to p− p∗, |gi| is proportional to ‖hi‖ in mag-
nitude. While the near orthogonality may hold for one
particular pt, it is unlikely to occur for many different
iterates pt. Thus, if we set m−1

i to be some average of
|gi| over many iterates pt, then M should be a good
preconditioner.
We illustrate the danger of using a single gradient

to estimate ‖hi‖ with an example. If we use |∇L(pt)|
at step t to construct M = diag{1/|∇L(pt)|}, which
would appear perfectly fine in terms of adapting the
learning rate to each partial derivative, the precondi-
tioned gradient M∇L(pt) = sign(∇L(pt)) has all the
gradient information wiped out other than its signs. It
is therefore important that we use some average g of
|∇L(pt)| to construct preconditioner M = diag{1/g}.
This average needs not to be quite accurate, as only its
magnitude is interesting.
AdaGrad computes the gradient gt = ∇L(pt) at step

t and accumulates the sum of square of all the previous
gradients and updates as follows:

rt+1 ← rt + g2
t

pt+1 ← pt − αMtgt

where Mt = diag{1/√rt}. Clearly rt =
∑t

i=1 g
2
i and

√
rt =

√
tg where g =

√
1
t

∑t
i=1 g

2
i is an average of

|gi|. Thus AdaGrad is a preconditioning method where
the preconditioner is based on average magnitude of the
gradient g with a uniform scaling

√
t. The scaling by√

t does not affect the preconditioning property but has
the effect of learning rate decay.
RMSProp replaces the updating formula for r in Ada-

Grad by using a running average of gt:

rt+1 ← ρrt + (1− ρ)g2
t , 0 < ρ < 1. (6)

If we initially set r1 ← g2
1 for t = 1, then it can be

checked that at step t > 1,

rt = ρt−1g2
1 + (1 − ρt−1)

∑t
i=2 ρ

t−ig2
i∑t

i=2 ρ
t−i

. (7)

Therefore, rt is a weighted average of g2
i with larger

weights on later iterates and RMSProp is a precondi-
tioning method where a weighted g =

√
rt is used to

approximate average magnitude of the gradient.
Adam combines RMSProp (6) with a momentum

modified gradient that is updated as a moving average.

mt+1 ← ρ̂mt + (1− ρ̂)gt, 0 < ρ̂ < 1. (8)

If we initially set r1 ← g2
1 and m1 ← g1, then rt at

step t can be written as in (7) with a similar formula
for mt. In that case, they are some averages of g2

i and
gi respectively. In this way, Adam is a preconditioning
method with a momentum.
Note that in the original Adam, r and m are initially

set to 0, i.e. for t = 0, r0 ← 0 and m0 ← 0. Then

correspondingly, (7) becomes rt = (1 − ρt)
∑

t

i=1 ρt−ig2
i∑

t

i=1 ρt−i

and similarly mt = (1− ρ̂t)
∑

t

i=1 ρ̂t−igi∑
t

i=1 ρ̂t−i
. Then rt and mt

are not averages but has a bias 1 − ρt and 1− ρ̂t resp.
Adam employs a bias correction by dividing this bias
factor to turn them into a weighted average, although,
if the initialization starts with t = 1, this bias correction
is not needed.

Regularization with Preconditioning

Another difficulty caused by the lack of understand-
ing of adaptive learning rate arises when we have to
combine them with a regularization method. For ex-
ample, the L2-regularization of a simple gradient de-
scent is equivalent to learning rate decay. However,
it is observed in [11] that this equivalency does not
hold when an adaptive learning rate method is used.
Specifically, [11] considers a preconditioned optimizer
pt+1 ← pt − αMt∇L(pt)| with Mt 6= I. It is shown
[11] that there exists no λ such that applying the opti-
mizer to an L2-regularized loss Lreg(p) := L(p)+λ‖p‖22
is equivalent to applying the optimizer to L(p) with
weight decay (i.e. pt+1 ← pt − αMt∇L(pt)| − ǫpt).
It is further shown that, if Mt = diag(1/r) for some
r > 0, the optimizer with weight decay is equiva-
lent to a scale-adjusted regularization with Lsreg(p) :=
L(p)+λ‖p√r‖22. For the Adam optimizer, [11] suggests
that Adam with weight decay performs better, which is
called AdamW. The intuition is that L2-regularization
leads to weights with large gradient amplitudes being
regularized less than what they would be when using
weight decay.
When we consider an optimizer as preconditioning,

it is immediately clear from the theory that there are
two different ways to regularize the loss. Recall that
preconditioned GD pt+1 = pt−αMt∇L(pt) is just the
implicit form of the underlying GD in z:

zt+1 = zt − α∇zL (Pzt)

through the transformation p = Pz. Since the loss L =
L(Pz) is a function in z now, it it natural to regularize
with respect to z:

Lregz (p) := L(Pz) + λ‖z‖22 = L(p) + λ‖P−1p‖22. (9)



This is the same loss as Lsreg(p) for weight decay dis-
cussed above, where P (or M) is diagonal. Then the
GD in z with Lregz (p) gives

zt+1 = zt − α
(
PT∇pL (Pzt) + 2λzt

)

and multiplying by P to get

pt+1 = pt − αM∇pL (pt)− 2αλpt.

Namely, regularization with ‖z‖22 is equivalent to a
weight decay.
On the other hand, we may regularize with respect

to the original parameters p using the loss:

Lregp (p) := L(p) + λ‖p‖22 = L(Pz) + λ‖Pz‖22. (10)

Then the GD in z gives

zt+1 = zt − α
(
PT∇pL (Pzt) + 2λPTPzt

)

and multiplying by P to get

pt+1 = pt − αM (∇pL (pt)− 2λpt) .

Namely, regularization with ‖p‖22 is the same as ap-
plying M directly to the gradient of Lregp (p) without
taking into account of the implicit transform p = Pz.
When considering the two regularization schemes, if

we assume the preconditioner M is such that the Hes-
sian has a better condition number, then implicitly z
is a better parameterization than p. For example, for
diagonal preconditioner, z can be expected to have a
better or more uniform scaling than p. Then regular-
izing with ‖z‖22, which places equal weights on all the
components of z, would provide a balanced approach,
while ‖p‖22 would favor larger components. We there-
fore suggest that a proper regularization should be in
terms of z.
Gradient Regularization. Recently, there have

been significant interests in a regularization scheme
called gradient regularization [3, 8, 16], where a square
2-norm of gradient is the regularization term:

Lregp (p) := L(p) + λR(p), R(p) := ‖∇pL (p) ‖22. (11)

A similar regularization using a non-squared p-norm
R(p) = ‖∇pL (p) ‖p has also been studied in [18]. In
implementation, ∇pR(p) can computed by a finite dif-
ference approximation or double backpropagation [8].
The gradient regularization has been shown to im-

prove generalization performance. Indeed, [18, 8] show
that the sharpness-aware minimization (SAM) [1] for
finding a smooth minima can be viewed as a gradient
regularization. [3] shows that plain SGD without reg-
ularization is an implicit gradient regularization with
a small λ, while (11) uses an explicit gradient regu-
larization. Interestingly, only SGD optimizer has been
implemented for gradient regularization (11).
From the discussions above on the L2 regulariza-

tion, there are also two ways to regularize the loss
when preconditioning is used. One may directly reg-
ularize with respect to the original parameters p as
in (11), namely pt+1 = pt − αM∇pLregp (p). This

ignores the underlying preconditioning transformation
p = Pz. Alternatively, it is more natural to regularize
R(z) := ‖∇zL (Pz) ‖22 in z, namely using

Lregz (z) := L(Pz) + λ‖∇zL (Pz) ‖22 (12)

Taking the gradient in z:

∇zR(z) = 2∇2
zL (Pz)∇zL (Pz)

= 2PT∇2
pL (p)M∇pL (p)

we have the GD in z as

zt+1 = zt − αPT
(
∇pL (Pzt) + 2λ∇2

pL (p)M∇pL (p)
)

and multiplying by P to get

pt+1 = pt−αM∇pL (pt)−2αλM∇2
pL (p)M∇pL (p) .

Again, this regularization should have an advantage by
working with the better parameter z.

Normalization Methods as

Preconditioing

Normalization techniques such as the input data nor-
malization/standardization and batch normalization
can significantly accelerates training; see [4]. Although
they are not training algorithms, we will show that
they improve Hessian condition numbers. We will also
describe the recent work to implement normalization
through preconditioning. We consider the setting of
training a fully connect neural network.
Let y = f(x,p) : x ∈ R

n → R
m be a neural network

whose ℓ-th hidden layer is defined by

h(ℓ) = g
(
W (ℓ)h(ℓ−1) + b(ℓ)

)
∈ R

nℓ ; h(0) = x (13)

where W (ℓ) ∈ R
nℓ×nℓ−1 , b(ℓ) ∈ R

nℓ , and g(s) is an ac-
tivation function. Let p be the vector of all trainable

parameters (i.e. all W (ℓ), b(ℓ)). Let a
(ℓ)
i = w

(ℓ)T

i h(ℓ−1)+

b
(ℓ)
i ∈ R, where w

(ℓ)T

i ∈ R
1×nℓ−1 and b

(ℓ)
i are the

respective ith row and entry of W (ℓ) and b(ℓ). Let

h
(ℓ)
i = g

(
a
(ℓ)
i

)
be the ith entry of h(ℓ).

Given a labeled dataset {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ⊂ R
m ×R

n, let
L(ŷ, y) be some loss function for the predicted output
ŷ := f(x,p). We minimize the mean loss:

L(p) := 1

N

N∑

i=1

L (f(xi,p), yi) (14)

We will consider the Hessian of L(p) with respect to the

weight/bias for one activation a
(ℓ)
i = w

(ℓ)T

i h(ℓ−1) + b
(ℓ)
i .

For some fixed ℓ and i, let

ŵT =
[
b
(ℓ)
i , w

(ℓ)T

i

]
, ĥ =

[
1

h(ℓ−1)

]
and a

(ℓ)
i = ŵT ĥ.

(15)
Then, the output ŷ = f(x,p) and hence the loss

L = L(ŷ, y) is a function of ŵT =
[
b
(ℓ)
i , w

(ℓ)T

i

]
through



a
(ℓ)
i = ŵT x̂ only. We write this function as L =

L
(ℓ)
i

(
a
(ℓ)
i

)
= L

(ℓ)
i

(
ŵT x̂

)
. For notational simplicity, we

drop ℓ and i to write the function as L = L
(
a
(1)
i

)
=

L
(
ŵT x̂

)
but note that L

(
a
(1)
i

)
is not the same as

L(ŷ, y) even though we use the same letter L. Then
the Hessian of the mean loss with respect to ŵ has a
simple structure as follows; see [10].

Theorem 3 Let {x1, x2, . . . , xN} be the data
inputs to a neural network (13) and let

{h(ℓ−1)
1 , h

(ℓ−1)
2 , . . . , h

(ℓ−1)
N } be the corresponding

hidden variables h(ℓ−1). Let ĥj =

[
1

h
(ℓ−1)
j

]
and let

L = L(ŵ) := 1
N

∑N
j=1 L

(
ŵT ĥj

)
be the mean loss.

Then, its Hessian with respect to ŵ is

∇2
ŵL(ŵ) = HeSH

T
e (16)

where

He =

[
eT

H

]
, S =

1

N




L′′

(
ŵT ĥ1

)

. . .

L′′

(
ŵT ĥN

)


 ,

(17)

e = [1, · · · , 1]T , and H = [h
(ℓ−1)
1 , · · · , h(ℓ−1)

N ].

We illustrate this result with linear regression and
logistic regression. Consider the linear regression model
ŷ := wTx+ b ∈ R and L(ŷ, y) = 1

2‖ŷ − y‖2. By writing

ŵT =
[
b, wT

]
, the Hessian of the mean square loss is

∇2
ŵL(ŵ) = 1

N
XeX

T
e where

Xe =

[
eT

X

]
∈ R

(m+1)×N and X = [x1, · · · , xN ] (18)

This is a special case of (16).
Similarly, for the logistic regression model ŷ :=

σ(wT x + b) ∈ R with the cross-entropy loss L(ŷ, y) =
−ylog ŷ− (1− y) · log(1− ŷ), where σ(s) = 1

1+e−s is the
logistic sigmoid function, we have

∇2
ŵL = XeSX

T
e , S =

1

N
diag{ŷi(1− ŷi)},

where ŷi = σ(wT xi + b). Again, it is a special case
of (16). So Theorem 3 is a generalization of the Hes-
sian formulas for the linear regression and the logistic
regression.

Input Data Normalization

Input data normalization is to transform the input data
{xi} so that all input features (the components of x) fol-
low a similar distribution. There are two common ways
of normalization: one is to center the data points and
then normalize by the standard deviation, often called
standardization; the other is to shift and scale each

feature to be bounded between 0 and 1, often called
normalization. As discussed in the introduction, the
normalization makes intuitive sense but how it really
benefits learning is not clear. Here we show that the
input data standardization/normalization improves the
Hessian conditioning for the input layer parameter.
Consider the input layer (i.e. ℓ = 1). For a fixed i,

let

ŵT =
[
b
(1)
i , w

(1)T

i

]
∈ R

1×(n+1), x̂ =

[
1
x

]
∈ R

(n+1)×1,

(19)

Then a
(1)
i = ŵT x̂. Applying Theorem 3 to the case

ℓ = 1, the Hessian of the mean loss with respect to ŵ is

∇2
ŵL(ŵ) = XeSX

T
e (20)

where Xe is as defined in (18). We call X the data
matrix and Xe the extended data matrix.
(20) shows that the condition number of the Hessian
∇2

ŵL is roughly proportional to the square of the con-
dition number of the extended data matrix Xe. Indeed,
κ(∇2

ŵL) ≤ κ(Xe)
2κ(S). If the n features of the input

x are of different scales, the rows of Xe are of different
scales, which lead to ill-conditioned Xe and hence ill-
conditioned Hessian ∇2

ŵL(ŵ). We now show that the
input normalization improves the condition number of
Xe.
First consider the input standardization

x̃j = (xj − µ)/σ = D0(xj − µ)

where µ and σ2 are the vector mean and variance of the
dataset {xj} respectively, and D0 = diag{σ−1}. Using
the standardized dataset {x̃j} as the input, the Hessian
matrix becomes X̃eSX̃

T
e , where

X̃e =

[
1 · · · 1

D0(x1 − µ) · · · D0(xN − µ)

]
= D

[
eT

X − µeT

]

where D = diag{1, D0}. The centered data matrix X−
µeT is orthogonal to the first row eT because (X −
µeT )e = Xe − Nµ = 0. This orthogonality improves
the conditioning by Theorem 4 of [10] as follows.

Theorem 4 For µ = 1
N
Xe, we have

κ

([
eT

X − µeT

])
≤ κ

([
eT

X

])
.

The amount of the improvement in conditioning de-
pends on how large µ is. For example, if µ = 0, i.e.
the data is already centered, then centering does not
change the data and hence the conditioning.
Furthermore, the norm of the i-th row of X − µeT

is
√
Nσi. Then, after the scaling by σi, the i-th row

of X̃e has norm
√
N . Thus all rows of X̃e have the

same norm
√
N , including the first row eT . As seen

in Theorem 2, this provides nearly optimal condition
number under scaling. Therefore, the standardization
improves the conditioning of the extended data matrix
X̃e in two ways: orthogonality and constant row norms.



Now, consider normalization such as x̃i = (xi −
xmin)/(xmax − xmin), where xmin and xmax are respec-
tively the entrywise minimum and maximum vector of
{xi}, e.g. the j-th entry of xmin is the minimum of
the the j-th entries of {xi}. In this case, each entry of
x̃i is bounded between 0 and 1, and then the 1-norm
of each row of X̃e is bounded by N , including the first
row. (The 2-norm of the rows are bounded by

√
N .) So,

this normalization scales all rows of X̃e to have similar
norms, which by Theorem 2 should improve the condi-
tioning.

Batch Normalization

Batch Normalization (BN) [7] generalizes the idea of
input normalization to hidden layers of neural network.
BN for the ℓth layer is a linear layer inserted between
the hidden layers h(ℓ−1) and h(ℓ) to center and scale
the variable h(ℓ−1) to have zero mean and unit vari-
ance across the mini-batch features. Specifically, BN
replaces the ℓ-th hidden layer (13) by

h(ℓ) = g
(
W (ℓ)Bβ,γ(h(ℓ−1)) + b(ℓ)

)
(21)

where

Bβ,γ
(
h(ℓ−1)

)
:= γ

h(ℓ−1) − µH

σH

+ β, (22)

µH :=
1

N

N∑

j=1

h
(ℓ−1)
j , σ2

H :=
1

N

N∑

j=1

(h
(ℓ−1)
j −µH)2 (23)

are the (vector) mean and variance of {h(ℓ−1)
j } respec-

tively, and γ, β are the respective trainable re-scaling
and re-centering parameter vectors. The β and γ are
trainable parameters. Note that BN described above
is also referred to as a post-activation version. We will
discuss this version only.
There is a vast literature that analyzes various as-

pects of BN. A review is beyond the scope of this work.
Our goal is to understand BN through preconditioning.
In training a BN network, µH and σH are considered
functions of the parameters of previous layers and the
gradient with respect to those parameters would pass
through µH and σH . This significantly complicates the
analysis. To this end we make two simplifying assump-
tions.
We first observe that a post-activation BN layer de-

fined in (21) can be written as

h(ℓ) = g
(
ŴB0,1

(
h(ℓ−1)

)
+ b̂

)

where Ŵ = W (ℓ)diag(γ) and b̂ = W (ℓ)β+ b(ℓ). Namely,
the ℓ-th layer with BN operator Bβ,γ (·) is equivalent to
one with the transformed parameters Ŵ , b̂ but normal-
ized with B0,1 (·) (that is no re-scaling and re-centering).
Namely, the representation of the ℓ-th layer by the pa-
rameters W (ℓ), b(ℓ), β, γ is an over-parameterized ver-

sion and is equivalent to one using the parameters Ŵ , b̂

only. Therefore, for our analysis, we will consider nor-
malization with B0,1 (·) only.
We also assume that the gradients are not passed

through µH and σH . Namely, we assume µH and σH

are constants when computing gradients for training.
Under this assumption, we rewrite (21) as

h(ℓ) = g
(
W (ℓ)h̃(ℓ−1)) + b(ℓ)

)
; h̃(ℓ−1) := B0,1

(
h(ℓ−1)

)
.

Applying Theorem 3 to the above form, we obtain

∇2
ŵL(ŵ) = H̃eSH̃

T
e

where

H̃e =

[
eT

H̃

]
, and H̃ = [h̃

(ℓ−1)
1 , · · · , h̃(ℓ−1)

N ]. (24)

Namely, BN changes the Hessian in the same way as the

input data normalization. Since {h̃(ℓ−1)
i } is standard-

ized, the same discussions on improved conditioning of
the extended data matrix X̃e are valid for H̃e here and
show that H̃e has an improved conditioning through or-
thogonality and row scaling. Thus, ∇2

ŵL(ŵ) has better
conditioning and that is how BN accelerates training.
BN may be considered an explicit form of precondi-

tioning where we change the network architecture and
hidden variables to improve the conditioning. Precondi-
tioning, on the other hand, implicitly transform the pa-
rameters to improve conditioning. Following this idea,
a preconditioning approach that exploits the standard-

ization {h̃(ℓ−1)
i } has been developed in [10], called Batch

Normalization Preconditioning (BNP). In this setting,
BNP is based on the original network (13) (i.e. without
any normalization) but introduces the transformation
ŵ = Pz for the parameter in the ℓ-th layer, where

P := UD, U :=

[
1 −µT

H

0 I

]
, D :=

[
1 0
0 diag (σH)

]−1

,

(25)
and µH and σ2

H are the mean and variance vector as
defined in (23). Then, with this preconditioning, the
corresponding Hessian matrix in z is

∇2
zL = PT∇2

ŵLP = PTHeSH
T
e P = GeSGe.

where

Ge = PTHe =

[
eT

G

]
and G = diag

(
σ−1
H

)
(H − µHeT )

(26)
Namely, the columns of G are standardized H . As be-
fore, Ge improves conditioning of He through orthog-
onality and row scaling. Thus, the conditioning of the
Hessian is improved.
AlthoughGe and H̃e may appear to be the same, they

are different as the corresponding networks (13) and
(21) are different and hence they have different h(ℓ−1)

from which Ge and H̃e are defined.
The preconditioned iteration is implemented implic-

itly through modifying the gradient; see (5). Namely,



BNP updates the parameter ŵT =
[
b
(ℓ)
i , w

(ℓ)T

i

]
as fol-

lows:
[
b
(ℓ)T

i

w
(ℓ)T

i

]
←

[
b
(ℓ)T

i

w
(ℓ)T

i

]
− αPPT




∂L

∂b
(ℓ)
i

∂L

∂w
(ℓ)T

i


 (27)

Note that the gradient transformation defined by P and
PT can be simplified to involve vector operations only
rather than the matrix multiplications.
We finally remark that, for mini-batch training with

BNP, µ and σ may be the mini-batch statistics as in
BN but can also be some averages of them as they are
independent of the network; they are only used to de-
fine the preconditioner PPT . With this flexibility, the
mean and variance may be estimated using the running
averages over many iterations. They are more stable
and works better when we deal with small mini-batch
sizes. Another advantage of BNP is that, during gradi-
ent update, the network is only changed by the param-
eter update, while a training step in BN would involve
a change of parameters as well as the mini-batch statis-
tics that defines the network. Thus, even we start from
the same network and happen to have same parame-
ter updates, the network would be different at the next
training step because BN network changes with a new
mini-batch.
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