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Abstract

The Muon optimizer has recently offered a
promising alternative to AdamW for large
language model training, leveraging matrix
orthogonalization to produce geometry-
aware updates. However, like all first-
order methods, Muon can become trapped
in sharp local minima. In this work, we
present MONA, an optimizer that bridges
Muon’s orthogonalization framework with
curvature-aware acceleration. MONA adds
an acceleration term directly into Muon’s
gradient processing pipeline. This term
is calculated from the exponential mov-
ing average of gradient differences. We
provide a detailed convergence analysis
for MONA, showing that the acceleration
term enables escape from sharp minima
while preserving Muon’s spectral-norm reg-
ularization. Empirically, MONA achieves
better convergence and downstream task
performance compared to both Muon and
AdamW across three scales of Mixture-of-
Experts pretraining, spanning from 1B to
68B parameters, with the largest model
trained on 1 trillion tokens. Further-
more, we conduct supervised fine-tuning
on the MOE-68B-A3B model and evalu-
ate it on general capability, mathemati-
cal reasoning, and code generation bench-
marks, where MONA achieves SOTA per-
formance.

1 Introduction
The choice of optimization algorithm(Robbins
and Monro, 1951) is one of the most impor-
tant decisions in training large language mod-
els (LLMs). For over a decade, Adam (Kingma
and Ba, 2014) and AdamW (Loshchilov and
Hutter, 2017) have been the standard choice.
However, as model sizes scale to the hundreds
of billions of parameters (Brown et al., 2020;
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Figure 1: General capability evaluation re-
sults for pretraining MOE-68B-A3B at 700B to-
kens. MONA consistently outperforms Muon and
AdamW across multiple benchmarks.

Liu et al., 2024b; Team et al., 2025b; Yang
et al., 2025), the requirement for optimizers
with superior sample efficiency has increased.

Recently, Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) has be-
come a solid alternative. Instead of updating
each parameter on its own, Muon views entire
weight matrices as single geometric units. It
then applies matrix orthogonalization to the
momentum buffer. Muon is closely related to
steepest descent under the spectral norm (Li
and Hong, 2025). (Liu et al., 2025) demon-
strated that Muon achieves approximately 2×
computational efficiency compared to AdamW,
training a 3B/16B-parameter MoE model on
5.7T tokens. Recent production deployments
validate Muon’s ability in large scale appli-
cations. Kimi K2 (Team et al., 2025a) and
DeepSeek V4 (DeepSeek-AI, 2026) both used
Muon to train trillion parameter MoE models.

Despite these successes, Muon, like all first-
order gradient methods, lacks explicit mecha-
nisms for exploring the loss landscape beyond
local gradient information. Once the optimizer
enters the basin of attraction, Muon’s updates
are guided solely by the momentum-averaged
gradient, with no principled way to distin-
guish between flat and sharp minima (Keskar
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et al., 2016). This is particularly concern-
ing for large-batch training (You et al., 2017,
2019).

(Zhao et al., 2026) proposed ALTO, an opti-
mizer adaptor that introduces an acceleration
term based on the exponential moving aver-
age of gradient differences. The key insight is
that gk − gk−1 implicitly encodes curvature in-
formation via gk − gk−1 ≈ Hk(θk − θk−1). By
adding this acceleration term to the gradient,
ALTO enables escape from sharp minima and
convergence to flatter solutions.

However, ALTO was designed as a gen-
eral adaptor demonstrated on Adam and
LAMB (You et al., 2019). Its integration with
Muon presents challenges: Muon’s orthogonal-
ization is a highly nonlinear transformation,
and it is unclear how curvature-aware accel-
eration interacts with this process. Moreover,
ALTO’s layer-wise learning rate regularization
introduces complexity that may be unneces-
sary with Muon’s inherently well-conditioned
updates.

We present MONA, which seamlessly inte-
grates the acceleration principle into Muon’s
orthogonalization framework. MONA applies
the acceleration term before orthogonaliza-
tion, transforming the raw gradient into a
curvature-aware direction that is processed
through Muon’s standard pipeline.

Our contributions are threefold.

1. Algorithm Design. MONA combines
Muon’s matrix orthogonalization with an
acceleration term derived from gradient
differences, preserving Muon’s geometric
structure while adding curvature awareness
to the updates.

2. Convergence Analysis. We establish
convergence rates for MONA in non-
convex settings and describe the acceler-
ation term’s effect on sharp minimum es-
cape.

3. Empirical Validation. MONA outper-
forms both Muon and AdamW across
three MoE model scales in pretraining,
namely MOE-1B-A0d2B, MOE-6B-A0d5B,
and MOE-68B-A3B, with the largest being
trained on 1T tokens. We further conduct
supervised fine-tuning on the MOE-68B-
A3B model and evaluate it on general ca-

pability, mathematical reasoning, and code
generation benchmarks, where MONA con-
sistently achieves superior performance.

2 Related Work

2.1 Matrix-Aware Optimizers
The standard approach handles parameters
as independent scalars, updating them based
on their own gradient history. Second-order
methods such as K-FAC (Martens and Grosse,
2015) and Shampoo (Gupta et al., 2018) use
Kronecker-factored preconditioners, but their
O(N3/2) complexity limits scalability.

Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) occupies a
unique position: by applying polar decompo-
sition to the momentum matrix, it achieves
O(N) complexity while respecting matrix ge-
ometry. The updates are closely related to
steepest descent under the spectral norm (Li
and Hong, 2025).

2.2 Muon Variants
Scaling up Muon was explored by (Liu
et al., 2025), who identified weight decay
and per-parameter update scaling (γ =
0.2

√
max(m,n)) as crucial for scaling Muon

to billion-parameter models, along with dis-
tributed ZeRO-1-style optimization. Adaptive
variants were also investigated. AdaMuon (Si
et al., 2025) addresses Muon’s lack of element-
wise adaptivity by incorporating second-
momentum estimation in the orthogonalized
direction, achieving up to 40% efficiency gains
over AdamW. ROOT (He et al., 2025) pro-
poses adaptive Newton iterations with size-
specific coefficients for consistent precision
across layers, and proximal optimization with
soft thresholding to suppress outlier gradients
in the momentum buffer before orthogonaliza-
tion.

Efficiency improvements have been pro-
posed as well. DropMuon (Gruntkowska et al.,
2025) introduces a randomized progressive
training framework that updates only a sub-
set of layers per step according to a random-
ized schedule, combining progressive train-
ing efficiency with layer-specific non-Euclidean
updates. Dion (Ahn et al., 2025) replaces
Newton-Schulz iteration with amortized power
iteration on a momentum buffer, avoiding full-
matrix reconstruction and integrating cleanly



with weight sharding. MuonBP (Khaled et al.,
2025) combines local block orthogonalization
with global orthogonalization to eliminate the
communication bottleneck under model par-
allelism while maintaining Muon’s data effi-
ciency.

2.3 Acceleration in Optimization
Adan (Xie et al., 2024) develops a Nesterov
momentum estimation method that estimates
the gradient’s first- and second-order moments
for convergence acceleration in adaptive algo-
rithms. Lion (Chen et al., 2023) is a memory-
efficient optimizer discovered through sym-
bolic program search that uses only momen-
tum tracking with sign-based updates at a uni-
form magnitude across all parameters.

ALTO (Zhao et al., 2026) is the closest pre-
cursor. It introduces ak = βaak−1 + (1 −
βa)(gk − gk−1) and replaces gk with gk + αak.
The insight is that −∇∥∇f(θk)∥2 ≈ Hk(θk −
θk−1) ≈ ḡk − ḡk−1, pointing away from sharp
minima.

3 Preliminaries
3.1 Problem Setting
Consider the stochastic non-convex problem

min
θ∈D

f(θ), f(θ) = Eζ [ℓ(θ, ζ)], (1)

where ℓ(θ, ζ) is the loss on sample ζ drawn
from distribution P. The parameter θ ∈
Rd partitions into matrix-valued parameters
{W (i) ∈ Rmi×ni} and vector-valued parame-
ters. We focus on a single matrix W ∈ Rm×n.

At iteration k, we observe stochastic gradi-
ent Gk = ∇W ℓ(Wk, ζk). The goal is to itera-
tively update Wk toward a minimizer W ∗.

3.2 Muon Optimizer
Muon (Jordan et al., 2024) updates matrix pa-
rameters as:

Mk = µMk−1 +Gk, (2)
Ok = Newton-Schulz(Mk), (3)

Wk+1 = Wk − η (γOk + λWk) . (4)

The Newton-Schulz iteration approximates
the polar decomposition. Starting from X0 =
Mk/∥Mk∥F ,

Xt+1 = aXt + bXtX
⊤
t Xt

+ cXtX
⊤
t XtX

⊤
t Xt, (5)

where a = 3.4445, b = −4.7750, c = 2.0315
ensure convergence for singular values in [0, 1].
After T iterations (typically T = 5), XT ≈
UV ⊤ where Mk = UΣV ⊤ is the SVD.

Following (Liu et al., 2025), the scaling fac-
tor matches Muon’s RMS to AdamW:

γ = 0.2 ·
√
max(m,n). (6)

3.3 Acceleration
Acceleration computes:

dk = gk − gk−1, (7)
ak = βaak−1 + (1− βa)dk, (8)
g̃k = gk + αak, (9)

where βa controls acceleration memory and α
is the acceleration coefficient.

The theoretical motivation is that

−∇∥∇f(θk)∥2 = −2Hkḡk ≈ ḡk− ḡk−1, (10)

where Hk is the Hessian and ḡk the full-batch
gradient. The direction −∇∥∇f(θk)∥2 points
away from sharp minima. ALTO uses gradi-
ent differences as a computationally efficient
proxy.

4 Methodology: MONA
4.1 Algorithm
Pseudocode is in Algorithm 1. For vector-
valued parameters (embeddings, biases, etc.),
MONA falls back to AdamW, following
Muon’s convention. Applying the acceleration
term before momentum accumulation ensures
that the momentum buffer captures curvature-
aware directions for orthogonalization. Apply-
ing it after orthogonalization would destroy
the orthogonal structure that Muon relies on.

4.2 Geometric Intuition
MONA’s effectiveness stems from the interplay
of two mechanisms.

Spectral normalization (Muon).
Newton-Schulz ensures Ok has singular values
close to 1, preventing over-commitment to
large-gradient directions. Muon performs
steepest descent on the spectral-norm unit
ball.

Curvature-aware acceleration. The
term Ak encodes how the gradient changes.



Algorithm 1 MONA Optimizer
Require: η, µ, (βa, α), λ, NS steps T , scaling γ
1: M0 ← 0, A0 ← 0, G0 ← 0
2: for k = 1, 2, 3, . . . do
3: Gk ← ∇W ℓ(Wk, ζk)
4: Dk ← Gk −Gk−1

5: Ak ← βaAk−1 + (1− βa)Dk

6: G̃k ← Gk + αAk

7: Mk ← µMk−1 + G̃k

8: Ok ← Newton-Schulz(Mk, T )
9: Wk+1 ←Wk − η(γOk + λWk)

10: Gk−1 ← Gk

11: end for

Near sharp minima, ∥Dk∥ is large, pushing
toward flatter regions. In flat regions, Ak is
small, allowing stable convergence.

The combination works well together. Or-
thogonalization ensures geometrically well-
conditioned updates, while acceleration en-
riches the input with curvature information for
more informed direction selection.

5 Theoretical Analysis

We provide convergence analysis for MONA
under standard assumptions. Detailed proofs
are deferred to Appendix A.

5.1 Assumptions

Assumption 1 (L-smoothness). The loss
ℓ(W, ζ) is L-smooth. For all W,W ′ and ζ,

∥∇W ℓ(W, ζ)−∇W ℓ(W ′, ζ)∥F
≤ L∥W −W ′∥F . (11)

Assumption 2 (Unbiased gradient with
bounded variance). The stochastic gradient
satisfies E[Gk | Wk] = ∇f(Wk) and E[∥Gk −
∇f(Wk)∥2F ] ≤ σ2.

Assumption 3 (Bounded gradient). There
exists G > 0 such that ∥Gk∥F ≤ G a.s.

Assumption 4 (Expected directional align-
ment). There exists ρ > 0 such that
E[⟨∇f(Wk), Ok⟩ | Wk] ≥ ρ∥∇f(Wk)∥2F .

Assumption 4 requires that the update di-
rection Ok has a positive expected correlation
with the full gradient. This holds because
Newton-Schulz preserves the column space of
Mk, and the stochastic gradient (in expecta-
tion) lies within this space.

5.2 Key Lemmas
Lemma 1 (Boundedness of acceleration). Un-
der Assumptions 2–3:

∥Ak∥F ≤ 2G, (12)
∥G̃k∥F ≤ G(1 + 2|α|). (13)

Lemma 2 (Momentum bound). Under the
same assumptions,

∥Mk∥F ≤ G(1 + 2|α|)
1− µ

. (14)

Remark 1 (Newton-Schulz iteration).
Newton-Schulz iteration converges to the
polar decomposition UV ⊤ exponentially
fast in the number of iterations T . After
T steps, the approximation error satisfies
∥Õ − UV ⊤∥F ≤ ϵNS

√
r where r = rank(M)

and ϵNS decays exponentially with T . This is
a standard result in numerical analysis, and
with the standard coefficients and T = 5, the
error is negligible for practical purposes.

5.3 Main Convergence Result
Theorem 1 (Non-convex convergence of
MONA). Let Assumptions 1–4 hold. Run
MONA with learning rate η > 0, momen-
tum µ ∈ [0, 1), acceleration (βa, α) with |α| <
1/(1− βa). Define:

Ḡ = G(1 + 2|α|), C1 =
Ḡ

1−µ (15)

C2 = Lγ2Cm/2, C3 = ργ. (16)

If η ≤ min{1/L,C3/C2}, then after K iter-
ations,

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇f(Wk)∥2F

]
≤ f(W0)− f∗

ηC3K
+

ηLC4

C3
, (17)

where C4 = γ2Cm/2 for Cm = O(r) with
r = rank(Mk).

Proof Sketch. By L-smoothness,

f(Wk+1) ≤ f(Wk)− ηγ ⟨∇f(Wk), Ok⟩

+ η2Lγ2

2 ∥Ok∥2F . (18)

By Assumption 4, E[⟨∇f(Wk), Ok⟩ | Wk] ≥
ρ∥∇f(Wk)∥2F . Since Newton-Schulz outputs



approximately orthogonal matrices, ∥Ok∥2F =
O(r) where r = rank(Mk). Taking expecta-
tions and telescoping over k = 0, . . . ,K − 1
yields the claimed first-moment bound. The
condition on α ensures stability.

Remark 2 (Rate interpretation). With η =
O(K−1/2), the bound becomes O(K−1/2),
matching SGD and AdamW. The acceleration
affects constants, not the asymptotic rate.

5.4 Acceleration and Sharp Minimum
Escape

Near a stationary point W ∗, with Hessian H∗,

f(W ) ≈ f(W ∗)+
1
2 ⟨W −W ∗,H∗(W −W ∗)⟩ , (19)

and E[Gk − Gk−1] ≈ H∗(Wk − Wk−1) =
−ηγH∗Ok−1.
Proposition 1 (Sharp minimum escape).
Near a sharp minimum with λmax(H

∗) ≫
λmin(H

∗) > 0,

E[Ak] ≈ −ηγH∗
k∑

j=0

(1− βa)β
k−j
a Oj−1. (20)

For large eigenvalues (sharp directions), the
acceleration is large, promoting escape. For
small eigenvalues (flat directions), it is small,
permitting convergence.

This formalizes that MONA selectively re-
sists sharp minima. The selectivity arises
from Hessian-dependent scaling—sharp direc-
tions amplify the acceleration; flat directions
suppress it.

5.5 Comparison with Baseline Muon
In Muon, OMuon

k = NS(µMk−1 + Gk). In
MONA, OMONA

k = NS(µMk−1 + Gk + αAk).
The difference αAk is approximately propor-
tional to the negative Hessian-weighted aver-
age of past directions, biasing orthogonaliza-
tion toward lower-curvature directions.

6 Experiments
6.1 Pretraining
We pretrain three MoE (Jacobs et al., 1991)
language models of increasing scale based on
the LongCat architecture (Team et al., 2025b),
specifically ScMoE (Cai et al., 2024) with

MLA (Liu et al., 2024a; Vaswani et al., 2017),
comparing MONA against Muon. All mod-
els employ MLA and train on sequences of
length 8192. We monitor validation loss on
four held-out domains covering code, mathe-
matical reasoning, general English text, and
Chinese academic text to assess convergence
behavior across diverse capabilities. For all the
experimental curves shown in the figures, ex-
cept for the optimizer selection, we kept all hy-
perparameters, including learning rate, learn-
ing rate scheduling, and batch size, consistent
throughout the experiments.

Figure 2: Validation loss on Code-Valid for MOE-
1B-A0d2B.

Figure 3: Validation loss on General-English-Text
for MOE-1B-A0d2B.

Figure 4: Validation loss on Code-Valid for MOE-
6B-A0d5B.

MOE-1B-A0d2B. The smallest model
uses 10 transformer layers with 768 hidden di-
mensions, 16 attention heads, 128 experts with
256 FFN hidden size each, and top-8 routing.



Table 1: General capability evaluation results for MOE-68B-A3B at 700B tokens. Scores are reported as
mean ± std.

Benchmark AdamW Muon MONA
MMLU-FewShot (Hendrycks et al., 2020) 0.6218±0.0098 0.6281±0.0098 0.6373±0.0097
MMLU-Pro-FewShot (Wang et al., 2024) 0.3150±0.0169 0.3250±0.0170 0.3375±0.0172
CMMLU-FewShot (Li et al.) 0.6464±0.0090 0.6723±0.0088 0.6756±0.0088
CEVAL-FewShot (Huang et al., 2023) 0.6274±0.0263 0.6586±0.0255 0.6717±0.0251
BBH-FewShot (Suzgun et al., 2023) 0.3966±0.0125 0.3962±0.0126 0.4049±0.0126
Math (CoT) (Hendrycks et al., 2021) 0.1648±0.0103 0.1684±0.0104 0.1594±0.0101
GPQA-FewShot (Rein et al., 2023) 0.2743±0.0365 0.2518±0.0355 0.2555±0.0356
DROP (CoT) (Dua et al., 2019) 0.4560±0.0100 0.4757±0.0100 0.4868±0.0100
GSM8K (CoT) (Cobbe et al., 2021) 0.4426±0.0270 0.4550±0.0271 0.4734±0.0272
Average 0.4382 0.4478 0.4557

Table 2: Code generation and mathematical reasoning evaluation results for MOE-68B-A3B at 700B
tokens. Scores are reported as mean ± std. Knowledge-Specific is the average of hellaswag (Zellers et al.,
2019), commonsenseqa (Talmor et al., 2019), openbookqa (Mihaylov et al., 2018), piqa (Bisk et al., 2020),
siqa (Sap et al., 2019), and winogrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2019).

Benchmark AdamW Muon MONA
HumanEval+ (Liu et al., 2024c) 0.2927±0.0699 0.2866±0.0694 0.2805±0.0690
Multiple (Cassano et al.) 0.2519±0.0326 0.2239±0.0313 0.2848±0.0343
MBPP+ (Liu et al., 2024c) 3-shot 0.5265±0.0504 0.5053±0.0505 0.5265±0.0504
BigCodeBench (Allal et al., 2022) 0.3123±0.0269 0.3061±0.0268 0.3377±0.0275
LiveCodeBench (Jain et al., 2025) 0.0358±0.0219 0.0430±0.0238 0.0502±0.0257
LeetCode (Xia et al., 2025) 0.0540±0.0209 0.0847±0.0249 0.0709±0.0232
Bigmath Mathematics (Albalak et al., 2025) 0.4627±0.0173 0.4493±0.0182 0.4733±0.0173
ProofWriter (Tafjord et al., 2021) 0.4995±0.0143 0.5312±0.0225 0.5169±0.0142
Knowledge-Specific 0.6575±0.0142 0.7021±0.0228 0.7025±0.0139
CRUXEval (Gu et al., 2024) 0.3563±0.0235 0.3362±0.0232 0.3500±0.0234
FullStackBench (Cheng et al., 2024) 0.2567±0.0145 0.3044±0.0153 0.2975±0.0153
HumanEval+ 3-shot 0.3110±0.0711 0.3049±0.0707 0.3049±0.0707
Average 0.3353 0.3397 0.3495

Figure 5: Validation loss on General-English-Text
for MOE-6B-A0d5B.

We train for approximately 400B tokens. As
shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3, MONA con-
sistently achieves lower validation loss than
Muon across both validation domains, with
additional results on mathematical reasoning
and Chinese academic text provided in Ap-
pendix B.

MOE-6B-A0d5B. The medium-scale
model also uses 10 transformer layers but
increases to 1536 hidden dimensions, 128

experts of 1024 FFN hidden size each, and
top-6 routing, training for approximately
1.2T tokens. Figure 4 and Figure 5 show
that MONA maintains its advantage at this
scale, again outperforming Muon across both
validation domains (additional results are
provided in Appendix B). The more volatile
curves compared to the MoE-1B-A0d2B
model indicate a more complex optimization
landscape.

MOE-68B-A3B. The largest model scales
to 14 transformer layers with 3072 hidden
dimensions, 32 attention heads, 256 experts
with 1024 FFN hidden size each, and top-
12 routing (Liu et al., 2026). We train for
approximately 700B tokens and evaluate the
intermediate checkpoint on a comprehensive
suite of benchmarks covering general capabil-
ity, mathematical reasoning, and code gener-
ation, comparing MONA against both Muon
and AdamW.



Table 3: BigCode evaluation results for MOE-68B-A3B. Scores are reported as mean ± std. ckpt_−1 is
the checkpoint before SFT.

Task ckpt_−1 Muon MONA
Multiple 0.6082±0.0366 0.7836±0.0302 0.7851±0.0298
MBPP+ 0.5423±0.0503 0.7778±0.0420 0.7857±0.0414
HumanEval+ 0.6829±0.0714 0.8720±0.0513 0.8841±0.0491
TorchDataEval (Zan et al., 2022) 0.7740±0.0328 0.8109±0.0308 0.8077±0.0309
DS1000 (Lai et al., 2023) 0.2860±0.0332 0.3395±0.0350 0.3703±0.0359
BigCodeBench 0.0658±0.0144 0.5526±0.0289 0.5553±0.0289
HumanEval+ 3-shot 0.0061±0.0120 0.8598±0.0533 0.8659±0.0523

Table 1 reports the results on general ca-
pability benchmarks. MONA achieves the
highest average score (0.4557) across all three
optimizers, outperforming Muon (0.4478)
and AdamW (0.4382). Notably, MONA
shows consistent improvements on MMLU-
FewShot, MMLU-Pro, CMMLU-FewShot,
CEVAL-FewShot, BBH-FewShot, DROP, and
GSM8K, demonstrating that curvature-aware
acceleration helps the model develop stronger
general reasoning and mathematical capabili-
ties.

Table 2 reports the results on code genera-
tion and specialized mathematics benchmarks.
MONA again achieves the highest average,
compared to Muon and AdamW. MONA de-
livers particularly strong gains on Multiple,
BigCodeBench, and LiveCodeBench, in-
dicating that the acceleration term’s explo-
ration of flatter minima enables the model to
learn more transferable code representations.

6.2 Supervised Fine-Tuning and
Evaluation

Figure 6: SFT training loss on code data for the
MOE-68B-A3B model. MONA-pretrained check-
point (red) achieves lower loss than Muon (green)
throughout training, with a larger gap emerging in
later epochs.

To assess the practical utility of MONA-
optimized models beyond pretraining, we con-
duct supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on the
MOE-68B-A3B model using high-quality code
data. The SFT stage employs Adam with
a peak learning rate of cosine decay, train-

ing for 3 epochs on approximately 2B to-
kens with a maximum sequence length of 32k.
We compare the MONA-pretrained and Muon-
pretrained checkpoints under identical SFT
settings.

Figure 6 shows the SFT training loss
curves. The MONA-pretrained model consis-
tently achieves lower training loss than the
Muon-pretrained baseline throughout all three
epochs, with the gap widening in the later
stages of training. This suggests that the
curvature-aware acceleration in MONA not
only improves pretraining convergence but
also produces initializations that are better
suited for downstream adaptation.

Table 3 reports the results on the BigCode
evaluation suite (Zhuo et al., 2025). The
ckpt_−1 column shows that the pretrained
base model performs poorly on most code gen-
eration tasks, confirming that the subsequent
SFT stage is essential for unlocking program-
ming capabilities. After SFT, both Muon and
MONA pretrained models achieve large im-
provements across all benchmarks. Compar-
ing the two, MONA achieves higher scores
than Muon on 6 out of 7 tasks. Notably,
MONA delivers substantial gains on MBPP+,
HumanEval+, and DS1000, etc., indicating
that the curvature-aware acceleration during
pretraining enables the model to learn more
robust code representations that transfer bet-
ter to downstream programming tasks.

6.3 Efficient Deployment with
Reduced Overhead

MONA introduces two additional state buffers
compared to Muon: the previous gradient
Gk−1 and the acceleration buffer Ak, both
stored in full precision during training. While
this overhead is manageable on large-scale
training clusters, it can be prohibitive for re-



searchers and practitioners with limited GPU
memory. To address this, we explore two com-
plementary strategies for reducing the memory
footprint of the acceleration term.

The first strategy is low-precision quantiza-
tion. We implement MONA-Lite, a variant
that stores Gk−1 and Ak in bfloat16 (BF16)
rather than float32 (FP32). This reduces
the memory overhead of these auxiliary states
by approximately 50% without requiring any
changes to the update equations or the orthog-
onalization pipeline.

The second strategy is streaming gradient
computation, an engineering optimization that
eliminates the Gk−1 buffer entirely. Instead of
storing the previous gradient separately, we
compute the gradient difference in-place. Af-
ter backpropagation produces Gk, we imme-
diately compute Gk − Gslot against the gra-
dient stored from the previous step, update
Ak with this difference, and then overwrite
the slot with Gk. This streaming approach re-
moves the need to maintain a dedicated Gk−1

buffer, leaving only Ak as auxiliary state.
When combined, BF16 quantization and

streaming computation reduce the total extra
memory overhead by about 75% compared to
standard FP32 MONA. Streaming cuts it by
50%, and quantization cuts it by another 50%.
This makes the accelerated optimizer practical
for resource-constrained settings without sac-
rificing its curvature-aware benefits.

We evaluate both strategies by pretrain-
ing the MOE-1B-A0d2B model under identi-
cal hyperparameters. Figure 7 builds on the
code validation plot in Figure 2, adding the
MONA-Lite curve (yellow) alongside Muon
(blue) and FP32 MONA (green). Similarly,
Figure 8 extends Figure 3 to the general En-
glish text domain. In both cases, MONA-Lite
closely tracks the FP32 MONA curve through-
out training, while both optimizers maintain
a clear advantage over Muon. This demon-
strates that the acceleration term can be safely
compressed to BF16 and that streaming com-
putation does not affect training quality across
diverse evaluation domains.

We also measured the training speed over-
head. Appendix C shows MONA is about
1% slower inside the optimizer step, but this
difference disappears at the iteration level, so
overall training time is essentially the same as

Figure 7: Validation loss on Code_Valid for
the MOE-1B-A0d2B model, extending Figure 2
with the MONA-Lite curve (yellow). MONA-Lite
closely tracks FP32 MONA while both maintain a
clear advantage over Muon.

Figure 8: Validation loss on General-English-Text
for the MOE-1B-A0d2B model, extending Fig-
ure 3 with the MONA-Lite curve (yellow). As
in the code domain, MONA-Lite remains indistin-
guishable from FP32 MONA while outperforming
Muon.

Muon.

7 Conclusion

We propose MONA, an improved variant
of the Muon optimizer, which integrates
curvature-aware acceleration into its matrix or-
thogonalization framework. By augmenting
gradients with an exponential moving aver-
age of gradient differences before orthogonal-
ization, MONA endows Muon with the abil-
ity to escape sharp minima while preserving
all of Muon’s geometric benefits. Our theo-
retical analysis proves convergence under stan-
dard assumptions and shows how the acceler-



ation term avoids sharp minima.
Empirically, MONA achieves lower valida-

tion loss than both Muon and AdamW across
three scales of MoE models (1B to 68B pa-
rameters) on code, mathematical reasoning,
and general text. At the 68B scale, MONA
delivers superior general capability and code
generation scores, and its pretrained models
achieve higher BigCode evaluation results af-
ter code-specific SFT. To reduce the overhead
of the acceleration term, we further introduce
MONA-Lite, which combines BF16 quantiza-
tion with streaming gradient computation to
cut the extra memory by approximately 75%
without sacrificing training quality.

8 Limitations

Hyperparameter tuning. MONA intro-
duces two additional hyperparameters (βa, α)
compared to Muon, which adds a tuning cost.
However, we observe a consistent relationship
between them across all experiments: α =
−1/(2(1 − βa)). In practice, we set βa = 0.99
for the MOE-1B-A0d2B model, βa = 0.98 for
the MOE-6B-A0d5B model, and βa = 0.975
for the MOE-68B-A3B model. This shared
rule largely alleviates the tuning overhead.

Memory overhead. Even with BF16
quantization and streaming gradient compu-
tation (MONA-Lite), the acceleration buffer
Ak still introduces approximately half a gra-
dient’s worth of extra memory. Users should
balance this residual overhead against the ob-
served training gains when deploying MONA
in memory-constrained environments.
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A Proofs of Theoretical Results

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. From Ak = βaAk−1 + (1 − βa)(Gk −
Gk−1) and the triangle inequality,

∥Ak∥F ≤ βa∥Ak−1∥F + 2(1− βa)G. (21)

Unrolling with A−1 = 0,

∥Ak∥F ≤ 2G(1− βk
a) ≤ 2G. (22)

For G̃k = Gk + αAk,

∥G̃k∥F ≤ G+ |α| · 2G
= G(1 + 2|α|). (23)

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. The update Mk = µMk−1 + G̃k gives

∥Mk∥F ≤ µ∥Mk−1∥F +G(1 + 2|α|). (24)

Unrolling with M0 = 0,

∥Mk∥F ≤ G(1 + 2|α|)
1− µ

. (25)

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. By L-smoothness,

f(Wk+1) ≤ f(Wk) + ⟨∇f(Wk),Wk+1 −Wk⟩

+
L

2
∥Wk+1 −Wk∥2F . (26)

Substituting Wk+1 −Wk = −ηγOk,

f(Wk+1) ≤ f(Wk)− ηγ ⟨∇f(Wk), Ok⟩

+
η2γ2L

2
∥Ok∥2F . (27)

By Assumption 4, E[⟨∇f(Wk), Ok⟩ | Wk] ≥
ρ∥∇f(Wk)∥2F . Thus:

E[f(Wk+1) | Wk] ≤ f(Wk)−ηγρ∥∇f(Wk)∥2F

+
η2γ2L

2
E[∥Ok∥2F | Wk]. (28)

For ∥Ok∥F : since Newton-Schulz outputs
approximately orthogonal matrices with singu-
lar values close to 1,

∥Ok∥2F ≤ Cm for some constant
Cm = O(r). (29)

Rearranging and taking full expectation,

ηγρE[∥∇f(Wk)∥2F ]

≤ E[f(Wk)− f(Wk+1)] +
η2γ2LCm

2
. (30)

Summing over k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 and using
f(Wk) ≥ f∗,

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

E[∥∇f(Wk)∥2F ]

≤ f(W0)− f∗

ηργK
+

ηγLCm

2ρ
, (31)

which matches the stated bound with C4 =
γ2Cm/2. With η = O(K−1/2), this gives
O(K−1/2) rate.



A.4 Proof of Proposition 1
Proof. Near W ∗, ∇f(W ) ≈ H∗(W −W ∗), so

E[Gk−Gk−1 | Wk,Wk−1] ≈ H∗(Wk−Wk−1)

= −ηγH∗Ok−1. (32)

The acceleration Ak = βaAk−1 + (1 −
βa)(Gk−Gk−1) yields, taking expectation and
unrolling,

E[Ak] ≈ −ηγH∗
k∑

j=0

(1− βa)β
k−j
a Oj−1. (33)

With H∗ = QΛQ⊤ and eigenvalues λ1 ≥
· · · ≥ λd > 0, in the eigenbasis,

E[A(i)
k ] ≈ −ηγλi

k∑
j=0

(1− βa)β
k−j
a O

(i)
j−1. (34)

For large λi (sharp directions), |E[A(i)
k ]| is

large, pushing the optimizer away. For small
λi (flat directions), it is small, allowing settle-
ment. With α < 0, G̃k = Gk +αAk selectively
amplifies flat-direction updates.

B Additional Validation Curves

Figures 9–12 present supplementary validation
loss curves for the mathematical reasoning and
Chinese academic text domains.

Figure 9: Validation loss on Mathematical-
Reasoning for MOE-1B-A0d2B.

C Computational Overhead
Analysis

The memory overhead of MONA’s additional
buffers was already discussed in Section 6.3.
Here, we add measurements of computational
time overhead from the MOE-6B-A0d5B pre-
training run.

Figure 10: Validation loss on Chinese-Academic-
Text for MOE-1B-A0d2B.

Figure 11: Validation loss on Mathematical-
Reasoning for MOE-6B-A0d5B.

Figure 12: Validation loss on Chinese-Academic-
Text for MOE-6B-A0d5B.

Figure 13 shows the optimizer inner step
time. This is the wall-clock time spent in-
side the optimizer update at each training step,
not counting communication or data loading.
MONA adds several simple operations while
updating the acceleration item. These add a
small amount of time inside the optimizer. By
sampling points across the training run, we
find that MONA’s optimizer inner step time
is about 1% higher than Muon’s on average.

Figure 14 reports the end-to-end iteration
time, covering the full training step from the
forward pass to gradient synchronization and
data loading. At this level, the difference be-
tween MONA and Muon is too small to no-
tice. The tiny overhead inside the optimizer
is completely hidden by the natural variation
in communication and data loading between
steps. Overall, MONA and Muon run at es-
sentially the same speed in practice.



Figure 13: Optimizer inner step time for MOE-6B-
A0d5B pretraining. MONA runs about 1% slower
than Muon at the optimizer step level.

Figure 14: End-to-end iteration time for MOE-6B-
A0d5B pretraining. MONA and Muon show no
practical difference in overall training speed.

D Comparison with Accelerated
AdamW

To better understand where the acceleration
gains come from, we compare MONA against
not only Muon and AdamW but also an
AdamW variant equipped with the same ac-
celeration term. We call this variant AdamW-
Acc. It is adapted from ALTO’s acceleration
mechanism, but with one key change for fair
comparison in the pretraining setting.

ALTO uses layer-wise learning rate regular-
ization, which assigns different learning rates
to different layers. In practice, pretraining
typically uses a relatively large fixed learning
rate, while post-training applies lower learn-
ing rates along with various schedulers. If pre-
training already introduces layer-wise learning
rate dynamics, it effectively consumes some
of the learning rate scheduling benefits that

would otherwise belong to the post-training
stage. To avoid this, we replace the layer-wise
regularization with a default uniform learning
rate. This makes AdamW-Acc a clean baseline
that isolates the acceleration benefit.

We run all four optimizers, AdamW,
AdamW-Acc, Muon, and MONA, on the MOE-
1B-A0d2B model under identical settings. Fig-
ure 15 shows the training loss curves, and Fig-
ure 16 shows the validation loss on the General-
English-Text domain.

The results follow a consistent ordering.
MONA achieves the lowest loss, followed by
Muon, then AdamW-Acc, and finally AdamW.
This confirms two observations. First, the ac-
celeration term itself brings measurable im-
provement, since AdamW-Acc outperforms
AdamW. Second, Muon already provides a
more stable training foundation than AdamW,
with smoother loss curves and no spike is-
sues during pretraining. The acceleration term
builds on this stable base and pushes perfor-
mance further, rather than merely recovering
from instability.

Figure 15: Training loss for MOE-1B-A0d2B
with four optimizers: AdamW(black), AdamW-
Acc(purple), Muon(blue), and MONA(green).



Figure 16: Validation loss on General-English-
Text for MOE-1B-A0d2B. MONA outperforms
Muon, which in turn outperforms AdamW-Acc and
AdamW.
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