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Abstract: Despite the successes and progress of reinforcement learning (RL)
over the last decade, several challenges remain that hinder its broader applica-
tion. Some fundamental aspects to improve include data efficiency, generaliza-
tion capability, and ability to learn in sparse-reward environments. Meta-learning
has emerged as a promising approach to address these issues by optimizing com-
ponents of the learning algorithm to meet desired characteristics. Additionally,
a different line of work has extensively studied the use of intrinsic rewards to
enhance the exploration capabilities of algorithms. This work investigates how
meta-learning can improve the training signal received by RL agents. The focus
is on meta-learning intrinsic rewards within an RL framework that bypasses the
typical use of meta-gradients. We analyze and compare this approach to training
with extrinsic rewards and with a meta-learned advantage function. Experiments
are carried out on distributions of continuous control tasks with both parametric
and non-parametric variations. Furthermore, only sparse rewards are used during
evaluation.

1 Introduction

The adoption of neural networks and recent algorithmic advances in reinforcement learning (RL)
have enabled its application to complex decision-making problems [1, 2, 3, 4]. However, several
challenges persist that must be addressed before RL can be effectively applied to a broader range of
domains, especially to those requiring interaction with the real world.

Several sub-fields of research have emerged out of this need. Two main issues they target are poor
data efficiency in learning tasks and the limited generalization capabilities of acquired policies when
applied to new tasks. Related to the former, another central challenge in RL is devising efficient
exploration strategies and achieving an appropriate trade-off with exploitation.

Reinforcement Learning: In this work, we deal with discrete-time finite-horizon discounted
Markov decision processes (MDPs). Reinforcement learning agents learn a policy my that maps
states to probability distributions over actions through interaction with an environment. The interac-
tion takes place in episodes of length 7". The state of the environment at step ¢ is s; € .9, the action
the agent takes is a; € A and the reward it receives is r;. The trajectory of an agent throughout
an episode is denoted as 7 = (sg, ag, 71, - - -, s7) and the objective function it seeks to maximize is

J(m) = Eropiry [ZtT:l Y7y | = Eqpp(r) [G(7)], where 7 is the MDP’s discount factor and G()
is the discounted cumulative return attained in an episode of trajectory 7.



Meta Reinforcement Learning: An agent’s learning algorithm can be viewed as a mapping from
the data D generated by interacting in an environment to the parameters of a policy g, 8 = f(D).
The choice of learning algorithm f is flexible and depends on a variety of decisions. If we parame-
terize the choice of a subset of this decisions with parameters ¢, then we can make the dependence
explicit as § = f(D;¢) = f4(D). Meta-RL methods learn parameters ¢ such that the learning
algorithm becomes more effective when applied to new tasks. A common setting for these methods
involves a distribution of tasks p(M) and an objective that drives meta-learning to maximize the
expected cumulative return an agent attains throughout its lifetime when interacting with sampled
tasks M" ~ p(M) while learning with f,;. We define an agents lifetime as its whole interaction with
an environment (which spans multiple episodes). If the return attained at each episode of interaction
with the environment is equally weighted by the objective, then it is described by equation 1, but
variations with different weightings are possible.
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The meta-learning process operates at two different levels: In the inner loop, given a task M?, the
learning algorithm fy4 learns a task-specific policy mg through interaction with the task. In the outer
loop, a meta-learning algorithm learns parameters ¢ of f using data from multiple inner loops.

Intrinsic rewards: For many RL algorithms, directly maximizing extrinsic rewards can lead to
poor exploration of the environment; especially when dealing with sparse-reward environments.
The use of intrinsic reward signals r?, that either complement or replace extrinsic rewards r = r°,
has occupied a central role in searching for ways to achieve better exploration.

In this work, we draw from both these areas of research to meta-learn an intrinsic reward function.
For this purpose, we model the reward function itself as a stochastic agent whose ‘actions’ are the
rewards it gives at each step and train it using an ordinary RL algorithm. This contrasts with the
current standard of using meta-gradients when learning parts of the inner update. Our experiments
evaluate the benefits of training a policy with these intrinsic rewards compared to using the en-
vironment’s extrinsic signals. Additionally, we meta-learn an advantage function under the same
framework and employ it for an alternative parameterization of the inner objective. All experiments
are conducted on distributions of continuous control tasks, with access to shaped extrinsic rewards
during meta-learning but only to sparse rewards during evaluation.

2 Related Work

One popular way to optimize for fast task learning is to use a neural network that uses all the data
collected up to step ¢ to determine its action distribution at that step. During meta-training, the
network is trained to leverage this interaction history to select appropriate actions for the current
task. This family of methods was first introduced in [5] and [6].

Instead of meta-training a network to directly output the action taken at each step, another family
of methods uses an RL algorithm in the inner loop and learns some component of this inner loop
procedure that impacts the final performance. Most work restrict themselves to components that
have a differentiable influence over the policy’s parameters and use meta-gradients for meta-training
[7]. This framework was introduced in MAML [8], which meta-learns the initial parameters of
a policy. Many other components have also been explored [9, 10, 11, 12]. Some methods have
avoided the use of meta-gradients by considering first-order approximations of them [8, 13], using
evolutionary algorithms [14, 15, 16], or using a value based method [17].

Several methods exist for designing intrinsic rewards [18, 19], most of which are heuristic-based.
Among these, popular approaches have been guided by the capacity to predict some aspect of the
environment [20, 21, 22], or have aimed to visit diverse states [23, 24, 25]. However, these are not



the only possibilities. This work studies a different approach, it aims to learn the intrinsic motivation
signal [26].

Previous work has learned an intrinsic reward function using meta-gradients in a single task setting
[27, 28] and using a distribution of tasks [29]. Additionally, [30] explored meta-learning a reward
function with a discrete search over a space of programs. Moreover, rather than replacing extrinsic
rewards, [31] learned to shape them into a denser signal. Among these methods, [29] has the closest
similarity to our work. The main differences are that they considered a deterministic reward function,
trained it using meta-gradients, and conducted all their experiments in grid world environments. Be-
yond the aforementioned work, several other methods have studied meta-learning parameterizations
of the inner loop’s objective function that don’t utilize intrinsic rewards [32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 16].

3 Black Box Meta-learning Intrinsic Rewards

This work considers the inner loop learning algorithm f to be a reinforcement learning method.
Instead of using the standard RL objective, in our approach f uses an objective that is partly deter-
mined by a meta-learned neural network. This network is itself trained with RL to maximize the
meta-learning objective. Unlike previous methods that rely on meta-gradients to do so, our approach
avoids the computation of second-order gradients. We achieve this by not modelling explicitly the
influence intrinsic rewards have in the inner loop’s learning procedure; instead, we let the outer
loop treat it as part of the stochasticity involved in its optimization process. As a result, this ap-
proach doesn’t require the ability to compute gradients of the policy’s parameters with respect to the
meta-learned parameters. Due to this considerations we refer to the method as being black box.

We now describe in more detail how we meta-train the intrinsic reward function. We model the
intrinsic reward function as a stochastic agent 77}2"5 (r; | D:t), where D.; encodes all the interaction
in an MDP up to time-step t. We use a LSTM [38] for this purpose. At each step ¢, the LSTM
receives as input the tuple {s;, ar, mg(as | s¢),75,7i_1,74(rf_1 | Dit—1),ds}, where: 7y is the
policy that is being trained, ry is the extrinsic reward received from the environment at time-step ¢
, d; € {0,1} indicates whether t is the start of a new episode, ri_ is the intrinsic reward delivered
at time-step ¢t — 1, and w;(ri’fl | D.4—1) is the probability it was assigned by 7. We train this
network with PPO [39] to maximize a variant of the meta-learning objective defined in equation 1,
modified to add per episode discounting (A.2.2). During meta-training, the network learns to use the
history of interaction with the environment to generate outputs that aid the policy’s learning process
and lead to higher returns at the task it is currently facing. The resulting optimization scheme is
similar to that of RL? [5, 6] but applied to learn a different quantity. The data for meta-training
comes from running multiple inner loops that cover a distribution of training tasks. For a simplified
and high-level overview of the proposed method, refer to the pseudocode in Algorithm 1; further
implementation details are discussed in later sections. We apply the same framework in section 5.2
when learning an advantage function.

As mentioned, a distinguishing characteristic of our approach compared to previous methods is that
it avoids the need to compute second-order gradients by bypassing the explicit modeling of the
effect the meta-learned signal has over the policy’s parameters. We now discuss some advantages
and disadvantages of this black box approach versus the use of meta-gradients. The main potential
drawback is that meta-gradients, by explicitly considering the role intrinsic rewards have in the inner
loop, can provide a lower variance signal for meta-learning. This is discussed in [40] in the context of
meta-learning policy parameters. By comparison, the proposed method benefits from being simpler
because it is framed as a standard RL problem and doesn’t require the calculation of gradients
through an optimization process. Moreover, calculating second-order gradients is computationally
more expensive than computing first-order gradients, making the black box approach favorable in
this regard. Another related advantage is that the method is indifferent to how the inner loop uses
the meta-learned component. In particular, the component can be employed in a non-differentiable
manner to affect the choice of actions, whereas meta-gradient methods cannot be applied in such
situations.



Algorithm 1 Meta-learning Intrinsic Rewards

1: Initialize intrinsic reward agent 7, outer loop critic, and task distribution p(M)

2: while ¢ not converged do

3 Douter loop — @

4:  batch_of tasks < sample tasks from p(M)

5 for each task M? in batch_of _tasks do

6: Initialize policy mp and inner loop critic

7 Diige 0

8 while lifetime not finished do

9 Dinner loop < collect data in M? using 7y

0 Update 7y and inner loop critic with Diyper 100p as in PPO, replacing environment rewards
with intrinsic rewards from Ty

11: Diite < Diite U Dinner loop

12: end while

13: Douter loop < Douler loop U Dlife

14:  end for

15:  Update wg and outer loop critic with Doyer100p @s in PPO with respect to the meta-learning

objective (see equation 1)
16: end while

10:

4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Benchmarks

We conduct all our experiments using the MetaWorld benchmarks [41]. These consist of distri-
butions of continuous control tasks where a simulated robotic arm must interact with an object to
achieve a desired configuration. Variations among tasks can be either non parametric (changes in
the class of problem, e.g., opening a window, closing a drawer) or parametric (changes in the goal
position or initial position within the same class of problem):

* ML1 benchmarks operate within a single problem class and contain 50 randomly sampled
parametric variations for training and another 50 for evaluation.

e ML10 benchmark consists of a set of 10 classes of problems for training and 5 different
ones for evaluation. For each class, 50 sampled parametric variations are considered.

All tasks share the same 39-dimensional observation space and 4-dimensional action space. Cru-
cially, the agent lacks knowledge of both the task class and the goal position; it must infer these from
interaction. All episodes are 500 steps long without the possibility of early termination (even if the
task is completed). Further details of the utilized benchmarks can be found in the supplementary
material A.1.

Availability of Rewards: It is often easier and more practical to define desired behaviour through
sparse rewards (e.g., positive signal upon completion of an objective). However, the absence of
frequent rewards makes learning significantly more challenging. This often leads to the manual
design of a shaped reward function, which can be a labor-intensive process and increase the risk of
reward hacking [42]. This work considers a hybrid setting in which there is access to shaped rewards
for the training tasks but access to only sparse rewards during evaluation. In practice, this means
we use shaped rewards in the meta-learning objective optimized in the outer loop, but we don’t
use them as inputs to the meta-learned recurrent network; here, only sparse rewards are considered.
Prior work that operates in this same setting includes [11, 43, 44]. The sparse rewards used are:
—0.2 in the last step of episodes where the agent failed and 1 — ij on steps where
the agent reaches the goal configuration (and has not done so previously within the episode).



4.2 TImplementation Details

Two different neural network architectures were used in this work: an MLP for the policies and
inner loop critics, and an LSTM for the meta-trained networks that output training signals and act
as outer loop critics. A learning rate of 3 x 10~* was used in the inner loop and 5 x 10~° in the
outer loop. We used the Adam optimizer, tanh activations, and orthogonal initialization. The outputs
of the policies and the training signal networks are modeled as Gaussian distributions; the policies
assume zero covariance. During training, each lifetime used only 4000 steps of data for updating
the policy. Each outer loop update used data from 30 inner loops. Further implementation details
can be found in the supplementary material A.2 and in the study’s code repository'.

4.3 Evaluation Methodology

During evaluation, the intrinsic reward function is used deterministically by considering the mean
of the output Gaussian. In some experiments, making the policy deterministic after in-task training
is also found to be beneficial. The metric used for evaluation is the percentage of episodes in which
the agent succeeded (reached a goal configuration).

The values reported for each algorithm in the results section are the average performance obtained
from different instances of the method (each trained from scratch with a different seed) along with
the corresponding standard deviation. For each benchmark, a given seed determines the set of para-
metric variations used. Five seeds were used for methods that utilize extrinsic rewards to train the
policy, and three for those that use a meta-learned signal; larger numbers were not used due to the
high computational demands of meta-RL algorithms and compute constraints.

Furthermore, for each seed, the method’s performance on a given set of tasks (train or test set) was
obtained as the average performance over multiple evaluation runs. This was done by running the
method on each task of the set 10 independent times and averaging the performance across all these
runs. For example, for the ML 10 evaluation set, which has 5 different problem classes, each with 50
parametric variations, a total of 2500 runs were considered to obtain the performance of each seed.
Each run trains a randomly initialized policy on a task for 4000 steps.

S Experimental results

This section presents the main experimental results, divided into two parts. The first part compares
training with meta-learned intrinsic rewards to training with extrinsic rewards. The second part
investigates training a policy with a different parameterization of its loss that uses a meta-learned
advantage function.

5.1 Intrinsic vs Extrinsic Rewards

This set of experiments evaluate whether there is benefit to be gained in making an RL agent train
with learned intrinsic rewards. To this end, we compare the success rate of a PPO agent when
trained with shaped extrinsic rewards, sparse extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic rewards generated by a
meta-learned network (which only has access to the environment’s sparse rewards).

Evaluations are conducted over the ML1-reach, ML1-close-door, and ML1-button-press bench-
marks, allowing only 4000 steps of training. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the results. Both figures
demonstrate substantial improvements when training with an intrinsic reward function. Figure 1
evidences the choice of using an RL algorithm that trains with batches of 4 episodes of data (A.2.1).
It also reflects that making the policy deterministic after training can improve performance in some
environments. Figure 2 shows that there is no decline in performance when moving from tasks in
the training set to tasks in the test set. While this is expected when training with extrinsic rewards
(since no meta-learned component is applied and all tasks are sampled from the same distribution),

! Our implementation is available at: https://github.com/Octavio-Pappalardo/Meta-learning-rewards
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Figure 1: Comparison of the average performance of agents as they interact with tasks from the test
set. The values and their standard deviations (represented by the shaded region) were obtained as
explained in section 4.3. The success rate when training agents using three different types of rewards
is shown: intrinsic (red), shaped extrinsic (blue), and sparse extrinsic(green). Three benchmarks
are considered: ML1-reach, ML1-close-door, and ML1-button-press. The last episode reflects the
performance of the final policy when made deterministic.
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Figure 2: Success rate of agents trained with different rewards on various meta-learning benchmarks,
ML 1-reach, ML1-close-door, and ML1-button-press, after an adaptation period of 4000 steps. The
figure compares the performance when using three different types of rewards: intrinsic (red), shaped
extrinsic (blue), and sparse extrinsic(green). The values were obtained as explained in section 4.3.

the fact that the same behavior occurs when training with intrinsic rewards indicates that the learned
reward network effectively generalizes to unseen environments within the distribution.

As mentioned, training with intrinsic rewards showed significant improvements in performance
compared to using either type of extrinsic rewards. It is worth noting that in this evaluation set-
ting the meta-learned network only has access to the sparse extrinsic rewards, which makes the
gains more notable. Training directly with sparse rewards showed little to no progress. Moreover,
the fact it also outperforms training with shaped extrinsic rewards suggests learning rewards can also
be useful for the design or improvement of reward signals used in standard RL benchmarks [31].
However, the observed benefits do not come without costs. The method using intrinsic rewards lever-
ages a prior meta-learning phase which can be computationally costly and requires having access to
training tasks that share structure with tasks in the test set.

5.2 Intrinsic Rewards vs Learned Advantages

In this section, we consider whether intrinsic rewards are the right component to meta-learn and
we discuss some other options. Focusing on intrinsic rewards is appealing for at least two reasons:
1) as mentioned in section 2, the use of intrinsic rewards is a well-studied topic in RL and has
consistently shown benefits, 2) all standard RL algorithms assume they receive rewards; thus, meta-
learned rewards can be directly integrated into any of them while maintaining their structure.

As discussed in section 2, it is possible to meta-learn several other parameterizations of the RL
objective. In this section, we explore another such parameterization by meta-learning an advantage



function. Instead of learning to assign partial credit to a transition and its preceding transitions,
the network learns to evaluate each transition’s quality independently. This set of experiments also
introduces non-parametric variations among environments. Results are shown in figure 3.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the average performance of meta-learning methods as they interact with a
new task from the training set (top row) and the test set (bottom row). Success rates are shown for
two methods that meta-learned different parameterizations of the loss: using intrinsic rewards (red)
and using advantages (blue). Three benchmarks are considered: ML1-reach, ML 1-button-press, and
ML10. The last episode reflects the performance of the final policy when made deterministic.

Both methods exhibit similar qualitative behaviour. For the considered benchmarks, using the
learned advantage function shows some benefits. These improvements are statistically significant
only for ML1-button-press and for the training tasks of ML10. While both methods show good gen-
eralization when facing parametric variations, they are unable to maintain their performance when
dealing with classes of tasks that differ from those seen during training. Even though updates with
learned intrinsic rewards and advantages still manage to improve randomly initialized policies in the
test tasks of ML10, they lead to considerably lower success rates than those obtained the training
tasks.

We clarify that we refer to the meta-learned component in this section as an advantage function
because of the role its outputs play when computing PPO updates in the inner loop. Compared to
meta-learning rewards, this approach disregards more of the inner algorithm’s structure and is closer
to prior work that meta-learned the entire inner objective. A meta-learned value function can also
be used to directly choose actions; the same meta-learning procedure would work without requiring
any changes because the outer updates make no assumptions about how the network’s outputs are
used in the inner loop. In our work, similar flexibility can be seen in the choice of the inner loop
algorithm. While meta-gradient methods typically use simpler vanilla policy gradient updates in
the inner loop, we employ PPO updates without any added complexity or computational cost to the
outer loop.

Meta-learning to predict the training signal can be complementary to learning other components of
the inner loop. Training signals hold knowledge on the goodness of observed behaviours [29]. Other
components can address different loci of knowledge and provide additional benefits. In particular,
the most popular approach in meta-learning literature is to meta-learn parameters of a policy. In
the supplementary material we show the performance of two such methods when applied to our
experimental setting B.1. One advantage of meta-learning part of the objective function is its appli-
cability to broad distributions of environments and agents. It has also been shown to be adequate



for the many-shot meta RL setting [32, 35]. Determining the optimal combination of components to
meta-learn remains an open problem and is likely dependent on the specific setting.

6 Conclusions

This paper meta-learned a recurrent and stochastic intrinsic reward function in a manner analogous
to how standard reinforcement learning agents are trained. This approach presents an alternative to
using meta-gradients and evolutionary algorithms. The network was trained via interaction with a
distribution of training tasks and later evaluated in unseen environments with sparse rewards. Our
experiments demonstrate that training a policy using the learned reward function can significantly
accelerate learning compared to using extrinsic rewards. The intrinsic reward function demonstrated
effective generalization across parametric task variations, but it struggled when applied to problem
types not seen during meta-learning. Additionally, we also meta-learned an advantage function un-
der the same framework and achieved slightly better results when using it to train a policy. Through-
out the paper, we discussed the benefits and drawbacks of different features of our approach.

Research directions that can stem from this work to provide further insights into the proposed ap-
proach include extending the method to longer lifetimes and broader task distributions and conduct-
ing a quantitative analysis comparing this black box approach to the use of meta-gradients or evolu-
tion strategies. Moreover, this work considered sparse rewards only during evaluation; it would be
beneficial to progress towards settings where only sparse rewards are available during meta-learning
as well. Some straightforward avenues that can lead to better sample efficiency are to learn initial
parameters for the policy instead of using random initialization and to use a network that has access
to future interaction steps within the batch of collected data when generating rewards, rather than a
network that only looks at past data.
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A Appendix Experimental Setup

Section A.1 gives more information on the Meta World benchmarks involved in the study. Section
A.2 provides more details on the algorithms’ implementations.

A.1 Benchmarks

This section gives more information on the utilized benchmarks [41]. They all are from version 2 of
MetaWorld.

Observation and action space: The 4-dimensional action space contains 3 dimensions for the
change in 3D space of the robotic arm’s end-effector plus 1 dimension for the gripper’s normalized
torque. All dimensions are bounded to the range [—1,1]. The 39-dimensional observation space
consists of the 3D Cartesian position of the end-effector, a normalized measurement of how open
the gripper is, the 3D position and quaternion of the first and second object of interest, all this same
information from the previous time step, and finally, the 3D position of the goal. In the benchmarks
we utilized, the 3D position of the goal is zeroed out which forces the agent to learn to recognize
and adapt to the task through interaction. For tasks where there isn’t a second object of interest this
information is also zeroed out.

ML1 benchmarks: The choice of these benchmarks over others in the ML1 category was arbitrary
except for the condition that the agent trained with shaped extrinsic rewards exhibited some progress
during its lifetime.

* ‘ML1 reach’ Reach a goal position. Randomize the goal positions.

* ‘ML1 close door’ Close a door with a revolving joint. Randomize door positions.

* ‘ML1 button press’ Press a button. Randomize button positions

ML10 benchmark:

Training environments

* insert peg side: Insert a peg sideways. Randomize peg and goal positions.
* reach-v2: Reach a goal position. Randomize the goal positions.
* door-open-v2: Open a door with a revolving joint. Randomize door positions.

* basketball-v2: Dunk the basketball into the basket. Randomize basketball and basket posi-
tions.

* open window: Push and open a window. Randomize window positions.

* pick & place: Pick and place a puck to a goal. Randomize puck and goal positions.
* button-press-topdown-v2: Press a button from the top. Randomize button positions.
 push-v2: Push the puck to a goal. Randomize puck and goal positions.

* close drawer: Push and close a drawer. Randomize the drawer positions.

* sweep-v2: Sweep a puck off the table. Randomize puck positions.
Test environments

¢ door-close-v2: Close a door with a revolving joint. Randomize door positions.

* place onto shelf: Pick and place a puck onto a shelf. Randomize puck and shelf positions.
 drawer-open-v2: Open a drawer. Randomize drawer positions.

* sweep into hole: Sweep a puck into a hole. Randomize puck positions.

* pull lever: Pull a lever down 90 degrees. Randomize lever positions.
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A.2 Implementation Details

Section A.2.1 presents tables with the values of different hyperparameters for each method. Their
nomenclature matches that used in the project’s code for easier reproducibility. Then, in section
A.2.2 we give a discussion on the influence of various hyperparameters, and provide some additional
information.

A.2.1 Hyperparameter Tables

PPO agent/ Inner loop

Hyperparameters for the inner loop PPO agent. The hyperparameters are the same for all variations
of training signals: extrinsic shaped rewards, extrinsic sparse rewards, intrinsic learned rewards, and
learned advantages.

Hyperparameter Value
total_timesteps 6000
num_steps 2000
learning rate 3e-4
adam_eps le-5
gamma 0.99
gae True
gae_lambda 0.95
ppo.update_epochs 64
ppo.num_minibatches 16
ppo.normalize_advantage True
ppo.clip_coef 0.2
ppo .entropy_coef 0.0
ppo.valuef_coef 0.5
ppo.clip_grad norm True
ppo.max_grad norm 0.5
ppo.target KL None

Table 1: Table with the hyperparameter configuration used for task adaptation. Valid both for when
the inner PPO agent was runned on its own. as well as when it used meta-learned training signals.
hyperparameters were also the same during meta-training phases.

Learned Intrinsic rewards and Advantage function/ Outer loop

Hyperparameter Value

num_epsiodes_of _validation 4

num_lifetimes_for_validation 60

num_inner_loops_per_update 30

learning rate 5e-5

adam_eps le-5

e_rewards_target_mean 0.0001

meta_gamma 0.9

ae.estimation method ‘bootstrapping skipping
uninfluenced future
rewards’

ae.bootstrapping_lambda 0.85

ae.startingn 2200

ae.numn_step_estimates 6

ae.skip_rate 300

rnn_input_size 32

rnn_type 1stm
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Hyperparameter Value

rnn hidden_state_size 128

initial_std Intrinsic r.=0.2
Advantages=1.0

ppo.k 400

ppo.update_epochs 12

ppo.num minibatches 70”7 ~ (n‘"“ i““;;ol."k"l’ steps )

ppo.normalize_advantage True

ppo.clip_coef 0.2

ppo.entropy_coef 0.0005 Intr.r.ML1=0.003

ppo.valuef_coef 0.5

ppo.clip_grad_norm True

ppo.max_grad_norm 0.5

ppo.target KL 0.01

Table 2: Hyperparameter configuration for training and evaluating the meta-agents that output in-
trinsic rewards and advantages.

A.2.2 Hyperparameter Explanations and Further Implementation Details

Architectures: For the policy and critic we used a (64,64) MLP architecture. For the meta-learned
networks we used an LSTM with a hidden dimension of 128. Prior to going into the LSTM, the
current step’s input is processed by two linear (plus activation) layers (128,32), at which all 1 di-
mensional inputs were concatenated. The LSTM hidden states were processed by a (512) layer for
the outer loop critic, a (128) layer for the gaussian distribution standard deviation, and (128,128)
layers with a final arctan activation for its mean. All other activations were tanh. When using
the learned advantage function the critic was omitted from the inner loop. All algorithms where
implemented in PyTorch.

Hyperparameter details: Several of the hyperparameters showed in section A.2.1 are standard in
deep RL literature. This section briefly describes those whose influence may be less clear.

* total_timesteps refers to the total number of steps collected in inner loops. The length of
lifetimes. num_steps is the batch size used for PPO updates. Two updates are done during
an inner loop.

* num_epsiodes_of_validation and num_lifetimes_for_validation control how many of the last
lifetimes and episodes whithin them are used to validate performance during training.
Meta-learning took place until no appreciable performance improvement was observed for
at least 200 outer loop updates.

* Throughout meta-training, extrinsic rewards obtained in each inner loop were normalized
to keep their average value around e_rewards_target_mean. This normalization was done
at the level of each environment class. In the ML10 benchmark training, independent
averages of extrinsic rewards for each of the 10 problem classes were maintained. This
normalization ensures that the meta agent’s training signals (extrinsic rewards) stay within
the same range during training and assigns similar importance to improvements across
different environment classes.

* Hyperparameters starting with ae and meta_gamma control which variant of Objective 1
is used and how advantages are estimated for outer loop updates. The most conceptu-
ally important are ae.estimation_method and meta_gamma. ae.estimation_method controls
whether discounts are applied at the episode or step level and which method is used for
estimating advantages. Specifically, ‘bootstrapping skipping uninfluenced future rewards’
uses episode-wise discounts and estimates advantages with an exponential combination of
n-step estimates. This method ignores all extrinsic rewards received by the agent until the
generated training signal is used for an update. meta_gamma indicates the value of the
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discount factor used for outer loop learning (no matter if this is for step-wise or episodic
discounting).

* initial_std controls the initial standard deviation of training signals when meta-training.

* Hyperparameters starting with ppo for meta-learning have similar but not identical to the
standard PPO hyperparameters. PPO updates for the outer loops use truncated backprop-
agation. Specifically, ppo.k controls the number of steps before gradient propagation is
truncated. ppo.num_minibatches controls the number of processed k-length sequences be-
fore a gradient step is taken. The value ”0” in the tables indicates a gradient step is taken
for each num_inner_loops k-length sequences.

» Hyperparameters whose values were not mentioned in the tables took the default value
assigned in Pytorch.

Some of the values that we found to impact performance the most are: initial_std, entropy_coef ,
e_rewards_target_mean, num_inner_loops_per_update and learning rates. Ray was used to run the
different inner loops corresponding to an outer loop update in parallel across different processes.

B Appendix Experimental Results

B.1 Meta-learned Policy Parameters

In this section we show results for two popular meta-learning algorithms whose focus is on learning
policy parameters, MAML (its first order version) [8] which meta-learns the initial parameters of a
policy and RL? [5, 6] which meta-learns a recurrent policy that conditions on all past data. They
are applied in the same setting described in section 4. Results can be found in figure 4. It stands out
that directly meta-learning policy parameters can lead to informed behaviour from the start of the
interaction. MAML showed the best performance of the two methods. Furthermore it attained some
generalization when facing non parametric variations. Both methods still have space for improve-
ment and they weren’t able to make use of data collected through interaction across episodes to adapt
their behaviour (except for MAML in ML 1-reach). Further information on their implementation can
be found on the work’s code repository.
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of different methods that meta-learn policy parameters as they
interact with tasks from the training (top row) and test set (bottom row). The values and their
standard deviations (represented by the shaded region) were obtained as explained in section 4.3.
The success rate for RL? (green) and MAML (blue) in benchmarks ML1-reach, ML1-button-press
and ML10 are shown.
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