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Abstract

Online learning methods, like the online gradient algorithm (OGA)
and exponentially weighted aggregation (EWA), often depend on tuning
parameters that are difficult to set in practice. We consider an online
meta-learning scenario, and we propose a meta-strategy to learn these
parameters from past tasks. Our strategy is based on the minimization
of a regret bound. It allows to learn the initialization and the step size
in OGA with guarantees. It also allows to learn the prior or the learning
rate in EWA. We provide a regret analysis of the strategy. It allows to
identify settings where meta-learning indeed improves on learning each
task in isolation.

1 Introduction

In many applications of modern supervised learning, such as medical imaging or
robotics, a large number of tasks is available but many of them are associated
with a small amount of data. With few datapoints per task, learning them
in isolation would give poor results. In this paper, we consider the problem
of learning from a (large) sequence of regression or classification tasks with
small sample size. By exploiting their similarities we seek to design algorithms
that can utilize previous experience to rapidly learn new skills or adapt to new
environments.

Inspired by human ingenuity in solving new problems by leveraging prior
experience, meta-learning is a subfield of machine learning whose goal is to
automatically adapt a learning mechanism from past experiences to rapidly learn
new tasks with little available data. Since it "learns the learning mechanism" it
is also referred to as learning-to-learn [39]. It is seen as a critical problem for the
future of machine learning [I1]. Numerous formulations exist for meta-learning
and we focus on the problem of online meta-learning where the tasks arrive one
at a time and the goal is to efficiently transfer information from the previous
tasks to the new ones such that we learn the new tasks as efficiently as possible
(this has also been refered to as lifelong learning). Each task is in turn processed
online. To sum up, we have a stream of tasks and for each task a stream of
observations.

In order to solve online tasks, diverse well-established strategies exist: per-
ceptron, online gradient algorithm, online mirror descent, follow-the-regularized-
leader, exponentially weighted aggregation (also refered to as generalized Bayes



etc. We refer the reader to [9] 37, [19], BI] for introductions to these algorithms
and to so-called regret bounds, that control their generalization errors. We refer
to these algorithms as the within-task strategies. The big challenge is to design
a meta-strategy that uses past experiences to adapt a within-task strategy to
perform better on the next tasks.

In this paper we propose a new meta-learning strategy. The main idea
to learn the tuning parameters is to minimize its regret bound. We provide
a meta-regret analysis for our strategy. We illustrate our results in the case
where the within-task strategy is the online gradient algorithm (OGA), and
exponentially weighted aggregation (EWA). In the case of OGA, the tuning
parameters considered are the initialization and the gradient step. For EWA,
we consider either the learning rate, or the prior. In each case, we compare the
regret incurred when learning the tasks in isolation to our meta-regret bound.
This allows to identify settings where meta-learning indeed improves on learning
in isolation.

1.1 Related works

Meta-learning is similar to multitask learning [27), 34, [40] in the sense that the
learner faces many tasks to solve. However, in multitask learning, the learner
is given a fixed number of tasks, and can learn the connections between these
tasks. In meta-learning, the learner must prepare to face future tasks that are
not given yet.

Meta-learning is often refered to as learning-to-learn or lifelong learning.
[3] proposed the following distinction: “learning-to-learn” for situations where
the tasks are presented simultaneously, and “lifelong learning” for situations
where they are presented sequentially. Following this terminology, learning-to-
learn algorithms were proposed very early in the literature, with generalization
guarantees |7, 33, 28] 4, 35] 20].

On the other hand, in the lifelong learning scenario, until recently, algorithms
were proposed without generalization guarantees [36, [5]. A theoretical study
was proposed by [3], but the strategies in this paper are not feasible in practice.
This problem was improved recently [12 6] 13} 18] 4T, 17, 15 23]. In a similar
context, in [I4], the authors propose an efficient strategy to learn the starting
point of OGA. However, an application of this strategy to learning the step size
do not show any improvement over learning in isolation [29]. The closest work
to this paper is [21] in which they also suggest a regret bound minimization
strategy. This paper indeed provides a meta-regret bound for learning both
the initialization and the gradient step. Note however that this paper remains
specific to OGA while our work can be potentially applied to any online learning
algorithm. Indeed, we provide another example: the generalized Bayesian
algorithm EWA for which we learn the prior, or the learning rate. To learn
the prior is new in the online setting, up to our knowledge. It can be related to
works in the batch setting [33], 4], 85] [20], but the improvement with respect to
learning in isolation is not quantified in these works.

Finally, it is important to note that we focus on the case where the number
of tasks T is large, while the sample size n and algorithmic complexity of each
task is moderately small. When each task is extremely complex, for example
training a deep neural network on a huge dataset, our procedure (as well as the
ones discussed above) will become too expansive. Alternative approaches were



proposed, based on optimization via multi-armed bandits [24] [38].

1.2 Organization of the paper

In Section 2] we introduce the formalism of meta-learning and the notations that
will be used throughout the paper. In Section [3] we introduce our meta-learning
strategy, and its theoretical analysis. In Section [ we provide the details of
our method in the case of meta-learning the initialization and the step size
in the online gradient algorithm. Based on our theoretical results, we also
explicit situations where meta-learning indeed improves on learning the tasks
independently. This is confirmed by experiments reported in this section. In
Section [5] we provide the details of our method when the algorithm used within
tasks is a pseudo-Bayesian algorithm: EWA. We show how our meta-strategy
can be used to tune the learning rate, we also discuss how it can be used to learn
priors. The proofs of the main results are given in Section [6]

2 Notations and preliminaries

By convention, vectors v € R? are seen as d x 1 matrices (columns). Let ||v||
denote the Euclidean norm of v. Let A7 denote the transpose of any d x k matrix
A. For two real numbers a and b, let a V b = max(a,b) and a A b = min(a,b).
For z € R, z; is its positive part zy = 2z V 0.

The learner has to solve tasks ¢ = 1,...,7T sequentially. Each task ¢ consists in
nrounds ¢ =1,...,n. At each round 7 of task ¢, the learner has to take a decision
0;; in a decision space © C R? for some d > 0. Then, a convex loss function
¢+ © — R is revealed to the learner, who incurs the loss ¢;;(6;,;). Classical
examples with © C R? include regression tasks, where £, ;(0) = (y;.; — inG)Q for
some z;; € R? and y;; € R. For classification tasks, £ ;(0) = (1 — y¢i2{,0) for
some z;; € RY, y,; € {—1,+1}.

Throughout the paper, we will assume that the learner uses for each task
an online decision strategy called within-task strategy, parametrized by a tuning
parameter A\ € A where A is a closed, convex subset of R? for some p > 0.
Example of such strategies include the online gradient algorithm (OGA), given
by 6:; = 0ri—1 — YV i(6::—1). In this case, the tuning parameters are the
initialization, or starting point, 6, ; = ¥ and the learning rate, or step size, v.
That is, A = (9,7), so p = d + 1. The parameter A is kept fixed during the
whole task. It is of course possible to use the same parameter A in all the tasks.
However, we will be interested here in defining meta-strategies that will allow to
improve A task after task, based on the information available so far. In Section [3]
we will define such strategies. For now, let \; denote the tuning parameter used
by the learner all along task ¢. Figure [I] provides a recap of all the notations.

Let 9;\71- denote the decision at round ¢ of task ¢ when the online strategy is
used with parameter A\. We will assume that a regret bound is available for the
within-task strategy. By this, we mean that there is a set ©g C © of parameters
of interest, and that the learner knows a function 5,, : © x A — R such that, for
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Figure 1: The dynamics of meta-learning.

any task ¢, for any A\ € A,

thl na) < o {sz (0 )\)} (2.1)

=:L(N)

For OGA, regret bounds can be found for example in [37, 19] (in this case,
Og = 0). Other examples include exponentially weighted aggregation (EWA,
bounds in [9], here ©g is a finite set of predictors and while decisions © are
probability distributions on ). More examples will be discussed in the paper.
The quantity B, (6, A) is usually refered to as “the regret”. We will call £;()) the
“meta-loss”: it will be the criterion minimized by our meta-strategy.

The simplest meta-strategy is learning in isolation. That is, we keep Ay =
Ao € A for all the tasks. The total loss after task T is then given by:

n

Z D 6a(679) < Z Li(No). (2.2)

t=1 i=1

However, when the learner uses a meta-strategy to improve the tuning parameter
at the end of each task, the total loss is given by ZtT:l PO A0 ). We will
in this paper investigate strategies with meta-regret bounds, that is, bounds of

the form
ZZEH ) < inf {Zﬁt )+ Cr( )} (2.3)

t=1 i=1

Of course, such bounds will be relevant only if the right-hand side of (2.3) is
not larger than the right hand side of (2.2]), and is significantly smaller in some
favorable settings. We show when this is the case in Section [d]

3 Meta-learning algorithms

In this section, we provide two meta-strategies to update A at the end of each task.
The first one is feasible only in the special case where we have an explicit formula
for the (sub-)gradient of each £:(\). In Section |4} we provide an example where
this is the case. The second meta-strategy can be used without this assumption.
In both cases, we provide a regret bound as , under the following condition.

Assumption 3.1. Foranyt € {1,...,T}, the function A — L;(\) is L-Lipschitz
and convez.



3.1 Special case: the gradient of the meta-loss is available
in closed form

As each L; is convex, its subdifferential at each point of A is non-empty. For
the sake of simplicity, we will use the notation A — VL;(\) in the following
formulas to denote any element of its subdifferential at A\. We define the online
gradient meta-strategy (OGMS) with step o > 0 and starting point A; € A: for
any t > 1,

)\t = HA[}\t,1 - aVEt,1()\t,1)] (31)

where IT) denotes the orthogonal projection on A.

3.2 The general case

We now cover the general case, where a formula for the gradient of £;(\) might
not be available. We propose the online proximal meta-strategy (OPMS) with
step a > 0 and starting point A\; € A, defined by:

_ , 1A = A
Ay = argmin§ L, 1(\) + . (3.2)
AEA 2a

Using classical notations, e.g [32], we can rewrite this definition with the proximal
operator (hence the name of the method). Indeed A\; = prox,,, ,(A;—1) where
prox is the proximal operator given by, for any x € A and any convex function
f:A—R,
_ aremi lz = A2
prox;(z) = argmin ¢ f(\) + . (3.3)
XeA 2

This strategy is feasible in practice in the regime we are interested in, that
is, when n is small or moderately large, and 7" — oco. The learner has to store
all the losses of the current task f4—11,...,¢:—1,. At the end of the task, the
learner can use any convex optimization algorithm to minimize, with respect to
(0,)) € © x A, the function

1A = A

o (3.4)

Z i(0) + Ba(6,)) +
We can use a (projected) gradient descent on Fy or its accelerated variants [30].

3.3 Regret analysis

Proposition 3.1. Under Assumption[3.1], using either OGMS or OPMS with
step a > 0 and starting point Ay € A leads to

2 _ 2
Zzgtl < 1nf {Zﬁt OéTL + ”A 221“ } (35)

t=1 i=1

The proof can be found in Section [6]



4 Example: learning the tuning parameters of
online gradient descent

In all this section, we work under the following condition.
Assumption 4.1. For any (t,i) € {1,...,T} x {1,...,n}, the function ¢, ; is
I'-Lipschitz and conver.

4.1 Explicit meta-regret bound

We study the situation where the learner uses (projected) OGA as a within-task
strategy, that is © = {# € R?: ||0|| < C} and, for any i > 1,

O =e[0:i—1 — YVl (0:i-1)] (4.1)

With such a strategy, we already mentioned that A = (d,7) € A C © x Ry
contains an initialization and a step size. An application of the results in Chapter
11 in [9] gives B, (0,\) = B (0, (9,7)) = *n/2 + |0 — 9||*/(27). So

Li((?0,7)) = inf {zn:&,i(o)+71;2"+ ”9_1“2}. (4.2)

lel<c 2y

1=
It is quite direct to check Assumption (3.1)). We summarize this in the following
proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Under Assumption[].1], assume that the learner uses OGA
as an inner algorithm. Assume A = {9 € R?: ||9]| < C} x [v,4] for some C >0
and 0 <y <73 < oo. Then Assumption is satisfied with

n2l4 402 ACH
L._\/ e (4.3)

So, when the learner uses one of the meta-strategies OGMS or OPMS, we
can apply Proposition [3.1] respectively. This leads to the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Under the assumptions of Proposz'tz'on with v = 1/n? for
some >0 and ¥ = C?, when the learner uses either OGMS or OPMS with

a_g 44 C?
L T

(where L is given by (4.3])), we have:

T n T n
) STRCIENETIR )9 LA TS

t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1

(4.4)

+C(8,1,0) [nmﬁ\/f + (nl—ﬂ + o(ﬁ)ﬁ) T

} (4.5)

where C(B,T,C) > 0 depends only on (5,T',C) and where:

o(67) = %Z .

T
t=1

1 T
et—fzges




Let us compare this result with learning in isolation. For a 7 in 1/y/n, OGA
leads to a regret in \/n. After T tasks, learning in isolation thus leads to a regret
in Ty/n. Our strategies with 8 = 1 lead to a regret in

n*VT + (14 o(07)v/n) T. (4.7)

The term n2v/T is the price to pay for meta-learning. In the regime we are
interested in (small n, large T'), it is smaller than T/n. Consider the leading
term. In the worst case, it is also in T'\/n. However, when there are good
predictors 6y, ...,07 for tasks 1,...,T respectively such that o(#7) is small,
we see the improvement with respect to learning in isolation. The extreme
case is when there is a good predictor #* that predicts well for all the tasks.
In this case, the regret with respect to 6 = --- = 0p = 0* is in n2VT + T,
which improves significantly on learning in isolation. Note however than, using
a different meta-strategy, specifically designed for OGA, [2I] obtain a better
dependence on T when o(01) = 0.

Let us now discuss the implementation of our meta-stategy. We first remark
that under the quadratic loss, it is possible to derive a formula for £;, which
allows to use OGMS. We then discuss OPMS for the general case.

4.2 Special case: quadratic loss

First, consider ¢, ; = (yt,i—xfi9)2 for some y;; € Rand z; € R¢. Assumption
is satisfied if we assume moreover that all the |y, ;| < ¢ and |z, < b, wit
I' = 2bc + 2b%C. In this case,

_ ~  rge, P 09

i=1

Define V; = (yi1,.--,Ytn)’ and X; = (241]...]|24n)T. The minimizer of
Yoy (e — x1,0)* + 110 — 9[?/(27y) with respect to 6 is known as the ridge
regression estimator:

I\*! )
i T T
0, = (Xt X+ 27) (Xt Y + 27> . (4.9)

It also coincides with the minimizer in the right-hand-side of on the
condition that [|6;|] < C. In this case, by pluging 6; in ([@.8), we have a close
form formula for £:((9,7)), and an explicit (but cumbersome) formula for its
gradient. It is thus possible to use the OGMS strategy to update A\ = (¢,7).

4.3 The general case
In the general case, denote \;—1 = (%1—1,7:—1), then Ay = (¥4, ;) is obtained by

minimizing

I2n
2

0 —9? Y — 912 —y-1)?
0= 9= 9l + (= )
2y 2a

Ft(o’ (?9’7)) = Zét,z(a) +

(4.10)
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Figure 2: Performance of learning in isolation with OGA (I-OGA), OPMS to
learn the initialization (mean-OPMS) and OPMS to learn the initialization
and step size (OPMS). We report the average end-of-task MSE losses at the
end of each task, for different values of the task-similarity index r € {0, 5,10, 30}.
The results are averaged over 50 independent runs to get confidence intervals.

with respect to 6,19,~. Any efficient minimization procedure can be used. In our
experiments, we used a projected gradient descent, the gradient being given by:

OF, & 6—19

a9~ 2 V0= (11
BFt 9 —0 ¥ — ﬁtfl

— = 4.12
o) ol + a (4.12)
OF, T2n  |0-9]> ~v—y_1

—_—= — — . 4.1
Oy 2 22 * ! (4.13)

Note that even though we do not stricto sensu obtain the minimizer of F}, we
can get arbitrarily close to it by taking a large enough number of steps. The
main difference between this algorithm and the strategy suggested in [21] is that
it is obtained by applying the general proximal update introduced in Equation
while they decoupled the update for the initialization step and the learning
rate.

4.4 Experimental study

In this section we compare on simulated data the numerical performance of
OPMS w.r.t learning the task in isolation with online gradient descent (I-OGA).
To measure the impact of learning the gradient step 7y, we also introduce mean-
OPMS that uses the same strategy as OPMS but only learns the starting point
9 (it is thus close to [I4]). We present the results for regression tasks with the
mean-squared-error loss, and then for classification with the hinge loss. The
notebooks of the experiments can be found online: https://dimitri-meunier,
github.io/|

Synthetic Regression. At each round ¢t =1,...,T, the meta learner receives
sequentially a regression task that corresponds to a dataset (¢, yt,i)i=1,...n
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generated as y; ; = xz:igt + €tiy 7 € R%. The noise is ¢,; ~ U([—0?,52]), the
inputs are uniformly sampled on the (d — 1)-unit sphere S%~! and 6; = ru + 6y,
ur~U (S, 0 € R, r € Ry. We take d =20, n =30, T = 200, 02 = 0.5 and
0o with all components equal to 5. In this setting, 6 is a common bias between
the tasks, o2 is the inter-task variance and r characterizes the tasks similarity.
We experiment with different values of » € {0,5,10,30} to observe the impact
of task similarity on the meta-learning process. The smaller r, the closer are
the tasks and for the extreme case of » = 0 the tasks are identical. We draw
attention to the fact that a cross-validation procedure to select v or A is not valid
in the online setting as it would require to know several tasks in advance for the
former and several datapoints in advance for each task for the latter. Moreover,
the theoretical values are based on worst-case analysis and lead in practice to
slow learning. In practice, to set these values to the correct order of magnitude
without adjusting the constants led to better results. So, for mean-OPMS and
OPMS we set a = 1/y/T, for OPMS and -OGA we set A = 1/y/n. Instead of
cross-validation, one can launch several online learners in parallel with different
parameters values to pick the best one (or aggregate them). That is the strategy
we use to select I' for OPMS. Note that the exact value of ' is usually unkown
in practice; its automatic calibration is an important open question. To solve
, after each task we use the exact solution for mean-OPMS and projected
Newton descent with 10 steps for OPMS. We observed that not reaching the
exact solution of does not harm the performance of the algorithm and
10 steps are sufficient to reach convergence. The results are displayed in Table
and Figure 2] On Figure [2] for each task t = 1,...,T, we report the average
end-of-task loss MSE;, = > | €;;(0,n)/n averaged over 50 independent runs
(with their confidence intervals). Table 1| reports M SE; averaged over the 100
last tasks. The results confirms our theoretical findings: learning v can bring a
substantial benefit over just learning the starting point, which in turn brings
a considerable benefit with respect to learning the tasks in isolation. Learning
the gradient step makes the meta-learner more robust to task dissimilarities (i.e.
when r increases) as shown in Figure 2| In the regime where r is low, learning
the gradient step does not help the meta-learner as it takes more steps to reach
convergence. Overall both meta learners are consistently better than learning
the task in isolation since the number of observation per task is low.

r=0 r=5 r=10 r=30

I-OGA 6.24 644 7.06 13.60
mean OPMS 0.05 0.27 0.93 7.93
OPMS 0.07 0.15 049 3.72

Table 1: Average end-of-task MSE of the 100 last tasks (averaged over 50
independent runs).

Synthetic Classification. At each round ¢ = 1,...,T, the meta learner
receives sequentially a binary classification task with the Hinge loss that corre-
sponds to a dataset (i, y¢i)i=1,... n- The binary labels {—1,1} are generated as
a logistic model P(y = 1) = (1 + exp(—2'0;))~1. The task parameters 6, and the
inputs are generated like in the regression setting. To add some noise we shuffle



10% of the labels. We take d = 10, n = 100, T' = 500, » = 2. For mean-OPMS
and OPMS we set a = 1/+/T, for OPMS and I-OGA we set A = 1/y/n. For the
optimisation of F} with both OPMS and mean-OPMS we use a projected
gradient descent with 50 steps.

On Figure [3] for each task t = 1,...,T, we report the regret on the end-
of-task losses: R(t) = L 22:1 S Cki(Ok.n), averaged over 10 independent
runs (with their confidence intervals). As the for regression setting, the results
confirm our theoretical findings: by learning v (OPMS) we reach a better overall
performance than just learning the initialization (mean-OPMS) and both a
substantially stronger than independent task learning (I-OGA). Let us note that
in the classification regime there is no known closed formed expression for the
meta-gradient, therefore OGMS cannot be used.

Figure 3: Performance of learning in isolation with OGA (I-OGA), OPMS to
learn the initialization (mean-OPMS) and OPMS to learn the initialization
and step size (OPMS) on a sequence of classification tasks with the Hinge loss.
We report the meta-regret of the Hinge loss. The results are averaged over 10
independent runs (dataset generation) to get confidence intervals.

—— Mean OPMS
PMS
— LoGA

5 Second example: learning the prior or the learn-
ing rate in exponentially weighted aggregation

In this section, we will study a generalized Bayesian method, exponentially
weighted aggregation (EWA). Consider a finite set ©g = {61,...,0y} C RY.
EWA depends on a prior distribution 7 on Og, and on a learning rate n > 0,
and returns a decision in © = conv(fy,...,60) the convex enveloppe of ©g. In
all this section, we work under the following condition.

Assumption 5.1. There is a B € RY. such that for any (t,i) € {1,...,T} x
{1,...,n}, the function ¢, ; is © — [0, B] and convez.

We will sometimes use a stronger assumption.

Assumption 5.2. There is a C € R such that for any (t,i) € {1,...,T} x
{1,...,n}, the function 6 — exp(—£;;(8)/C) is concave.

Examples of situation where Assumption is satisfied are provided in [9].
Note that Assumption [5.2] implies Assumption [5.1]

10



5.1 Reminder on EWA
The update in EWA is given by:

Oi= > pri(6)0 (5.1)

[USISH)
where p; ; are weights defined by
exp [ =0 Y27 £1,4(0)| w(6)
Y sce, X [~n 54 1 (9)] 7(0)

The strategy is studied in detail in [9]. We refer the reader to [I] and the
references therein for connections to Bayesian inference. We remind the following
regret bounds from [9]. First, under Assumption

B2 log%
Zﬁtz (0r4) < Henrt lZﬂm — + W)] ) (5.3)

= Ui

pei(0) = (5.2)

Moreover, under the stronger Assumption [5.2]

4 (0 ;) < min
Ztl t7. FErN

Zzz“ ) 4+ Clog (19)] (5.4)

In Subsection we work in the general setting (Assumption [5.1]), and we
use our meta-strategy OPMS or OGMS to learn 7. In Subsection [5.3] we use
OPMS or OGMS to learn 7 under Assumption [5.2]

5.2 Learning the rate 7

Consider the uniform prior 7(6) = 1/M for any 6 € ©y. Then, the regret
bound (j5.3) becomes:

B%2 logM
Zﬁm 0:4) < mln thl nn + 0%7 (5.5)

and it is then possible to optimize it explicitly with respect to . The value
minimizing the bound is 7 = (2/B)+/21og(M)/n and the regret bound becomes:

- L — nlog M
Z;ft,i((?m) < min 2%(9) + B 5 (5.6)

In practice, however, while it is often reasonnable to assume that the loss
function is bounded (as in Assumption, very often, one does not know a tight
upper bound. Thus, one may use a constant B that satisfies Assumption
but that is far too large. Even though one does not know a better upper bound
than B, one would like a regret bound that depends on the tightest possible
upper bound.

In the meta-learning framework, define:

Z ét 1 nn maXﬁE@u é<1,<n Et 1,(19)]2 + lOgnj\4 (57)

= min
96@0

11



for n € A = [1/n,1]. It is immediate to prove that this function is convex
and L-Lipschitz with L = n?log(M) + nB?/8. So Assumption is satisfied,
allowing to use the OPMS or OGMS strategy without having to know a tight
upper bound on the losses. Note that in this context, the OGMS strategy is
given by:

o 1<icnlii(  log M
N

! V
m=—
n 8 M

Theorem 5.1. Under Assumption using OGMS or OPMS on L(n) as
in[5.7 with m = 1, L = n*log(M) + nB?/8 and

ozl /2 (5.8)

we have

ZZ&Z tz <Z§25})Z€“ 0) + T nl%(]\/[)

t=1 i=1

b*T nB?
—&-Tlog(M)—i—?—l— n logM+T V2T (5.9)

where
= y . .1
b= cop ax . [0(®) (5.10)
When learning in isolation with ng = (2/B)+/2log(M)/n, the meta-regret is
in BT'y/nlog(M)/2. On the other hand, meta-learning leads to a meta-regret in
bT'\/nlog(M)/2 4+ n?log M/2T + o(T/n + n?V/T). In other words, we replace

the potentially loose upper bound B by the tightest possible bound b, at the
cost of an additional n?log M+/2T term. Here again, when T is large enough
with respect to n, this term is negligible.

5.3 Learning the prior =

Under Assumption we have the regret bound in (5.4). Without any informa-
tion on Oy, it seems natural to use the uniform prior 7 on ©¢ = {61,...,0n},
which leads to

Zﬂm 04) < mm Zﬁm )+ Clog M. (5.11)

If some additional information was available, like for example: “the best 6 is
always either 6; or 65”7, one would rather chose the uniform prior on {6,605},
and obtain the bound:

Zet,i(om-) < Gnelgt ;zm(e) + C'log 2. (5.12)

Unfortunately, such an information is generally not available. However, in the
context of meta-learning, we can take advantage of the previous tasks to learn
such an information.

12



Thus, let us define, for any task ¢,

0 = agérgjn;&,i(ﬁ) (5.13)
and .
Li(m) = poin ;zm(a) + Clog w(la) (5.14)
for m = (m(61),...,m(0x)) € A with
M 1
A:{xe(R+)M: hz_:lxhzlandxhzm}. (5.15)

It is direct to check that L£; is convex and L-Lipschitz with L = 2C'M on A, this
allows to use OPMS (or OGMS).

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumption using OPMS on L(n) as in with
m = Q1/M,...,1/M), L =2CM and

1
o= —:
20M~T

define I'* = {07,...,0%.} where each 0} is as in (5.13) and m* = card(I*). We
have

(5.16)

T n T n
SN 0075 <D0 i(07) + CTlog(2m*) + 2CMVT. (5.17)
t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1

When learning in isolation with a uniform prior, the meta-regret is in
TC'log(M). On the other hand, if m™* is small, meta-learning leads to a meta-
regret in C'T'log(2m*) + 2CM+/2T. For T large enough, this is an important
improvement.

5.4 Discussion on the continuous case

Let us now discuss the possibility of meta-learning for generalized Bayesian
methods when O is no longer a finite set. There is a general formula for EWA,
given by
i—1
pt,i(df) = argmin ¢ Eg, ZEM-(G) + Klp.m) (5.18)
p =1 n

where the minimum is taken over all probability distributions absolutely con-
tinuous with 7, 7 is a prior distribution, n > 0 a learning rate and K the
Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL). Meta-learning for such an update rule is
proven in [3] 26] but usually does not lead to feasible strategies. Online varia-
tional inference 25, [I0] consists in replacing the minimization on the set of all
probability distributions by minimization in a smaller set in order to define a
feasible approximation of p; ;. For example, let (¢,)uenm be a parametric family
of probability distributions, we define:

i—1

pit,i = argmin § Egg, th,j(ﬂ) +
neM

K(gp, )

p (5.19)

j=1
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It is discussed in [I6] that generally, when p is a location-scale parameter and
ly; is T-Lipschitz and convex, then £, ;(11) := Eg~q, [¢1,;(0)] is 2T-Lipschitz and
convex. In this case, under the assumption that (g, 7) is a-strongly convex in
i, a regret bound for such strategies was derived in [I0]:

- . - n4l%n  K(gy, )
;Eewqmﬂ_ [00.:(0)] < MlélAfA {EML [Zetﬂ-(a)l + + ;; . (5.20)

: «
=1

A complete study of meta-learning of the rate n > 0 and of the prior 7 in this
context is an important objective (possibly, with a restriction that = € {q,, €
M?}). However, this raises many problems. For example, the KL divergence
K(qu, qu) is not always convex with respect to the parameter p’. In this case it
might help to replace it by a convex relaxation that would allow to use OGMS
or OPMS. This relates to [22] 2] who advocate to go beyond the KL divergence
in (5.18)), see also [I] and the references therein. This will be the object of future
works.

6 Proofs

We start with a preliminary lemma that will be used in the proof of Proposi-

tion B.11

Lemma 6.1. Let a,b, c be three vectors in RP. Then:

_ lla—clf* = fla—bJ* = [Ib—c|*

(=07 (-0) -

(6.1)
Proof: expand |la — c||? = ||a||* + ||c||* — 2a”¢ in the r.h.s, as well as ||a — b||?
and ||b — c||?. Then simplify. [J

We now prove separately Proposition for the general PGMS strategy, and
then for OGMS.
Proof of Proposition[3-1] for OPMS: note that up to our knowledge, regret bounds
for online updates based on the proximal operator were first studied in Exercice
11.3 in [9]. We here provide a detailed proof in our particular setting. Note
that better bounds were recently proven in [§], where the order of the bound is
improved under stronger assumptions.

First, \; is defined as the minimizer of a convex function in . So, the
subdifferential of this function at \; contains 0. In other words, there is a
zt € OLs—1(A¢) such that

At—1— A\t
=0 7, 2
<t o (6.2)
By convexity, for any A, for any z € 9L;_1(\r),
Lia(N) > Lia(M) + (= )z (6.3)
The choice z = z; gives:
A=) T (N1 — A
Loa(N) 2 Loa(n) + QM iz ZA) (6.4)

(67
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that is,

Lo O) < Lo () + AT AT = At)

a
_ A= X [? = A= Aell? A = Aea ||
= LN+ 2a 2a
_ A=At = A= Al fle)?
= £t71()‘) + 2% (0% B (65)
where we used Lemma Then, note that
Li-1(Ai-1) = Li—1 (M) + [Lo—1(Me—1) = Li—1(Ae)]
S Li1(Ae) F [ hem1 — M| L
< Lioa(Me) + affz] L. (6.6)

Combine this inequality with (6.5]) gives

A AP = A A

2
P 2
ta (||zt||L - ';”) 67

Li_1(M—1) £ Li—1(N)

Now, for any x € R, —22/2 + 2L — L?/2 < 0. In particular, ||z L — ||z]]*/2 <
L?/2 and so the above can be rewritten:

A=D1 ]2 = IA = A2 L?
L D=l - A= AP el

_1(—1) < L1 (N .
Li—1(Ae—1) < Li-1(N) % 5 (6.8)
Summing the inequality for t = 2 to 7'+ 1 leads to:
T T
1A= Ml = A= Arga]]? | oTL?
M) < A . .
D L) <Y LN+ o + = (6.9)

t=1 t=1

This ends the proof. (0
Proof of Proposition for OGMS: the beginning of the proof follows the proof
of Theorem 11.1 in [9].

Note that we can rewrite as

{ ;\t = >\t—1~_ @V£t—1()\t—1)
)\t = HA(}\t)

Rearranging the first line, we obtain:

VL 1(M\o1) = AHaAt (6.10)

By convexity, for any A,
LN >Lia(ee) + N =2 )TVL 1 (Mo1) (6.11)
=Li1(Mo1) + (A= /\t‘l)i(At‘l - Xt), (6.12)
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that is,

Lot (o) < Loa(n) — D2 ey =0, (6.13)

«

Lemma [6.1] gives:

A= A-1) T et = )
_ A= A2 = A = Xl = [Aems = A2

2
Y N /\t—ll2 — VL1 (A1) (6.14)
. Adll? = JIA = /\le - 042||V/3t—1(/\t—1)\|2’ (6.15)
the last step being justified by:
1A= Ael® = A = TIAQ)IP = (1A = Adlf? (6.16)
for any A € A. Plug in to get:
Li_1(M—1) < Li—1(N)
L= /\t—lHZa— A= Ad® CYIIVCt—;(/\t—l)H2 (6.17)
and the Lipschitz assumption gives:
Li1(M—1) < L1 (A) + Ir= )\t_l‘lza_ 1A = Al” + a§2 (6.18)
Sum the inequality for ¢ = 2 to T'+ 1 to get:
iﬁt(/\t) < ZT:Et(A) LA =P _zk — el O‘TQLQ. (6.19)
t=1 t=1

This ends the proof of the statement for OGMS. [
We now provide a lemma that will be useful for the proof of Proposition

Lemma 6.2. Let G(u,v) be a convex function of (u,v) € U x V. Define
g(u) = infyey G(u,v). Then g is conver.

Proof: indeed, let X € [0,1] and (z,y) € U?,

gz + (1= Ny) (6.20)
= inf GO+ (1= \)y,v) (6.21)
<Gz + (1= XNy, ' + (1= N)y) (6.22)
< AG(z,2') + (1= NG(y,y") (6.23)

where the last two inequalities hold for any (2’,y') € V2. Let us now take the
infimum with respect to (z’,4’') € V2 in both sides, this gives:

g Az + (1 —Ny) (6.24)
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< i )+ i — ! .
< Jnf AG(z,27) + inf (1 - N)G(y,) (6.25)

= Ag(x) + (1= Ng(y), (6.26)
that is, g is convex. [

Proof of Proposition : apply Lemma tou=(97),v=0,U=A V=0
and

U
lio( . 6.27
EI o > (6:27)

This shows g(u) = L((9,7)) is convex with respect (9,7). Also, G is differen-
tiable w.r.t u = (J,7), so

0G _ 00 G a9 —op

= 7 — 2
09 ~ and 0y 2 272 (6.28)
As a consequence, for (0,9) € ©% and v <y <7,
oG ||* _ ac? oG > _ n?Tt  4C!
=l <= = = 2
H819 S~ , and o | =1 + A (6.29)
This leads to
aG|* | |0G
9.6t ol =/ 5o +[5 (6.30
n?l't  4C?%  4C*
= — = 31
\/4+72+74 L, (6.31)

that is, for each v, G(u,v) is L-Lipschitz in u. So g(u) = inf,ey G(u,v) is
L-Lipschitz in w. O

Proof of Theorem[].2: thanks to the Assumption[4.1] we can apply Proposition[4.1]
That is, Assumption is satisfied, and we can apply Proposition This

gives:

T n T
é th f f / 0
;; ! - 1110T6® 19136/\{;[; tz t
T2 0, — 92
oy 16: — I

+2 2y

oTL?* |9 =01 + ]y =/
. (6.32
+ 2 + 2c ( )

We use direct bounds for the last two terms: || — 91||* < 4C? and |y — 11 |? <
Iy — 1|2 < 72 = C*. Then note that

2

T T

T

>0 — 0% = 197—29 +Z et—%ZQS (6.33)

t=1 t=1 s=1
19—*29 +Ta?(67). (6.34)
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Upper bounding the infimum on ¢ in (6.32) by ¥ = % 23:1 0, leads to

ShS A . 'yF nT
IPILMCAENE IS TE ) 3R

=1 t=1 i=1
o2(0T)  oTL? C?*4+C?)
R B . (6.35)

The right-hand side of (6.35) is minimized with respect to « if o = %\ / #7
which is the value proposed in the theorem, and we obtain:

T n
Zzét,z 931 0. 1?9569761%% {sztz ()

t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1

[T | To(6])
+72n 0(9 +CLVE T T } (6.36)

The infimum with respect to 7 in the r.h.s is reached for

7= ( F(\e;)) A7. (6.37)

First, note that

v I2nT a(0F)\ InT
< .
5 < < \% T /n 5 (6.38)
a(0F)\ I*nT
< .
<(1+ 325 (6.39)
2, 1—8 T
_I"Tn n o(67 )FT\/H’ (6.40)
2 2
using v = n~?. Then,
29T 29T
2y* 2 a(0T)
To?(0F) (1 Tyn
< N - 42
-2 <7 i 0(9?)) (642
To?(0T)  o(6I'T/n
= 902 + 5 (6.43)
T T

using ¥ = C? and o(07) < 2C. Pluging (6.38), (6.41) and the definition of L
into (6.36) gives

T n T n
DD L0 <, inf e@{z > i(6)

t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1
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n2F4
+C T 4C?n28 4 4C*n*0 | (4 4+ C)T

2 1-8
+ % +a(07)T (Fﬁ+ é) } (6.45)

This ends the proof. [J
Proof of Theorem[5.1]: a direct application of Proposition gives

T n T n
0:0(07%) < inf i 4 (0
5w < {3 [S o
nn [Mmaxyeo,,1<i<n ft,i(ﬂ)f log M
+ 8 T

2 2c

LTl =1 } (6.46)

Thus we have

t=1 i=1 Zn t= i— n
aTL?  (n—1)2
A4
2 2a (6:47)
Now, pluging in the right-hand side
1 2 [2log M
n—v( o8 )Al, (6.48)
n b n
we obtain:
T n T n
nlog(M)
4 (0 by — ————= + log(M
;i:l t’(“ EEGOLZt 2 +losl )]
aTL? 1
—. (6.49
2 + 2a ( )

Now, we see that the value a = 1/2/(T'L?) leads to:
T n T
, nlog(M)
Z Zét,i(eflg) Z [Z i + — + b — — t log(M)]
t=1 i=1 t=1
+ LV2T. (6.50)
Rearranging terms, and replacing L by its value,

- log(M) | b*T
ZZ@Z&;@ <Zergi®n2£t,i(9)+bz“ %()Jr?JrTlog(M)
%=1

t=1 i1=1

BZ
+ (n2 log M + ”8> V2T, (6.51)
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that is the statement of the theorem. OJ
Proof of Theorem[5.3: an application of Proposition [3.1] leads to

Zzgtz <m1n{2lzgtz +010g (9*)‘|

t=1 i=1 t=1
aTL? T — )
+ +|| il } (6.52)

2 2c
and so
ZZ@M 7:) < min {Zlizm ) + Clog ! ]
t=1 i=1 t=1 Li= m(67)

aTL? 1
— 6.53

+ 2 * 2(1} ( )
Define 77+ such that 71'1*( i) =1/2m*) if j € I* and 77+ (6;) = 1/(2(M — m*))
otherwise. We have 77 € A and thus

aTL? 1
—. 6.54
2 + 2 ( )

+

Zem( ) 4 Clog(2m*)

Replace L and « by their values to get the theorem. [

7 Conclusion

We proposed two simple meta-learning strategies together with their theoretical
analysis. Our results clearly show an improvement on learning in isolation if
the tasks are similar enough. These theoretical findings are confirmed by our
numerical experiments. Important questions remain open. In [14], a purely
online method is proposed, in the sense that it does not require to store all the
information of the current task. In the case of OGA, this method allows to
learn the starting point. However, its application to learn the step size is not
direct [29]. An important question is then: is there a purely online method that
would provably improve on learning in isolation in this case? Another important
question is the automatic calibration of I'. However, as mentioned in Section [5]
we believe that a very general and efficient meta-learning method for learning
priors in Bayesian statistics (or in generalized Bayesian inference) would be
extremely valuable in practice.
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