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Abstract
Meta-learning algorithms leverage regularities that are present on a set of tasks to speed up
and improve the performance of a subsidiary learning process. Recent work on deep neural networks has shown that prior gradient-based learning of meta-parameters can greatly improve the
efficiency of subsequent learning. Here, we present a biologically plausible meta-learning algorithm
based on equilibrium propagation. Instead of explicitly differentiating the learning process, our
contrastive meta-learning rule estimates meta-parameter gradients by executing the subsidiary
process more than once. This avoids reversing the learning dynamics in time and computing
second-order derivatives. In spite of this, and unlike previous first-order methods, our rule recovers an arbitrarily accurate meta-parameter update given enough compute. We establish theoretical
bounds on its performance and present experiments on a set of standard benchmarks and neural
network architectures.

1

Introduction

When posed with a sequence of tasks that bear some relation to one another, a learning system that
is capable of meta-learning will be able to improve its performance as the number of tasks increases.
A successful meta-learner discovers shared structure across tasks and modifies its own inductive bias
accordingly [1, 2]. Eventually, the system is able to generalize to new problem instances given little
additional data. Such ability is believed to be a hallmark of human intelligence [3], and it has been
observed in non-human primates as well as in other animal species [4]. Determining which mechanisms
support this form of learning in the brain is a fundamental question in neuroscience [5].
A well-known approach to endow a machine learning system with the capability to meta-learn is to
introduce two distinct learning timescales. Some of the parameters, designated as meta-parameters, are
updated across tasks but kept fixed while solving any single problem. Learning both the fast-evolving,
lower-level parameters and the slowly-evolving meta-parameters from data can be formulated as a
hierarchical Bayesian inference problem [1, 6–9] or as an empirical risk minimization problem [10–12].
This approach has led to recent great successes when applied to deep neural network models [13].
Notably, meta-learning has enabled such large nonlinear models to learn and generalize well from
datasets comprising just a handful of examples [14].
In deep learning, meta-parameters are generally optimized by stochastic gradient descent. This requires
differentiating the lower-level learning process, which is often once again a variant of gradient descent
[10]. Differentiating a long chain of lower-level parameter updates by backpropagation is typically too
costly as high-dimensional intermediate parameter states have to be stored. In practice, this difficulty
is circumvented either by restricting the lower-level learning process to a small number of updates or by
truncating the backpropagation through training procedure [15]. Entirely truncating backpropagation
yields a first-order method [10].
We propose an alternative algorithm to learn meta-parameters which does not explicitly differentiate
the lower-level learning rule. Instead, we resort to the equilibrium propagation theorem found and
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proved by Scellier and Bengio [16]. When applied to learn the weights of a Hopfield network, equilibrium
propagation gives rise to a variant of the well-known contrastive Hebbian learning rule [17–21]. Here,
we exploit an equivalence between the training of energy-based neural networks and implicit metalearning and show that, when applied to meta-learning problems, equilibrium propagation gives rise
to a new meta-parameter learning rule. We term this rule contrastive meta-learning.
Unlike conventional backpropagation through training, our contrastive meta-learning rule does not
require storing and revisiting a parameter trajectory in reverse time order, it does not require computing Hessian-vector products, and it does not depend on the optimizer used to update lower-level
parameters. Unlike implicit differentiation methods [22–27], contrastive meta-learning only uses firstorder derivatives of an objective function. The algorithm allows controlling the error incurred when
estimating the exact meta-gradient at the expense of additional compute, unlike previous first-order
algorithms [10, 25, 28]. These properties make our contrastive meta-learning a candidate rule for
biologically-plausible meta-learning. Nonetheless, our algorithm still requires differentiating an objective function, while being agnostic as to how such derivatives are actually estimated. How the
brain could efficiently approximate derivatives of an objective function with respect to a set of highdimensional parameters has been the subject of intense recent research [16, 29–40].
We first derive the contrastive meta-learning rule and present a mathematical analysis of the metagradient estimation error which describes the behavior of any learning rule based on equilibrium
propagation. This analysis is followed by an experimental evaluation of the contrastive meta-learning
rule on increasingly difficult benchmarks, from low-dimensional problems where we can confirm our
theory by comparing to exact meta-gradients, to the Omniglot [14] few-shot learning challenge, that
we approach with meta-learned deep neural network models. We conclude with a discussion of the
implications of our findings to neuroscience.

2

Contrastive meta-learning

Problem setting.

We consider bilevel optimization problems of the following form:
min Lout (φ∗θ , θ)
θ

s.t. φ∗θ ∈ arg min Lin (φ, θ),

(1)

φ

where θ denotes the vector of meta-parameters, φ the vector of lower-level parameters, Lin (φ, θ) the
inner loss function and Lout (φ, θ) the outer loss function. We therefore seek a meta-parameter configuration θ∗ such that, after minimizing the inner loss function Lin while holding meta-parameters
constant, the outer loss Lout is at its minimum. We consider the case where Lin explicitly depends on
the two kinds of parameters φ and θ, while Lout might depend only on φ. The subscript notation φ∗θ
emphasizes the dependence of the inner problem solution on the meta-parameters θ.
Eq. 1 captures a wide range of meta-learning problems. For instance, Lin and Lout could comprise
the same loss functional evaluated on different data, possibly with additional regularization terms.
This yields the cross-validation criterion commonly employed for supervised meta-learning [13] and is
the setting that we consider in our experiments. As an additional example, Lin could be set to an
unsupervised learning criterion and Lout to a supervised one, following another line of recent work [41].
Meta-learning problems that can be expressed as Eq. 1 have been extensively studied and solved using
implicit differentiation techniques when θ and φ parameterize neural network models [22–27]. The
assumption that the inner problem is solved to equilibrium can be contrasted to the case where φ
is updated with a single step of gradient descent [10]. The two cases sit at two opposing ends of a
spectrum, but both simplify the process of determining the meta-gradient. The cost of backpropagating
through training scales with the number of updates and is therefore minimal for one step. Conversely,
the assumption that the parameters are at a fixed point φ∗θ allows invoking the equilibrium propagation
theorem avoiding backpropagation through training altogether, as we show next.
Meta-learning by equilibrium propagation. Equilibrium propagation was originally introduced
in the context of supervised learning of energy-based recurrent neural networks, whose neural dynamics
minimize an energy function. This problem can be recovered by setting Lin to the energy function and
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Lout to a cost function imposed on output neurons; the neural activity plays the role of our lower-level
parameters φ, and recurrent network weights are our meta-parameters θ. Meta-learning problems
of the form of Eq. 1 can therefore be approached with equilibrium propagation. We note that the
link between general recurrent neural network learning and meta-parameter optimization precedes our
paper and can be traced back at least to ref. [7].
We review the main equilibrium propagation result below. We define the augmented loss
L(φ, θ, β) = Lin (φ, θ) + βLout (φ, θ),

(2)

where β ∈ R is an auxiliary scalar parameter called the nudging strength. A finite β mixes the two
loss functions; when β is zero only the inner loss survives. Denoting by φ∗θ,β a minimizer of L( · , θ, β),
our goal is to estimate the meta-gradient ∇θ := dθ Lout (φ∗θ,0 , θ). Throughout this manuscript, we use
the symbol d for total derivatives and ∂ for partial derivatives. We are now in position to restate the
equilibrium propagation theorem.
Theorem 1 (Scellier and Bengio [16]). If φ∗θ,β is a minimizer of L( · , θ, β), then
d ∂L ∗
d ∂L ∗
(φ , θ, β) =
(φ , θ, β).
dθ ∂β θ,β
dβ ∂θ θ,β

(3)

For Theorem 1 to hold certain conditions must be met, that we review in Appendix A.
Since ∂β L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) = Lout (φ∗θ,β , θ), when β is zero the left-hand side of Eq. 3 corresponds to the
meta-gradient ∇θ that we seek. Thus, thanks to Theorem 1, the problem of determining ∇θ has been
reduced to that of evaluating the right-hand side of Eq. 3, a derivative of a vector-valued function with
respect to a scalar variable. Scellier and Bengio [16] propose to estimate this quantity using a finite
difference method. This yields the meta-gradient estimate


b θ = 1 ∂L (φ̂β , θ, β) − ∂L (φ̂0 , θ, 0) .
∇
(4)
β ∂θ
∂θ
In the equation above, the first-phase approximate solution φ̂0 is an approximation to a minimum φ∗0
of the inner loss function Lin . The second-phase approximate solution φ̂β is an approximation to a
minimum φ∗β of the augmented loss L when the nudging strength takes a non-zero value β, obtained
consecutively by initializing the minimization procedure at φ̂0 . The meta-gradient ∇θ is recovered
when the inner optimization problems are exactly solved, i.e. φ̂0 = φ∗0 and φ̂β = φ∗β , and β goes to
zero. We discuss and analyze meta-gradient estimators based on more refined finite difference methods
in Appendix D.
The contrastive meta-learning rule. Eq. 4 provides a learning rule to update meta-parameters.
A remarkable property of this rule is that it only uses gradients of the loss function L; no secondorder derivatives are involved. Such gradients can be efficiently computed by backpropagation of error
or biologically-plausible approximations thereof. In principle, even equilibrium propagation can be
invoked in a nested fashion to approximate the required gradients. Furthermore, the learning rule
is causal. Instead of backpropagating through a learning process, Eq. 4 contrasts meta-parameter
gradients, measured at two moments in time. This process can be thought of as the meta-learning
analogue of contrastive Hebbian learning, which compares neural activity instead. When applied to
meta-learning problems we henceforth refer to Eq. 4 as the contrastive meta-learning rule.

3

Theoretical analysis

The contrastive meta-learning rule (Eq. 4) only provides an approximation to the meta-gradient. This
approximation can be improved with additional computation, by decreasing the nudging strength β
and refining the lower-level learning process. We now analyze the impact of such a refinement on the
quality of the meta-gradient estimate.
The first step in this analysis involves upper bounding the meta-gradient estimation error, given the
value of β and the error made in the approximation of the fixed points of the lower-level learning
3

process. Two conflicting phenomena impact the estimation error. First, our meta-learning rule is based
on potentially inexact fixed points. Second, the finite difference approximation of the β-derivative
yields the so-called finite difference error. Informally, higher β values will reduce the sensitivity to
crude approximations to the lower-level solutions while increasing the finite difference error. Theorem
2 theoretically justifies this intuition under the idealized regime of strong convexity and smoothness
defined in Assumption 1. This result holds for every rule induced by equilibrium propagation.
Assumption 1. Assume that Lin and Lout are three-times continuously differentiable and that, as
functions of φ:
i. ∂θ Lin and ∂θ Lout are Lipschitz continuous.
ii. Lin and Lout are strongly convex, smooth1 .
iii. the Hessians of Lin and Lout are Lipschitz-continuous.
iv. ∂φ ∂θ Lin and ∂φ ∂θ Lout are Lipschitz continuous.
Theorem 2. Let β > 0 and (δ, δ 0 ) such that kφ∗θ,0 − φ̂0 k ≤ δ and kφ∗θ,β − φ̂β k ≤ δ 0 . Under Assumption
1, there exists a θ-dependent constant C such that


0
b θ k ≤ C δ + δ + δ0 + β
=: B(δ, δ 0 , β).
k∇θ − ∇
β
1+β
If we additionally assume that θ lies in a compact set, we can choose C to be independent of θ.

B

A

Figure 1: Visualization of the bound B from Theorem 2 (C = 1, δ = δ 0 ), as a function of β (A) and as a
function of δ = δ 0 (B). Decreasing β improves the quality of the estimation, but only if it is associated
to better approximations in the two phases.
We visualize our bound in Fig. 1, as a function of β and of the fixed point approximation errors δ
and δ 0 . When δ and δ 0 are fixed, the estimation error quickly increases when β deviates from its
optimal value and it caps for large β values. A better fixed point approximation naturally improves
the quality of the meta-gradient estimate for β held constant. However, the benefits saturate above
some β-dependent value: investing extra compute in the approximation of the fixed point does not
pay off if β is not decreased accordingly.
Assumption 1 is not as restrictive as it may seem. For the function φ∗θ,β to be defined in a neighborhood
of (θ, β = 0), and therefore for the equilibrium propagation theorem to hold, Lin ( · , θ) needs to be steep
around φ∗θ,0 . This condition turns out to be equivalent to a local strong convexity property. The other
assumptions also hold in the vicinity of φ∗θ,0 . Our assumptions therefore extend local properties that
follow from equilibrium propagation assumptions to the entire lower-level parameter space.
Theorem 2 highlights the importance of considering β as a hyperparameter of the learning rule that
needs to be adjusted to yield the best possible meta-gradient estimate. Corollary 1 removes the
dependence in β and considers the best achievable bound under given fixed point approximation
errors.
1 A function f is smooth if its gradient is Lipschitz continuous. In this case, it is equivalent to the Lipschitz continuity
of ∂φ Lin and ∂φ Lout .
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Corollary 1. Under Assumption 1, if we suppose that for every strictly positive β we approximate the
two fixed points with precision δ and δ 0 and if (δ + δ 0 ) < C/B in , the best achievable bound in Theorem 2
is smaller than
p
B out δ 0 + 2 CB in (δ + δ 0 )
and is attained for β equal to
β ∗ (δ, δ 0 ) = √

p
B in (δ + δ 0 )
p
.
C − B in (δ + δ 0 )

The limiting part of the bound depends on δ + δ 0 and not only on one of the two quantities, suggesting
that the two errors should be of the same magnitude to avoid unnecessary computations.
We prove Theorem 2 and Corollary 1 in Appendix C.

4

Experiments

We next test our contrastive meta-learning rule on standard supervised meta-learning problems. The
objective is twofold: confirm our theoretical results and compare the performance of our rule to other
first-order methods (when applicable) as well as to more sophisticated techniques which rely on implicit
differentiation and backpropagation through training.

4.1

Experimental setup

In our experiments, we consider inner and outer loss functions of the following form:
Lin (φ, θ) = L(φ, θ, Dtrain ) + R(φ, θ),
Lout (φ, θ) = L(φ, θ, Dval ),

(5)

where L measures the expected discrepancy between the predictions of a neural network and the target
outputs on a dataset D, Dtrain is some training set, Dval is a heldout validation set and R(φ, θ) is a
regularizer. Once plugged into the bilevel optimization problem of Eq. 1, we have an instance of
cross-validation-based meta-learning, with the goal of improving generalization [7, 22–24, 27].
The cross-validation-based learning setting presented above only considers one task. The formulation
can be extended to several tasks and few-shot learning, where each task τ consists of small training
Dτtrain and validation Dτval sets. The inner Lin and outer Lout losses defined in Eq. 5 then become
out
task-dependent through the data on which they are evaluated; we now denote them Lin
τ and Lτ .
Implicit few-shot learning can then be formalized as:


∗
min Eτ Lout
τ (φθ,τ , θ)
θ
(6)
s.t. φ∗θ,τ ∈ arg min Lin
τ (φ, θ).
φ

In practice, we solve this optimization problem by sampling tasks and computing the corresponding
meta-gradients, thus going back to Eq. 1 for which we have introduced our meta-learning rule.

4.2

Models

To complete the presentation of our experimental setting, we finally specify how φ and θ interact within
our neural networks and regularizers. We introduce two different models below.
The first meta-parameterization we consider is a simple abstraction of the internal state of a biological
synapse, which can exhibit synaptic adaptation and consolidation effects that cannot be captured by
a single weight variable [42]. Following [43, 44] we model these effects through a quadratic regularizer
with synapse-specific parameters. This regularizer can be given a Bayesian interpretation as a Gaussian
weight prior [7].
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In this complex synapse model, besides its actual weight φi , a synapse is endowed with two metaparameters, a slow weight ωi towards which the fast weight φi is attracted and a meta-plasticity
parameter λi which determines the strength of this attractive force. The interaction between these
three components is modeled by a quadratic penalty:
N

R(φ, θ) =

1X
λi (φi − ωi )2 ,
2 i=1

(7)

where N is the number of synapses. Furthermore, the data-dependent loss L (cf. Eq. 5) depends
only on θ, and not on φ. Applied to this model, the goal of our contrastive meta-learning rule is to
improve generalization and speed-up synaptic learning by appropriately changing the internal synaptic
state variables ω and λ. Changing the internal state variables on the slow (task-to-task) timescale of
meta-learning can be thought of as changing the rules of the actual plasticity process which adapts
synaptic weights. Contrastive meta-learning yields a meta-learning rule which only uses information
that is local to the synapse. This rule is described in Appendix B.
As an alternative, we consider a second meta-parameterization where the gain and threshold of the
neural input-output transfer function are the only adjustable lower-level parameters, together with
the weights of the last readout layer which solves the task at hand. We call this the learning-bymodulation model. In practice, we take the (multiplicative) gain and (additive) threshold parameters
of batch normalization units as our lower-level parameters. In this model, the data-dependent loss
term L in Eq. 5 depends on both θ and φ. A similar model has been studied by Zintgraf et al. [45].
With this parameterization, the vast majority of synaptic weights play the role of meta-parameters; the
dimension of the parameters that are learned is of the order of the number of neurons, not synapses.
While this may seem drastic, changes in the neural input-output curve can have a profound effect on
the computations carried out by a neural network, and even enable substantial learning to occur on
random networks [46].

4.3

Results

Confirmation of the theory on a toy model. Our theoretical results rely on assumptions such
as strong convexity which may not hold in practice. Therefore, we first study the behavior of the
contrastive meta-learning rule in a simple single-task regularization learning problem [7, 22–24, 27]
using the synaptic model. Here, the goal of meta-learning is to determine meta-plasticity parameters
λ in Eq. 7 (with ω fixed at zero) which improve the generalization ability of the lower-level learning
process. Formally, we wish to minimize the cross-validation objective L(φ∗λ , λ, Dval ) for a single task,
where φ∗λ is learned on a distinct set of data Dtrain (cf. Eq. 5). We study a nonlinear neural network
model with a small hidden layer (see Methods) so that the true meta-gradient can be easily computed
and compared against. These findings are complemented by a detailed analysis of an analytically
tractable quadratic model in Appendix E.
We measure the meta-gradient estimation error and control the fixed point approximation errors by
varying the number of gradient descent steps. Theoretical guarantees on gradient descent ensure that,
under some conditions on Lin , − log δ is proportional to the number of steps taken. When the number
of steps is the same in the two phases, we retrieve a very similar behavior to that predicted by our
theory (Fig. 2, A and B).
We probe the (δ, δ 0 ) space in a different way, by fixing the total number of steps and then modifying the
allocation across the two phases (Fig. 2C). The best achievable error, as a function of β, decreases before
some β ∗ value and then increases, following the predictions of Theorem 2: too small β values turn out
to hurt performance when the fixed points cannot be approximated arbitrarily well. Interestingly, the
error plateaus for large β values and the size of the plateau decreases with β until reaching a critical
value where it disappears. A conservative choice would therefore be to overestimate β, diminishing the
meta-gradient estimation sensitivity to a sub-optimal allocation, with only a minor degradation in the
best achievable quality.
When β approaches 0, the second phase optimization gets easier as the two fixed points become closer.
Getting a better estimate of the first phase fixed point will be increasingly helpful for the second; the
optimal fraction of steps allocated to the first phase hence decreases with β.
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A

B

C

Figure 2: Confirmation of the theory on a toy model. (A, B) Evolution of the meta-gradient estimation
error normalized by the norm of the meta-gradient, as a function of β and of the number of gradient
descent steps performed in the two phases. (C) Evolution of the error with the fraction of steps
allocated to the first phase, the total number of steps being fixed.
High-dimensional regularization learning experiments. We continue studying single-task regularization learning problems, now on the more complex vision datasets MNIST [47] and CIFAR-10
[48] using deep neural network models (see Methods). In particular, we compare our contrastive
meta-learning rule to T1T2 [25], an implicit differentiation method that heuristically approximates
the meta-gradient by a single Hessian-vector product, neglecting the inverse of the inner loss Hessian
which arises when using implicit differentiation. The T1T2 meta-parameter update may or may not
be considered biologically plausible, depending on whether the resulting Hessian-vector product is sufficiently simple to implement in a neural circuit. We focus on T1T2 for this reason, and because it is
often a strong contender in practice [27].
A key strength of our method is that its meta-gradient estimate can be improved by reducing the
lower-level fixed-point approximation error. By contrast, the bias in the T1T2 estimate cannot be
reduced. In Fig. 3A we monitor the validation accuracy of both algorithms for a varying number
of lower-level optimizer steps. As predicted, increasing the number of steps taken by the lower-level
optimizer improves meta-learning performance for our algorithm whereas T1T2 eventually ceases to
benefit from more steps. Notably, contrastive meta-learning is able to maintain a higher validation
accuracy than T1T2 even for few steps. Table 1 shows extended results comparing the performance
of the two algorithms for different choices of the training and validation set sizes. We focus on a low
data regime, where the lower-level learner only has access to a very small training set, in the extreme
case a single training example. While this regime does not necessarily yield the best results in terms of
test set generalization, it increases the difficulty of the meta-learning problem. Our rule outperforms
T1T2 in terms of both final validation accuracy and test accuracy throughout.
We repeat this analysis for contrastive meta-learning in Fig. 3B, while additionally varying the nudging
Table 1: Validation and test set accuracy (%) after regularization learning on MNIST and CIFAR-10
for different numbers of training samples and different splits of the training data into training and
validation set. The split column shows the fraction of samples in the training set. Test accuracy is
computed on the full, separate test set. All runs are repeated over 12 independent seeds and average
accuracy as well as standard error of the mean are reported.
Dataset
Name
MNIST
MNIST
MNIST
CIFAR-10

Samples
60000
10000
10000
1000

Split
0.5
0.9999
0.999
0.95

Contrastive meta-learning
Validation set Test set
±0.06

±0.04

99.75
93.50±0.63
96.19±0.32
99.77±0.13

98.04
89.49±0.55
91.52±0.28
31.68±0.26
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T1T2
Validation set
±0.05

98.64
87.77±0.66
89.84±2.62
62.97±3.73

Test set
97.57±0.03
85.89±0.55
87.19±2.49
28.69±0.85

A

B
Validation error

Validation accuracy

0.90
0.85
0.80
0.75

Contrastive meta-learning
T1T2

0.70

0.8

400

0.6

300

0.4

200

0.2

100

0.0
10

500
1000 1500 2000
Number of lower-level parameter updates

2

100

102

First phase steps

500

0.95

0

Figure 3: High-dimensional regularization learning experiments. (A) Validation accuracy on MNIST
with 10 training samples and 9990 validation samples for varying number of lower-level parameter
updates, comparing contrastive meta-learning and T1T2. (B) Validation error on CIFAR-10 as a
function of β for 50 training samples and 950 validation samples for varying number of first-phase
steps. Each data point is averaged over 12 independent seeds in (A) and 3 independent seeds in (B).
Error bars denote the standard error of the mean.
strength β. In close correspondence to the behavior predicted by our theory (cf. Fig. S1 in Appendix C),
the optimal value for β decreases as the number of first-phase steps increases, whereas the overall
validation error of the optimal solution improves as the number of first-phase steps is increased.
Few-shot learning. We finally consider a few-shot learning problem and compare our contrastive
meta-learning rule to the MAML method [10], which relies on backpropagation-through-training, as
well as to its first-order approximation and the closely related Reptile algorithm [28]. We also include
results obtained with implicit differentiation (iMAML [26]). Contrastive meta-learning lies between
first-order approximate methods and iMAML. On the one hand, it only uses first-order derivatives,
but it can approximate the meta-gradient with arbitrary precision. On the other hand, it requires the
training process to be at equilibrium, but it does not resort to implicit differentiation and Hessianvector products to estimate the meta-gradient.
Our results show that our rule performs better than the first-order methods considered here but not
as well as iMAML, especially when this method is equipped with second-order optimization in its first
phase (cf. Table 2). We simulate both the learning-by-modulation and synaptic models, the latter with
fixed regularization strength λ and meta-learned slow weight ω to compare directly to iMAML. We
find that the synaptic and the learning-by-modulation models perform comparably, despite the fact
that learning-by-modulation only requires adjusting a small number of parameters to learn new tasks.
Table 2: Few-shot learning of Omniglot characters. Results of related work are taken from the original
papers, except for first-order MAML which is reported in ref. [28]. We report results obtained with
contrastive meta-learning for the synaptic (syn.) and learning-by-modulation (mod.) models. We
present test set classification accuracy (%) averaged over 5 seeds ± std.
Method

5-way 1-shot

5-way 5-shot

±0.4

±0.1

20-way 1-shot

20-way 5-shot

MAML [10]
First-order MAML [10]
Reptile [28]

98.7
98.3±0.5
97.68±0.04

99.9
99.2±0.2
99.48±0.06

95.8
89.4±0.5
89.43±0.14

98.9±0.2
97.9±0.1
97.12±0.32

iMAML (GD) [26]
iMAML (Hessian-free) [26]

99.16±0.35
99.50±0.26

99.67±0.12
99.74±0.11

94.46±0.42
96.18±0.36

98.69±0.1
99.14±0.1

Contrastive meta-learning (syn.)
Contrastive meta-learning (mod.)

98.11±0.34
98.05±0.06

99.49±0.16
99.45±0.04

94.16±0.12
94.24±0.39

98.06±0.26
98.60±0.27
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±0.3

5

Discussion

We have introduced and analyzed contrastive meta-learning, a first-order method to learn metaparameters. Unlike the conventional backpropagation-through-training procedure, which requires differentiable update rules, our method is agnostic to the choice of lower-level learning algorithm, as long
as learning is treated as an optimization process. This opens the possibility of using combinatorial
or stochastic search procedures to learn parameters. Contrastive meta-learning is also agnostic to
how gradients with respect to meta-parameters are estimated. Thus, our meta-learning rule can be
implemented in conjunction with any of the existing proposals for backpropagation in the brain. Likewise, the flexibility of our rule can simplify the implementation of meta-learning systems in specialized
neuromorphic hardware, in particular on hardware where gradient-based learning is already available.
Being arguably as simple to implement as previous first-order methods [10, 25, 28], contrastive metalearning allows reducing the meta-gradient approximation error by increasing the precision of the
lower-level learning process. This brought measurable improvements in performance in our experiments
comparing against the T1T2, Reptile and first-order MAML methods. The simplicity of our rule comes
at the cost of requiring that the lower-level learning process is at equilibrium. We note that this does
not mean that the learner must reach an expert level, since minima of the inner loss can correspond to
high training error. For instance, in our few-shot learning experiments, performance on any given task
is initially poor irrespective of the number of parameter updates taken by the learner, before letting
meta-learning unfold over a sufficiently large number of tasks.
While we have only explored feedforward neural networks in the experiments presented here, the
contrastive meta-learning rule can be readily applied to recurrent neural networks driven by timevarying input. It should be noted that the limitation to static input patterns that appears in the
original application of equilibrium propagation does not apply at the meta-level.
Our theory describes how the meta-gradient estimation error depends on the precision of the lowerlevel learning process. In our upper bound, this error scales with the square root of the fixed point
approximation errors, while a linear scaling can be provably achieved with implicit differentiation
methods [24, 26]. This slower decrease in estimation error is the price to pay for the simplicity of the
contrastive meta-learning rule.
Learning-by-modulation performed well in our experiments, despite the low-dimensionality of the parameters adapted to learn new tasks. This model is a departure from the orthodox view of synaptic
plasticity as the sole basis for learning. The goal of synaptic plasticity is not to adjust synapses to
solve any single task in isolation. Instead, synaptic plasticity is seen as a meta-learning process. This
process ought to ensure that the neural activity produced in response to an input pattern provides
an appropriate basis for fast learning of different tasks, each specified by a different pattern of firing
rate modulation. As a family of tasks is mastered, the rate of synaptic plasticity naturally slows down
and learning of new tasks mostly occurs by searching for the correct pattern of modulation. Such
patterns of task-specific modulation could originate in higher-order brain areas, which can exert a
strong top-down influence in how sensory inputs are processed [49]. Our view of synaptic weights as
meta-parameters is reminiscent of a recent theory positing that the prefrontal cortex is best understood
as a meta-learning system [50], in which synaptic weights are meta-parameters and the neural activity
implements a learning algorithm.
Our meta-learning rule accumulates and contrasts gradients across phases. The learner is first presented
with the original learning problem, subsequently followed by an additional problem that is artificially
introduced by our algorithm. In the supervised meta-learning setting considered here, this artificial
problem is obtained simply by augmenting the original dataset with held out data, with a rescaled
importance determined by the nudging strength. Intuitively, contrastive meta-learning improves the
generalization ability of a learner by concealing some data, that is later revealed to the learner. This
process of buffering data, or experiences, which are later replayed to cortical networks is precisely
the role ascribed to the hippocampus in the complementary learning systems theory [51]. Our work
therefore adds meta-learning to the repertoire of functions for which replay might be critical [52].
In our algorithm, this systems process must act in concert with a synaptic or circuit mechanism,
responsible for holding gradient information across phases. Investigating contrastive meta-learning
with more detailed implementations of such mechanisms is an exciting direction for future work.
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Methods
Toy regularization learning experiment. We study a regularization learning problem [22–24]
on the Boston housing dataset [53] (70% training and 30% validation split) using the synaptic model
(Eq. 7), where ω is taken to be 0. We simulate a small neural network comprising one hidden layer of
20 neurons with a hyperbolic tangent transfer function.
MNIST and CIFAR-10 regularization learning experiments. For training we choose a random
subset of the training data and further split it into a training set and a validation set. This split is
varied across different experiments to control the difficulty of the meta-learning problem. For MNIST
[47] experiments we use a feedforward neural network with 5 hidden layers of size 256 and hyperbolic
tangent nonlinearity. For CIFAR-10 [48] experiments we switch to a modified version of the classic
LeNet-5 model [54] where we insert batch normalization layers [55] before each nonlinearity and replace
the tanh nonlinearities with rectified linear units. For both MNIST and CIFAR-10 we normalize the
inputs to have zero mean and unit variance but refrain from applying additional data augmentations.
Our models are optimized using Adam [56] for outer-level optimization, and gradient descent with
Nesterov momentum of 0.9 [57] for the inner-level optimization. We use minibatch stochastic gradient
descent on the 60000-samples MNIST experiment, with a minibatch size of 500.
To choose the remaining hyperparameters of the meta-learning algorithms, we conduct grid searches
(see Appendix F for search spaces). In cases where this grid is too high dimensional to be searched
exhaustively, we sample randomly from the specified grid. In addition, we use a scheduler with a grace
period of 10 meta-parameter steps to stop badly performing configurations early on.
Few-shot learning experiments. We follow the standard experimental setup for our Omniglot
[14] experiments [10, 26, 58, 59] but use max-pooling instead of stride in the convolutional layers. We
evaluate the statistics of batch normalization units [55] on the test set as in ref. [10], which yields a
transductive classifier. Each task consists in learning to classify a new set of character types. The
difficulty of the experiment is determined by the number of different classes (N-way) and the available
data per class (K-shot) in the dataset. We investigate the performance of both the complex synapse
and the learning-by-modulation meta-parameter models. Our objective is to minimize the expected
classification error over tasks.
Hyperparameters that are specific to contrastive meta-learning are the following.
For all four few-shot setups, we use gradient descent with learning rate 0.01 and Nesterov momentum
of 0.9 [57] as the lower-level optimizer. At the meta-level, we use Adam [56] with PyTorch default
parameters (learning rate 0.001). To approximate the meta-gradient, we set β = 0.1 and use the
symmetric finite difference estimator, see Appendix D. We thus perform three phases, one for β = 0,
one for β = −0.1 and one fore β = 0.1. Each phase has its unique optimization hyperparameters.
For proper convergence, we run the first phase (β = 0) in all experiments for 200 gradient descent
steps. Note that this duration was not tuned and could possibly be decreased to speed up experiments.
We keep the first-phase (β = 0) momentum terms of the optimizer for the two other ones.
For the complex synapse model (Eq. 7), we fix every λi to 0.1. We set the the duration of the second
(positive β) and third phase (negative β) to 100 gradient steps, as it yields the most robust results.
To implement our transfer function modulation model, we take advantage of the existence of batch
normalization layers in our neural networks and consider the gain and shift parameters of these units
as well as the parameters in the output layer as our parameters φ. Here, the duration of the second
and third phase is set to 50 gradient steps and we drop the regularization term.
For all experiments, we used the PyTorch default weight initialisation and trained the models on 3750
batches of size 16 for the 20-way and 32 for the 5-way setups.
Code. Deep learning experiments are implemented in PyTorch [60] and hyperparameter searches are
conducted using Ray Tune [61]. Code is available upon request to the first authors.
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A

Equilibrium propagation

We review a more precise statement of the equilibrium propagation result (Theorem 1) as presented
in [62] and restate the assumptions needed for that result. Recall the augmented loss
L(φ, θ, β) = Lin (φ, θ) + βLout (φ, θ).
Theorem 3. Let Lin and Lout be two twice continuously differentiable functions. Let φ∗ be a fixed
point of L( · , θ̄, β̄), i.e.
∂L ∗
(φ , θ̄, β̄) = 0,
∂φ
such that ∂φ2 L(φ∗ , θ̄, β̄) is invertible. Then, there exists a neighborhood of (θ̄, β̄) and a continuously
differentiable function (θ, β) 7→ φ∗θ,β such that φ∗θ̄,β̄ = φ∗ and for every (θ, β) in this neighborhood
∂L ∗
(φ , θ, β) = 0.
∂φ θ,β
Furthermore,


d ∂L ∗
d ∂L ∗
φθ,β , θ =
φθ,β , θ, β .
dθ ∂β
dβ ∂θ
Proof. The first point follows from the implicit function theorem [63]. Let (θ, β) be in a neighborhood
of (θ̄, β̄) in which φ∗θ,β is differentiable.
The symmetry of second order derivatives of a scalar function implies that


d d
d d
L φ∗θ,β , θ, β =
L φ∗θ,β , θ, β .
dθ dβ
dβ dθ
We then simplify the two sides of the equation. First, we look at the left-hand side and simplify
dβ L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) using the chain rule and the fixed point condition:
dφ∗β
d
∂L ∗
∂L ∗
L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) =
(φθ,β , θ, β) +
(φθ,β , θ, β)
dβ
∂β
∂φ
dβ
∂L ∗
(φ , θ, β).
=
∂β θ,β
Similarly, the dθ L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) term in the right-hand side is equal to ∂θ L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) and we have the
required result.
Note that we only need the invertible Hessian condition to define an implicit function φ∗θ,β . This is
made possible by the implicit function theorem. However, we do not need the implicit differentiation
formula given by the theorem, in contrast to implicit methods such as iMAML [26].

B

On the locality of the contrastive meta-learning rule

Depending on the problem formulation, the contrastive meta-learning rule


1 ∂L
∂L
b
∇θ =
(φ̂β , θ, β) −
(φ̂0 , θ, 0)
β ∂θ
∂θ
can be entirely local, in the sense that it only depends on the parameters within the same unit (e.g. a
synapse or a neuron).

14

Complex synapse model. We consider the general setting in which
Lin (φ, θ) = f (φ) +

1X
λi (φi − ωi )2
2 i

Lout (φ) = g(φ)
where f and g are two losses (e.g. training and validation losses) that only depend on φ, λ is the
regularization strength and ω is the regularization center. Note that the formulation above incorporates
the regularization learning (ω fixed to 0) and initialization learning (each λi is fixed to some scalar
value λ) settings, which we have considered in our experiments. Then,
∂L
1
(φ, θ, β) = (φi − ωi )2
∂λi
2
∂L
(φ, θ, β) = −λi (φi − ωi ).
∂ωi
The locality of the learning rule follows, as the updates of the parameters of the unit i only depend on
λi , ωi and the value of φi at the solutions of the two phases.

C

Proof of the theoretical results

Recall that we estimate the meta-gradient
∇θ =

d out ∗
L (φθ , θ)
dθ

with the equilibrium propagation estimate


∂L
1 ∂L
b
(φ̂β , θ, β) −
(φ̂0 , θ, 0)
∇θ =
β ∂θ
∂θ
for φ̂0 and φ̂β two approximations of the inner optimization problem solutions φ∗0 and φ∗β . In addition
to those two quantities, we introduce


1 ∂L ∗
∂L ∗
∗
b
∇θ :=
(φ , θ, β) −
(φ , θ, 0) ,
β ∂θ θ,β
∂θ θ,0
the equilibrium propagation estimate evaluated at the exact fixed points.
b ∗ helps to distinguish the two types of error introduced in the estimation of ∇θ .
The introduction of ∇
θ
Those errors consist of:
b ∗ k, namely the error stemming from the approximation of
– the finite difference error k∇θ − ∇
θ
∗
dβ ∂θ L(φβ , θ, β)|β=0 with a finite difference.
b∗ − ∇
b θ k that is the consequence of the approxi– the fixed point approximation induced error k∇
θ
mation of the fixed points.
Under some assumptions (Assumption 1), the two errors can be upper bounded, yielding Theorem 2.
Assumption 1. Assume that Lin and Lout are three-times continuously differentiable and that they,
as functions of φ, verify the following properties.
i. ∂θ Lin is B in -Lipschitz and ∂θ Lout is B out -Lipschitz.
ii. Lin and Lout are L-smooth and µ-strongly convex.
iii. their Hessians are ρ-Lipschitz.
iv. ∂φ ∂θ Lin and ∂φ ∂θ Lout are σ-Lipschitz.
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Theorem 2. Let β > 0 and (δ, δ 0 ) be such that
kφ∗θ,0 − φ̂0 k ≤ δ
and
kφ∗θ,β − φ̂β k ≤ δ 0 .
Under Assumption 1, there exists a θ-dependent constant C such that
in
0
b θ k ≤ B (δ + δ ) + B out δ 0 + C β =: B(δ, δ 0 , β).
k∇θ − ∇
β
1+β

If we additionally assume that θ lies in a compact set, we can choose C to be independent of θ.
We provide an additional visualization of this bound to the ones of Fig. 1 in Fig. S1, this time when
δ 0 is fixed to some given value.
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Figure S1: Visualization of the bound B from Theorem 2 (C = 1, B in = B out = 1), as a function of β,
when δ 0 is fixed to 10−2 .
We prove this result in two steps: we first introduce the technical lemmas needed for the proof and the
proof itself in Appendix C.1 and then prove those technical lemmas in Appendix C.2. In the following,
for conciseness, we omit θ in the notations when it is considered fixed.

C.1

Proof of Theorem 2

The idea behind the proof of Theorem 2 is the following: we separate the meta-gradient approximation
b θ k into the finite difference error k∇θ − ∇
b ∗ k and the fixed point approximation induced
error k∇θ − ∇
θ
∗
b
b
error k∇θ − ∇θ k and then individually bound those two errors.
Bounding the second term directly results from the Lipschitz continuity property of the partial derivatives (Assumption 1.i). It yields the B in (δ + δ 0 )/β + B out δ 0 part of the bound.
b ∗ − ∇θ is equal to some
The first term requires more work. We use Taylor’s Theorem to show that ∇
θ
integral remainder. It then remains to bound what is inside the integral remainder, which is the second
order derivative d2β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β). This is done in the Lemmas presented in this section: Lemma 1 allows
us to get uniform bounds, Lemmas 2 and 3 bound the first and second order derivatives of β 7→ φ∗β and
Lemma 4 bounds d2β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β) with the norm of the two derivatives we have just bounded. The proofs
of those four lemmas being mainly technical, we present them in a separate section (Appendix C.2).
Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1.ii, if θ lies in a compact set D the function (θ, β) 7→ φ∗θ,β is uniformly
bounded.
Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1.ii, there exists a θ-dependent constant R s.t., for every positive β,
dφ∗β
dβ

≤

LR
.
(1 + β)2 µ

If we additionally assume that θ lies in a compact set, we can choose R to be independent of θ.
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Remark 1. A side product of the proof of Lemma 2 (see Appendix C.2.3 for a proof ) is a bound on
the distance between the minimizer of L and the minimizers of Lin and Lout . We have
kφ∗β − φ∗∞ k ≤

1
1+β

kφ∗β − φ∗0 k ≤

β
1+β

and

up to some constant factors.
Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 1.ii and 1.iii,
d2 φ∗β
dβ 2

≤

ρ dφ∗β
µ dβ

2

+

dφ∗β
2L
.
(1 + β)µ dβ

When Lemma 3 is combined with Lemma 2,
d2 φ∗β
dβ 2

≤

1
.
(1 + β)3

up to some constant factor.
Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 1.ii, 1.iii and 1.iv, there exists a constant M such that
!!
dφ∗β
dφ∗β 2
d2 φ∗β
d2 ∂L ∗
(φ , β) ≤ M
+ (1 + β)
.
+
dβ 2 ∂θ β
dβ
dβ
dβ 2
We now have all the necessary tools to prove Theorem 2.
Proof of Theorem 2. We separate the sources of error within the meta-gradient estimation error using
the triangle inequality:
b ∗ − ∇θ k
b θ − ∇θ k ≤ k∇
bθ − ∇
b ∗ k + k∇
k∇
{z θ } | θ {z
}
|
a)

b)

We bound each of the error terms individually:
a) Recall that
bθ = 1
∇
β



∂L
∂L
(φ̂β , β) −
(φ̂0 , 0)
∂θ
∂θ



b ∗ (evaluated at the fixed points instead of the approximaand that a similar formula holds for ∇
θ
tions). It follows


∂L ∗ 
∂L ∗
∂L
1
∂L
∗
b
b
k∇θ − ∇θ k ≤
(φ̂β , β) −
φ ,β +
(φ̂0 , 0) −
(φ , 0) .
β
∂θ
∂θ β
∂θ
∂θ 0
Since φ 7→ ∂θ L(φ, β) is a (B in + βB out )-Lipschitz function as a sum of ∂θ Lin and ∂θ Lout , two
Lipschitz continuous functions with constants B in and B out ,
in
in
out
bθ − ∇
b ∗θ k ≤ B + βB kφ̂β − φ∗β k + B kφ̂0 − φ∗0 k
k∇
β
β
in
out
in
B + βB
B
≤
δ0 +
δ.
β
β

b) Taylor’s Theorem applied to β 7→ ∂θ L(φ∗β , β) up to the first order of differentiation yields
∂L ∗  ∂L ∗
d ∂L ∗
φβ , β =
(φ0 , 0) + β
(φ , 0) +
∂θ
∂θ
dβ ∂θ 0
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Z

β

(β − t)
0

d2 ∂L ∗
(φ , t) dt.
dβ 2 ∂θ t

The equilibrium propagation theorem (Theorem 3), which is applicable thanks to Assumption 1.ii, gives
d ∂L ∗
∇θ =
(φ , 0),
dβ ∂θ 0
hence
b ∗θ − ∇θ k =
k∇

Z

β

(β − t)
0

d2 ∂L ∗
(φ , t) dt .
dβ 2 ∂θ t

Using the integral version of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have
Z β
d2 ∂L ∗
b ∗θ − ∇θ k ≤
k∇
(β − t)
(φ , t) dt.
dβ 2 ∂θ t
0
We now use Lemma 4 combined with Lemmas 2 and 3 to bound d2β ∂θ L(φ∗t , t). We focus on the
β dependencies and don’t write any of the constant factors:
!
2
d2 φ∗t
dφ∗t
dφ∗t
d2 ∂L ∗
+
+ (1 + t)
(φ , t) ≤
dβ 2 ∂θ t
dβ
dβ
dβ 2


1
1
1
+ (1 + t)
+
≤
(1 + t)2
(1 + t)3
(1 + t)4
≤ (1 + t)−2 .
It follows that
β

(β − t)
dt
(1
+ t)2
0
Z β
Z β
1
1
= (1 + β)
dt −
dt
2
(1
+
t)
(1
+
t)
0
0
β
= (1 + β)
− ln(1 + β)
1+β
β
≤β−
1+β
β2
.
=
1+β

b ∗θ − ∇θ k ≤
k∇

Z

where the inequality comes from the well-known ln(x) ≥ 1 −
to x = 1 + β). There hence exists a constant C such that
b ∗θ − ∇θ k ≤ C
k∇

1
x

inequality for positive x (applied

β
.
1+β

If θ lies in a compact set, the bound in Lemma 2 is uniform over θ. This is the only constant factor
that depends on θ, so the bound is uniform.

C.2

Proof of technical lemmas

In this section we prove the four technical lemmas that we need for Theorem 2.
C.2.1

Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1.ii, if θ lies in a compact set D the function (θ, β) 7→ φ∗θ,β is uniformly
bounded.
Proof. Let α ∈ [0, 1]. Define
L0 (φ, θ, α) := (1 − α)Lin (φ, θ) + αLout (φ, θ).
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0
As Lin and Lout are strongly-convex, there exists a unique minimizer φ∗0
θ,α of φ 7→ L (φ, θ, α). The
∗0
implicit function theorem ensures that the function (θ, α) 7→ φθ,α , defined on D × [0, 1], is continuous.
As D × [0, 1] is a compact set, φ∗0
θ,α is then uniformly bounded. Now, remark that


L(φ, θ, β) = (1 + β)L0 φ, θ,

β
1+β



∗
and thus φ∗θ,β = φ∗0
θ,β/(1+β) . It follows that φθ,β is uniformly bounded.

C.2.2

Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1.ii, there exists a θ-dependent constant R s.t., for every positive β,
dφ∗β
dβ

≤

LR
.
(1 + β)2 µ

If we additionally assume that θ lies in a compact set, we can choose R to be independent of θ.
Proof. The function φ 7→ L(φ, β) is (1 + β)µ-strongly convex so its Hessian ∂φ2 L is invertible and its
inverse has a spectral norm upper bounded by 1/((1 + β)µ). The use of the implicit function theorem
follows and gives
dφ∗β
dβ

−1
= k− ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)
∂β ∂φ L(φ∗β )k
−1
= k− ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)
∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k
1
≤
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k.
(1 + β)µ

It remains to bound the gradient of Lout . Since β 7→ φ∗β is continuous and has finite limits in 0 and
∞ (namely the minimizers of Lin and Lout ), it evolves in a bounded set. There hence exists a positive
constant R such that, for all positive β,
max

φ∗β − φ∗0 , φ∗β − φ∗∞



≤

R
.
2

If θ lies in a compact set, Lemma 1 guarantees that there exists such a constant that doesn’t depend
on the choice of θ. We then bound the gradient of Lout using the smoothness properties of Lin and
Lout , either directly
LR
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k ≤ Lkφ∗β − φ∗∞ k ≤
2
∗
or indirectly, using the fixed point condition ∂φ L(φβ , β) = 0,
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k =

Lkφ∗β − φ∗0 k
1
LR
k−∂φ Lin (φ∗β )k ≤
≤
.
β
β
2β

The required result is finally obtained by remarking


1 LR
LR
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k ≤ min 1,
≤
.
β
2
1+β

C.2.3

Proof of Remark 1

We now prove Remark 1, which directly follows from the previous proof. Recall that we have just
proved
LR
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k ≤
.
1+β
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With the strong convexity of Lout , the gradient is also lower bounded
k∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k ≥ µkφ∗β − φ∗∞ k,
meaning that
kφ∗β − φ∗∞ k ≤

LR
.
µ(1 + β)

Similarly, one can show that
kφ∗0 − φ∗β k ≤

β
1+β

up to some constant factor. This can be proved with
kφ∗0 − φ∗β k ≤

C.2.4

k∂φ Lin (φ∗β )k
βk∂φ Lout (φ∗β )k
βLR
=
≤
.
µ
µ
(1 + β)µ

Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 1.ii and 1.iii,
d2 φ∗β
dβ 2

≤

ρ dφ∗β
µ dβ

2

+

dφ∗β
2L
.
(1 + β)µ dβ

Proof. The starting point of the proof is the implicit function theorem, that we differentiate with
respect to β as a product of functions

−1
d2 φ∗β
d 
=
− ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)
∂φ Lout (φ∗β )
2
dβ
dβ




d 2
d
=−
∂φ L(φ∗β , β)−1 ∂φ Lout (φ∗β ) − ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)−1
∂φ Lout (φ∗β ) .
dβ
dβ
|
{z
} |
{z
}
a)

b)

We now individually calculate and bound each term.
a) The differentiation of the inverse of a matrix gives


d 2
2
∗
−1
∗
a) = −∂φ L(φβ , β)
∂ L(φβ , β) ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)−1 ∂φ Lout (φ∗β ),
dβ φ
which we can rewrite as
a) =

∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)−1



 ∗
dφβ
d 2
∗
∂ L(φβ , β)
.
dβ φ
dβ

The derivative term in the middle of the r.h.s. is equal to

d  2 in ∗
d 2
∂φ L(φ∗β , β) =
∂φ L (φβ ) + β∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β )
dβ
dβ
d
d 2 in ∗
∂ L (φβ ) + β ∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β ) + ∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β ).
=
dβ φ
dβ
Using the Lipschitz continuity of the Hessians,
dφ∗β
d 2 in ∗
d
∂φ L (φβ ) + β ∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β ) ≤ (1 + β)ρ
.
dβ
dβ
dβ
Adding the upper bound on the norm the Hessian of Lout due to its smoothness,
dφ∗β
d 2
∂φ L(φ∗β , β) ≤ (1 + β)ρ
+ L.
dβ
dβ
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We finally have
1
ka)k ≤
µ(1 + β)
≤
b) With the chain rule,

ρ dφ∗β
µ dβ




dφ∗β
dφ∗β
+L
(1 + β)ρ
dβ
dβ

2

+

dφ∗β
L
.
(1 + β)µ dβ

dφ∗β
d
∂φ Lout (φ∗β ) = ∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β )
dβ
dβ

so
kb)k ≤ ∂φ2 L(φ∗β , β)−1
≤

C.2.5

dφ∗β
dβ

∂φ2 Lout (φ∗β )

dφ∗β
L
.
(1 + β)µ dβ

Proof of Lemma 4

Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 1.ii, 1.iii and 1.iv, there exists a constant M such that
!!
dφ∗β
dφ∗β 2
d2 φ∗β
d2 ∂L ∗
(φ , β) ≤ M
+ (1 + β)
.
+
dβ 2 ∂θ β
dβ
dβ
dβ 2
Proof. We want to bound the norm of d2β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β). The first order derivative can be calculated with
the chain rule of differentiation
dφ∗β
d
∂θ L(φ∗β , β) = ∂β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β) + ∂φ ∂θ L(φ∗β , β)
.
dβ
dβ
We then once again differentiate this equation with respect to β. The ∂β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β) term has in fact,
due to the nature of L, no direct dependence on β and is equal to ∂θ Lout (φ∗β ). Hence
dφ∗β
d
∂β ∂θ L(φ∗β , β) = ∂φ ∂θ Lout (φ∗β )
.
dβ
dβ
Differentiating the other term yields

 

d2 φ∗β
dφ∗β
dφ∗β dφ∗β
d
∗
∗
2
∗
∂φ ∂θ L(φβ , β)
= ∂β ∂φ ∂θ L(φβ , β) + ∂φ ∂θ L(φβ , β) ⊗
+ ∂φ ∂θ L(φ∗β , β)
.
dβ
dβ
dβ
dβ
dβ 2
Therefore,
dφ∗β
dφ∗β
d2 φ∗β
dφ∗β
d2
∗
out ∗
2
∗
∗
∂
L(φ
,
β)
=
2∂
∂
L
(φ
)
+
∂
∂
L(φ
,
β)
⊗
⊗
+
∂
∂
L(φ
,
β)
.
θ
φ θ
φ θ
β
β
φ θ
β
β
dβ 2
dβ
dβ
dβ
dβ 2
We now individually bound each term:
– due to Assumption 1.i, φ 7→ ∂θ Lout (φ) is B out -Lipschitz continuous, so k∂φ ∂θ Lout k ≤ B out and
2∂φ ∂θ Lout (φ∗β )

dφ∗β
dβ

≤ 2B out

dφ∗β
.
dβ

– similarly to the previous point,
∂φ ∂θ L(φ∗β )

d2 φ∗β
dβ 2

≤ (B in + βB out )
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d2 φ∗β
.
dβ 2

– Assumption 1.iv ensures that φ 7→ ∂φ ∂θ L(φ, β) is (1 + β)σ-Lipschitz continous and
dφ∗β
dφ∗β
∂3L
∗
(φ
⊗
,
β)
⊗
∂φ2 ∂θ β
dβ
dβ

≤ (1 + β)σ

dφ∗β
dβ

2

.

Take M := max(2B out , B in , σ): we now have the desired result.

C.3

Proof of Corollary 1

Recall the following Corollary.
Corollary 1. Under Assumption 1, if we suppose that for every strictly positive β we approximate the
two fixed points with precision δ and δ 0 and if (δ + δ 0 ) < C/B in , the best achievable bound in Theorem 2
is smaller than
p
B out δ 0 + 2 CB in (δ + δ 0 )
and is attained for β equal to
p
B in (δ + δ 0 )
p
β (δ, δ ) = √
.
C − B in (δ + δ 0 )
∗

0

We visualize the results from Corollary 1 on Fig. S2.

A

B

Figure S2: Visualization of Corollary 1. (A) Best achievable bound as a function of δ = δ 0 in blue2 .
The grey lines are the bounds from Theorem 2 we laid out on Fig. 1B. (B) β value that minimizes the
bound, as a function of δ = δ 0 .

Proof. The β derivative of the bound B obtained in Theorem 2 is
∂B
B in (δ + δ 0 )
C
(δ, δ 0 , β) = −
+
2
∂β
β
(1 + β)2
and vanishes for β verifying
β

√

C−

p

 p
B in (δ + δ 0 ) = B in (δ + δ 0 ).

As (δ + δ 0 ) < C/B in , the previous criterion is met when β is equal to the positive
p
B in (δ + δ 0 )
∗
p
β := √
.
C − B in (δ + δ 0 )
The optimal bound is then
√
 p
p
p
B in (δ + δ 0 )
C − B in (δ + δ 0 ) + CB in (δ + δ 0 )
p
≤ B out δ 0 + 2 CB in (δ + δ 0 ).

B(δ, δ 0 , β ∗ ) = B out δ 0 +

2 More

precisely the one before the last upper bound in the proof.
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D

Forward finite difference estimators

So far, we have considered the following finite difference estimator:


∂L
1 ∂L
b
(φ̂β , θ, β) −
(φ̂0 , θ, 0) .
∇θ =
β ∂θ
∂θ
It uses two points to estimate the derivative dβ ∂θ L(φ∗θ,β , θ, β) at β = 0. However, as highlighted by
our theoretical analysis, the finite difference error generated by this estimator quickly increases with
β. It is possible to reduce this error by adding more points to the estimator, either by evaluating the
function before, after or on both sides of the β value we want to estimate the derivative at (here 0).
The latter, called the symmetric version, was introduced in the Hopfield energy setting and was crucial
for scaling equilibrium propagation to deeper networks [64]. More precisely, it estimates ∇θ with


∂L
1 ∂L
sym
b
(φ̂β , θ, β) −
(φ̂−β , θ, −β)
∇θ =
2β ∂θ
∂θ
where φ̂β and φ̂−β are approximate minimizers of φ 7→ L(φ, θ, β) and φ 7→ L(φ, θ, −β), obtained by
starting the minimization process at φ̂0 , an estimate of φ∗θ,0 . This symmetric finite difference estimator
can be extended to include more points and get a finer approximation.
We argue that, given the form of Lin and Lout , it is more stable to only take positive β values, and
thus use forward finite difference estimators. The reason is the following. As we want to minimize
both Lin and Lout we can expect them to be bounded from below, hence L also is when β is positive.
However, this guarantee no longer holds when taking negative β values.
We introduce the p-forward finite difference estimator, defined as follows:
p−1
X
∂L
bp = 1
αi
(φ̂iβ , θ, iβ)
∇
θ
β i=0 ∂θ

where φ̂iβ are approximations of φ∗iβ for i ∈ {0, β, . . . , (p − 1)β} and α are coefficients that are uniquely
determined [65]. Their first values are:
p
2
3
4
5

α0
−1
−3/2
−11/6
−25/12

α1
1
2
3
4

α2
0
−1/2
−3/2
−3

α3
0
0
1/3
4/3

α4
0
0
0
−1/4

Note that the two points estimator we have used so far is in fact the p-forward finite difference estimator
for p = 2.
We now sketch an analysis of the meta-gradient estimation error made by those more general estimators.
In our analysis of the p = 2 case, we introduced two quantities: the fixed point approximation induced
error and the finite difference error. The estimators that we have here presented are designed to
decrease the finite difference error. When β is close to 0, we can show that the finite difference error
is O(β p−1 ) using Taylor’s theorem. For high β values, it is upper bounded as the α coefficients verify
the property
p−1
X
αi = 1.
i=0

Inspired by the β/(1 + β) bound we have proved for the p = 2 case in Theorem 2, we can reasonably
expect the finite difference error to be upper bounded by a constant times β p−1 /(1 + β)p−1 .
Increasing the number of points thus improves the finite difference error. However, it has a conflicting
effect: it may increase the fixed point approximation induced error. If Assumption 1.i holds and if the
fixed points φ∗iβ are approximated up to precision δi , this error is upper bounded by
p−1
p−1
X
B in X
|αi |δi + B out
i|αi |δi .
β i=0
i=0
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P
P
The quantities |αi | and i|αi | quickly (more than linearly) increase with p, so is the error associated
to the approximation of the fixed points. Because of those two conflicting phenomena, the benefits of
those estimators have to be evaluated in practice. We do so in Appendix E on a toy quadratic model.
We leave the investigation of the p-forward estimator on more complex models for future work.

E

An analytically tractable model

Problem setting. We investigate a quadratic model in which everything can be calculated in closed
form and where the assumptions needed for the theory hold. Define Lin and Lout as follows3 :
λ
1
(φ − φt )> H(φ − φt ) + kφ − θk2
2
2
1
Lout (φ) = (φ − φv )> H(φ − φv )
2

Lin (φ, θ) =

where λ is a scalar that controls the strength of the regularization, φt and φv two vectors and H a
positive definite diagonal matrix. This model is a quadratic approximation of the few-shot learning
setting for implicit meta-learning algorithms introduced in the iMAML paper [26] and is an instance
of our synaptic model. The rationale behind this approximation is the following: the training and the
validation loss share the same curvature but have different minimizers, respectively φt and φv . The
matrix H then models the Hessian and we consider it diagonal for simplicity. Thanks to the quadratic
approximation, many quantities involved in our contrastive meta-learning rule can be calculated in
closed form.
Calculation of the finite difference error. A formula for the minimizer of L = Lin + βLout can
be derived analytically. The derivative of L vanishes if and only if
((1 + β)H + λId) φ − Hφt − βHφv − λθ = 0,
hence
φ∗θ,β = (1 + β)Id + λH −1

−1


φt + βφv + λH −1 θ .

λH −1 is an interesting quantity in this example. It acts as the effective per-coordinate regularization
strength: regularization will be stronger on flat directions.
The meta-gradient calculation follows. As
∂θ L(φ, θ, β) = −λ(φ − θ),
the use of equilibrium propagation theorem (Theorem 3) yields
∇θ = −λ

dφ∗θ,β
dβ

.
β=0

It now remains to calculate the derivative of φ∗θ,β with respect to β using the formula of φ∗θ,β :
−1 v
dφ∗θ,β
= (1 + β)Id + λH −1
φ
dβ
−2 t
− (1 + β)Id + λH −1
(φ + βφv + λH −1 θ)


−2
= (1 + β)Id + λH −1
(1 + β)φv + λH −1 φv − φt − βφv − λH −1 θ
−2

= (1 + β)Id + λH −1
(φv − φt ) + λH −1 (φv − θ)
Define ψ := (φv − φt ) + λH −1 (φv − θ); the meta-gradient finally is
∇θ = −λ(Id + λH −1 )−2 ψ.
3 In our experiments, we take the dimension of the parameter space N to be equal to 50. The Hessian is taken to
be diag(1, ..., 1/N ). θ is randomly generated according to θ ∼ N (0, σθ ) with σθ = 2. φt and φv are drawn around
φτ ∼ N (0, στ ) (with στ = 1) with a standard deviation of 0.2.
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We can now calculate the finite difference error. Recall the equilibrium propagation estimate at fixed
points


b ∗ = 1 ∂L (φ∗ , θ, β) − ∂L (φ∗ , θ, 0) .
∇
θ
β ∂θ θ,β
∂θ θ,0
In this formulation, it is equal to
b ∗θ = − λ (φ∗θ,β − φ∗θ,0 )
∇
β
−1
ψ
= −λ (Id + λH −1 )((1 + β)Id + λH −1 )

−1
−1 −1
= (Id + λH ) (1 + β)Id + λH )
∇θ .
The finite difference can now be lower and upper bounded. First,

b ∗θ = β (1 + β)Id + λH −1 −1 ∇θ .
∇θ − ∇
Introduce µ the smallest eigenvalue of H and L its largest one. We then have
Lβ
µβ
b ∗θ k ≤
k∇θ k ≤ k∇θ − ∇
k∇θ k.
(1 + β)µ + λ
(1 + β)L + λ

(8)

This shows that the finite difference error part of Theorem 2 is tight and, in this case, accurately
describes the behavior of the finite difference error.

A

B

C

D

Figure S3: (A, B, C) Normalized error between equilibrium propagation p-forward finite difference
estimators and the outer gradient, as a function of β. The values of p are (A) p = 2, (B) p = 3 and (C)
p = 4. (D) Comparison of the finite difference error, as a function of β, for the same three estimators.

Empirical results. The fixed point approximation induced error part of the bound cannot be treated
analytically as it depends on δ and δ 0 , which are, by essence, two empirical quantities. We cannot
directly control them either. Instead we use the number of gradient descent steps as a proxy, that it is
closely related to − log δ when gradient descent has a linear convergence rate. We choose the number
of steps to be the same in the two phases, for the sake of simplicity, even though it may not be optimal.
We plot the evolution of the normalized error
b θk
k∇θ − ∇
k∇θ k
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A

B

C

Figure S4: Normalized error between the equilibrium propagation p-forward finite difference estimate
as a function of the number of steps in each phase, for (A) p = 2, (B) p = 3 and (C) p = 4.

A

B

Figure S5: (A) Best normalized error (over the choice of β) for different p-forward finite difference
estimators, as a function of the number of steps in the two phases. (B) β value that is used to obtain
the best error.
between the meta-gradient and its equilibrium propagation estimate as a function of β in Fig. S3 for
different forward finite difference estimates. The error for p = 2 behaves similarly to what is predicted
by the theory (compare with Fig. 1A). The evolution of the error for the other estimators follows the
intuition we have developed in Appendix D. The finite difference error saturates when β is high and
it converges to 0 faster as p increases, following the O(β p−1 ) behavior for small β obtained with a
Taylor approximation. Note that the comparison of the different forward finite estimators is done for
the same number of gradient descent steps in each phase. The 4 points estimator hence uses two times
more gradient descent steps than the 2 point estimator. We did this to maintain a relatively similar δ
values for all the phases, that models some lower bound on the precision to which we can approximate
the fixed point in more complex settings. The first three plots would therefore change if we control
the total number of steps instead of the number of steps in each phase. The last one won’t: it does
not depend on the number of steps anymore.
The evolution of the meta-gradient estimation error with the number of steps fits the theoretical
predictions as shown on Fig. S4. The benefits brought by longer phases saturate, for every fixed β.
When the number of points in the estimation increases, the estimation gets better, as confirmed on
Fig. S5A. Note that, from the theoretical analysis we sketched in Appendix D, it was not clear if
adding more points to the estimator, would be beneficial. With this plot, we show that it is the case
here. In the small error regime (more than 10 steps in this example), the best error and β decrease
exponentially with the number of steps, as hinted by Corollary 1. Interestingly, when the number of
steps in each phase is fixed, the estimators with more points need higher β value to reach their best
performance. This finding complements the purpose for which we introduced them, i.e. decrease the
finite difference error. It can be explained in the following way: the more points the more sensitive
the forward finite difference estimator is to the fixed point approximation induced error, as we have
seen in Appendix D. It is therefore beneficial to increase β, which is made possible by a lower finite
difference error.
We finish the study of this quadratic model by considering how the classical estimator performs when
the total number of gradient descent steps is fixed (Fig. S6). We retrieve the very same behavior as
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Normalized error
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Figure S6: Evolution of the normalized error when the fixed points are computed with gradient descent,
as a function of the number of steps in the free phase, for different β values.
for our experiments on the regularization learning setting on the Boston dataset.

F

Hyperparameter search spaces

Tables S1, S2, S3 and S4 show the hyperparameter search spaces for the high-dimensional regularization
learning experiments.
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0.001
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{500, 1000, 2000}
100
-

{0.01, 0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0, 3.0, 10.0}
0.001
0.001
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
2000
100
{20, 100, 200, 500}

beta
init-l2
lr-inner
lr-outer
steps-inner
steps-outer
steps-nudged

T1T2
0.001
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000}
100
-

Contrastive meta-learning
{0.01, 0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0, 3.0, 10.0}
0.001
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
2000
100
{20, 50, 100, 200, 500}

Table S2: Hyperparameter search space for MNIST experiment with 10 training samples and 9990 validation samples. For both methods a random search with
500 samples from the grid was performed. Best found parameters are marked in bold.

beta
init-l2
lr-inner
lr-outer
steps-inner
steps-outer
steps-nudged

T1T2

Contrastive meta-learning

Table S1: Hyperparameter search space for CIFAR-10 experiment with 50 training samples and 950 validation samples. For contrastive meta-learning a random
search with 500 samples from the grid was performed, for T1T2 the grid was searched exhaustively for 2 independent seeds. Best found parameters are marked
in bold.
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0.001
Log Uniform(0.0001, 0.1) → 0.00027
Log Uniform(0.0001, 0.1) → 0.049693
{100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000}
100
-

{0.01, 0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0, 3.0, 10.0}
0.001
Log Uniform(0.0001, 0.1) → 0.00865
Log Uniform(0.0001, 0.1) → 0.0031
{100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000}
100
{20, 50, 100, 200, 500}

beta
init-l2
lr-inner
lr-outer
steps-inner
steps-outer
steps-nudged

T1T2
0.001
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{500, 1000, 2000}
100
-

Contrastive meta-learning
{0.01, 0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0, 3.0, 10.0}
0.001
0.01
{0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.003, 0.01, 0.03, 0.1}
{1000, 2000}
100
{20, 50, 100, 200, 500}

Table S4: Hyperparameter search space for full MNIST experiment with 30000 training samples and 30000 validation samples. For both methods, every grid
point was evaluated. Best found parameters are marked in bold.

beta
init-l2
lr-inner
lr-outer
steps-inner
steps-outer
steps-nudged

T1T2

Contrastive meta-learning

Table S3: Hyperparameter search space for MNIST experiment with 1 training sample and 9999 validation samples. For both methods 500 samples were
randomly drawn from the search space. Best found parameters are marked in bold.

