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Abstract

Data-Free Meta-Learning (DFML) aims to efficiently
learn new tasks by leveraging multiple pre-trained mod-
els without requiring their original training data. Exist-
ing inversion-based DFML methods construct pseudo tasks
from a learnable dataset, which is inversely generated from
the pre-trained model pool. For the first time, we reveal
two major challenges hindering their practical deployments:
Task-Distribution Shift (TDS) and Task-Distribution Corrup-
tion (TDC). TDS leads to a biased meta-learner because of
the skewed task distribution towards newly generated tasks.
TDC occurs when untrusted models characterized by mis-
leading labels or poor quality pollute the task distribution.
To tackle these issues, we introduce a robust DFML frame-
work that ensures task distributional robustness. We propose
to meta-learn from a pseudo task distribution, diversified
through task interpolation within a compact task-memory
buffer. This approach reduces the meta-learner’s overre-
liance on newly generated tasks by maintaining consistent
performance across a broader range of interpolated mem-
ory tasks, thus ensuring its generalization for unseen tasks.
Additionally, our framework seamlessly incorporates an au-
tomated model selection mechanism into the meta-training
phase, parameterizing each model’s reliability as a learnable
weight. This is optimized with a policy gradient algorithm in-
spired by reinforcement learning, effectively addressing the
non-differentiable challenge posed by model selection. Com-
prehensive experiments across various datasets demonstrate
the framework’s effectiveness in mitigating TDS and TDC,
underscoring its potential to improve DFML in real-world
scenarios.

TDS TDC

Figure 1. Concepts of TDS and TDC. (Left) At a certain training it-
eration, TDS occurs when the task distribution skews towards newly
generated tasks, deviating from the ideal task distribution. TDC
arises from the inclusion of untrusted tasks. (Right) Our framework
addresses these issues by meta-learning from a diversified pseudo
task distribution that closely mirrors the ideal distribution. This
is achieved through task interpolation within a compact memory
buffer alongside an automated model selection mechanism.
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Figure 2. Vulnerabilities of PURER for TDS (left) and TDC (right).
“-ANIL” and “-ProtoNet” are two variants of PURER.

1. Introduction

Data-free Meta-learning (DFML) [13, 43], an emerging
meta-learning paradigm, gains increasing interest for its abil-
ity to reuse multiple pre-trained models to obtain a general-
izable meta-learner, without accessing their private training
data. This paradigm stands in contrast to traditional meta-
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learning [9], which relies heavily on extensive tasks with
available training and testing data. One of the most com-
pelling applications of DFML lies in its relevance to real-
world scenarios where task-specific data may be unavailable
post-training due to constraints like privacy. In such cases,
repositories such as GitHub, HuggingFace, and Model Zoo
offer numerous pre-trained models without accompanying
private training data. DFML provides an effective solu-
tion to such scenarios by reusing those pre-trained models
without accessing their private training data, to develop a
meta-learner with exceptional generalization capabilities for
new tasks.

Despite its promise, DFML is not without challenges.
Inversion-based DFML methods, for instance, generate
pseudo tasks from a dynamically learnable dataset, which is
evolved by iteratively querying the pre-trained model pool.
For the first time, we reveal two critical issues of existing
methods, as illustrated in Fig. 1: Task-Distribution Shift
(TDS) and Task-Distribution Corruption (TDC). These is-
sues significantly hinder the practical application of DFML,
which has not been explored.

TDS emerges due to the evolving nature of task distri-
butions. PURER [13], the state-of-the-art DFML method,
meta-trains on pseudo tasks constructed from a learnable
dataset, which is inversely obtained from the pre-trained
model pool and evolves adversarially with the meta-learner.
This evolution, especially within the adversarial constraints,
can skew the task distribution towards newer tasks, resulting
in a bias in the meta-learner and a consequent decrease in
its generalization for novel tasks. Detailed discussion on
PURER is provided in App. D. This phenomenon is evident
in Fig. 2, where severe degradation in meta-testing accu-
racy occurs during PURER’s meta-training phase under the
CIFAR-FS 5-way 5-shot setting. This instability is highly
undesirable in practical applications, making it difficult to
determine the optimal point to terminate meta-training, es-
pecially lacking validation set monitoring. Therefore, there
is a clear need for a more robust DFML framework. Such
a framework should ensure stable accuracy throughout the
meta-training process, allowing for a safe termination after a
pre-determined sufficient number of iterations.

TDC arises when pre-trained models are sourced from
untrusted platforms, which is exemplified in Fig. 3. When
employing DFML algorithms to solve rare bird species clas-
sification tasks, users actively choose relevant models, such
as bird or animal classifiers, as meta-training resources. How-
ever, the assumption that all pre-trained models are trustwor-
thy, as posited by PURER [13], is not always valid. Here, we
identify two primary risks with untrusted models: those with
misleading labels, either due to inaccurate data labeling or
deliberate model disguising, and those of low quality, stem-
ming from poor training configurations or inferior training
data. Pseudo data generated from models with misleading la-

Personally Training

Reliable model
a birds classifier

Public Model PoolUpload Download

… … …

selected model pool

M
eta-training

Data-Free Meta-Learning

?

Support set

Query set

trusted model

untrusted model

M
eta-testing

corrupted
meta-learner

“I select birds-
relevant classifiers”

? ?

bird 1

bird 2

bird 2

bird 1

Untrusted model
with low quality

bird 3

bird 4

96% Acc

50% Acc

Untrusted model
with misleading labels

Figure 3. TDC arises due to the use of untrusted pre-trained models,
mainly characterized by misleading labels (either due to inaccurate
data labeling or deliberate model disguising), or low quality (due
to poor training configurations or inferior training data).

bels will be inaccurately labeled, causing contradictions with
correctly labeled data and thus confusing the meta-learner.
Likewise, data generated from low-quality models are often
noisy and lacking in discriminative features, thereby hin-
dering the meta-learning process. The significant impact of
these untrusted models on PURER is demonstrated through
a case study in Fig. 2 under the CIFAR-FS 5-way 5-shot set-
ting. In this case, these untrusted models, while claimed to
be from CIFAR-FS, are actually trained on diverse datasets
including EuroSAT, ISIC, ChestX, Omniglot, and MNIST.
Addressing this issue by individually assessing each model’s
reliability through gathering specific testing data, though
straightforward, is impractical in DFML scenarios, given the
vast number of pre-trained models and associated constraints
like time, resources, and privacy. Therefore, we advocate
for the development of an efficient, automated method to
identify and utilize reliable models from a large pool without
necessitating extensive individual model testing.

To address TDS and TDC, for the first time, we develop
a novel DFML framework that ensures task distributional
robustness. Our framework leverages meta-learning from a
pseudo task distribution, which is diversified through task
interpolation over a compact task-memory buffer. This pre-
vents the meta-learner from over-relying on newly generated
tasks by maintaining stable performance across a broader
range of interpolated past tasks, thus ensuring its generaliza-
tion for unseen tasks. We present two practical implementa-
tions of task interpolation, including task-level combination
and mixup. The implementation of task interpolation is
flexible, with many potential extensions for future research.
Furthermore, our framework seamlessly incorporates an au-
tomated model selection mechanism within the meta-training
process, parameterizing each model’s reliability as a learn-
able weight. We employ a policy gradient algorithm from
reinforcement learning to optimize these weights, regarding
the meta-learner’s performance on held-out unseen tasks as
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rewards, which effectively addresses the non-differentiable
challenge posed by model selection. This selection mech-
anism is also designed to be versatile and compatible with
existing DFML methods to alleviate TDC. Our contributions
are validated through extensive experiments across multiple
datasets, which confirms the efficacy of our framework in
mitigating the TDS and TDC issues, and underscores its
applicability in real-world DFML deployments. We outline
our contributions as follows:

• For the first time, we reveal the vulnerabilities of exist-
ing DFML methods to TDS and TDC, highlighting the
critical need for robust DFML deployments in real-world
applications.

• We introduce a novel DFML framework ensuring task
distributional robustness, featuring a diversified pseudo
task distribution through task interpolation over a memory
buffer and an automated model selection mechanism.

• We provide empirical evidence across various datasets to
verify our framework’s effectiveness in addressing TDS
and TDC, indicating its utility in enhancing the practical
deployment of DFML.

2. Related Work

Data-Free Meta-Learning (DFML) is a novel approach de-
signed to facilitate the efficient learning of new tasks through
meta-learning from pre-trained models, without the need for
original training data. In contrast to traditional data-based
meta-learning methods [10, 11, 14, 16, 22, 27, 30, 32, 45, 47–
49, 51] that rely on large datasets, DFML offers a solution
to obtain a meta-learner with superior generalization ability
from a collection of task-specific pre-trained models with
weaker generalization ability. The concept of DFML, first
introduced by Wang et al. [43], involves meta-learning a
hyper-network that takes pre-trained models as inputs and
directly outputs a fused model. A more advanced method,
recently proposed by Hu et al. [13], utilizes inversion-based
techniques to significantly enhance performance. Their ap-
proach, known as PURER, constructs pseudo tasks from a
learnable dataset inversely generated from the pre-trained
model pool. However, these approaches often assume the re-
liability of all pre-trained models and overlook the evolving
nature of iteratively generated tasks, leaving them suscep-
tible to TDS and TDC. Our work is the first to highlight
these vulnerabilities in inversion-based DFML methods and
emphasize the need for robust solutions.
Data-free learning. This concept focuses on learning pro-
cesses that operate without real data access, an important
consideration in scenarios where data availability is con-
strained [53, 54, 56]. An example of data-free learning
is the vanilla model average and its variants, which only
utilize the parameters and architectures of pre-trained mod-
els. Recent advancements in model inversion techniques

[2, 2, 4, 6–8, 17, 23–25, 34, 40, 52, 55] have propelled this
field forward, allowing for the synthesis of pseudo data from
pre-trained models. Nonetheless, these methods often over-
look challenges such as non-stationary data distributions and
the assumption of model reliability.
Distributional robustness in meta-learning. The field of
meta-learning has introduced some methods to address the
sequential task-distribution shift in meta-learning [11, 29].
Other methods [15, 18, 21, 33, 37, 41, 42, 46] aim to enable
effective meta-learning in scenarios with heterogeneous task
distributions. However, all these solutions are predominantly
aligned with data-based meta-learning, but the unique chal-
lenges of distributional robustness in the context of data-free
meta-learning remain unexplored and unaddressed.

3. Methodology
In this section, we introduce a novel DFML framework en-
suring task distribution robustness, featuring a diversified
pseudo task distribution through task interpolation over a
memory buffer (Sec. 3.2) and an automated model selec-
tion mechanism (Sec. 3.3 ). Below, we begin with the basic
problem setup of DFML.

3.1. Problem Setup of DFML

Meta-training. In the context of DFML, we are given a
collection of pre-trained modelsMpool, where each model
M ∈Mpool is tailored to specific tasks. The aim is to meta-
learn a meta-learner A[·;θA] usingMpool, enabling rapid
adaptation to new unseen tasks Ttest. We highlight that the
models inMpool may possess heterogeneous architectures.
In line with standard meta-learning protocols, we can engage
with a limited number of validation tasks, ensuring their label
spaces do not overlap with those of the meta-training models
or the meta-testing tasks.
Meta-testing. We evaluate the meta-learner on 600 un-
seen N -way K-shot tasks. The classes encountered dur-
ing the meta-testing phase have never been seen during the
meta-training phase or in the validation tasks. Each task
Ttest = (Ds

test,D
q
test) consists of a support set Ds

test =
(Xs

test,Y
s
test) with N classes and K instances per class. We

utilize the support set Ds
test to adapt the meta learner parame-

terized by θA to obtain the task-specific solverA[Ds
test;θA]

and make predictions on its query set Dq
test. The overall

accuracy is measured by averaging the accuracies across all
the meta-testing tasks.

3.2. Diversified Pseudo Task Distribution (SPAN)

The DFML objective is formulated to optimize the meta-
learner, parameterized by θA, by minimizing the expected
loss over a pseudo task distribution p̂T :

min
θA

ET̂ ∈p̂T
Ltask

(
D̂q;A[D̂s;θA]

)
, (1)
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where T̂ represents a pseudo task comprising a support set
D̂s and a query set D̂q, sampled from p̂T . The meta-learner
could be entirely shared across tasks in metric-based meth-
ods like ProtoNet [31], or partially in gradient-based meth-
ods like MAML, where only layers before the classification
head are shared across tasks. The task-specific adaptation
on non-shared parts uses the support set D̂s, which can be
implemented through various approaches such as in-context
(black-box) learning [3], gradient optimization [9] and met-
ric learning [31]. We useA[D̂s;θA] denote the adaption pro-
cess on θA using D̂s. The task-level loss function Ltask(·)
assesses the effectiveness of the adapted model on the query
set D̂q. The ultimate aim is to train the meta-learner for
effective adaptation to a diverse range of tasks from p̂T ,
thereby enhancing its generalization to unseen tasks.

We tackle the challenge of approximating the task dis-
tribution p̂T by inversely generating pseudo tasks from
each pre-trained model M . This is achieved by iteratively
querying the model and employing a conditional genera-
tor G(·;θG), initially randomly initialized for each model.
The generator takes standard Gaussian noise Z and prede-
fined target label Ŷ as inputs, to produce the generated data
X̂ = G(Z, Ŷ;θG). The generator’s optimization is driven
by the feedback or loss obtained after inputting X̂ into M ,
aiming to minimize the cross-entropy loss LCE with the
target labels Ŷ that can be represented as either hard la-
bels (e.g., [1, 0, 0]) or soft labels (e.g., [0.7, 0.1, 0.2]). The
generation objective is formulated as:

min
θG

LCE(X̂, Ŷ;θG) = min
θG

CE(M(X̂), Ŷ). (2)

To fill the gap between generated and original training
data, we incorporate a regularization term following [50].
This term ensures that the feature-map statistics of the gen-
erated data align with those of the original training data, as
stored in the BatchNormalization (BN) layers of the pre-
trained models:

LBN(X̂;θG) =
∑
l

∥µl(X̂)− µBN
l ∥+ ∥σ2

l (X̂)− σBN
l ∥. (3)

Here, X̂ represents a batch of generated data and µl and σ2
l

denote their mean and variance at the lth convolutional layer.
µBN
l and σBN

l refer to the mean and variance of original
training data stored in the lth BN layer. Combining these
terms, we define the generator’s optimization process as:

min
θG

LG(Z, Ŷ;θG) = LCE + LBN. (4)

To construct the pseudo task T̂ , we selectX̂ that yields the
minimum LG during the optimization of θG, and then ran-
domly split (X̂, Ŷ) into a support set D̂s = (X̂s, Ŷs) and a
query set D̂q = (X̂q, Ŷq). The task generation process is
detailed in App. B.

Task interpolation within memory buffer. To avoid over-
reliance on newly generated tasks, we diversify the pseudo
task distribution p̂T through task interpolation over a com-
pact task-memory buffer. The memory buffer is implemented
via reservoir sampling (RS), similar to [28]. This interpo-
lation across memory tasks broadens the range of tasks for
meta-training, essential for effective meta-learning, without
the need for exceeding the memory buffer or requiring ex-
tensive pre-trained models. Here, we present two practical
implementations of task interpolation, including task-level
combination and mixup [48]. (i) Combination refers to com-
bining different classes from multiple memory tasks to form
a new task. For example, from two 2-way memory tasks with
label spaces of (i1, i2) and (j1, j2), an interpolated task could
be (i1, j2); (ii) Mixup interpolates tasks by blending hidden
representations. Using the previous example, an interpolated
2-way task could be (e1, e2), where e1 and e2 are new labels
for interpolated classes. The mixup is conducted on hidden
representations of one certain layer shared across tasks in the
meta-learner. For MAML without task-shared layers, mixup
is allowed on the inputs. For instance, to construct the new
class e1, we first randomly select one layer l shared across
tasks, and then apply mixup on its hidden representations
of classes i1 and j2, i.e. h(l)

e1 = λh
(l)
i1

+ (1 − λ)h
(l)
j2

, with
λ ∈ [0, 1] sampled from a Beta distribution Beta(α,β).
Also, the implementation for task interpolation is flexible
and can be further explored in future works. Empirically, a
hybrid approach combining combination and mixup yields
superior performance due to the generation of more diverse
tasks with varying difficulty levels, which is also evidenced
through t-SNE visualization in App. E.
Different choices of Ltask for new tasks and interpolated
memory tasks. For newly generated tasks, we employ a
distillation loss, minimizing the Kullback–Leibler (KL) di-
vergence between the predictions of the meta-learner and
the pre-trained model. This approach leverages the rich
supervision available from the pre-trained model. For inter-
polated memory tasks, we use a cross-entropy loss against
hard labels, given the mismatch between label spaces of
interpolated tasks and those of the pre-trained models:

θ
(k+1)
A ←

θ
(k)
A −∇

θ
(k)
A

KL
(
A[D̂s;θA](X̂q),M(X̂q)

)
θ
(k)
A −∇

θ
(k)
A

CE
(
A[D̃s;θA](X̃q), Ỹq

)
(5)

Flexible choice of the meta-learner A. Our proposed
DFML framework is compatible to both optimization-based
(e.g. MAML [9]), and metric-based meta-learning algo-
rithms (e.g. ProtoNet [31]). For instance, in MAML, the
meta-learner adapts through gradient descent on the support
set Ds to produce a task-specific model F :

AMAML[D
s;θA] (Xq) = F (Xq;ψ) ,

s.t. ψ = θA −∇θACE (F (Xs;θA),Ys)
(6)
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For ProtoNet, the meta-learner functions as a feature extrac-
tor denoted f(·;θA). It assigns labels to the query set Xq

based on the nearest class center in the feature space. The
probability of a query example being classified into class c
is calculated as:

[AProtoNet[X
s;θA] (Xq)]c =

exp (−∥f(Xq;θA)−Cc∥)∑
c′ exp (−∥f(Xq;θA)−Cc′∥)

,

(7)
where the class center Cc is the average feature embedding
in Ds of class c.

3.3. Automated Model Selection (AMS)

We incorporate an automated model selection mechanism
within the meta-training process to ensure robust model se-
lection. We parameterize models’ reliability as a learnable
weight vector W ∈ R|Mpool|, where wi characterizes the
reliability of Mi from the model pool Mpool. At each
iteration, we take an action selecting a batch of models
Mselect with the highest weights from Mpool. We use
π(Mselect|Mpool;W ) to denote the probability of taking
this action, i.e. selectingMselect fromMpool:

π(Mselect|Mpool;W ) =
∏

i∈INDEX(Mselect)

(
ewi∑|Mpool|

i′=1 ewi′

)
,

(8)
where INDEX(Mselect) returns the entry indexes ofMselect

inMpool. An alternative way to model the selection policy
is to adopt a neural network, which can be viewed as fur-
ther works. The goal of each selection is to optimize the
meta-learner’s generalization performance on a minimal set
of validation tasks T val

v = (Dval,s
v ,Dval,q

v ), i.e. the meta-
learner meta-trained with the selected modelsMselect can
generalize well to held-out unseen tasks. We argue that we
only need a minimal set of validation tasks (only two in our
case), which is substantially fewer than the extensive task
sets typically required for meta-training. The objective is
formulated as follows:

min
W

1

Nv

Nv∑
v=1

Ltask

(
Dval,q

v ;A[Dval,s
v ;θ∗A(W )]

)
,

where θ∗A = DFML(Mselect;W ),

(9)

where DFML(Mselect) return the meta-learner trained with
selected models via Eq. (5).
Optimization via RL. The model selection operation (i.e.,
Mselect ← Mpool) is non-differentiable, making the op-
timization Eq. (9) intractable. Therefore, we adopt the
REINFORCE policy gradient method [44] to reformulate
Eq. (9) to a differentiable form Eq. (10). Specifically, at
meta-iteration k, we regard the average accuracy on Nv vali-
dation tasks as rewards

∑Nv

v=1 R
(k)
v . Intuitively, if the action

M(k)
select ← Mpool leads to an increasing reward, we will

optimize the policy to increase the probability of taking this

Algorithm 1: OVERALL FRAMEWORK

1 Input: Pre-trained model poolMpool; generator G(·;θG);
meta-learner A[·;θ(0)A ]; memory buffer B; threshold ps.

2 Output: Meta-learner θA
3 Randomly initialize θ(0)A and reliability weightsW (0)

4 Clear memory bank B ← [ ]
5 for each meta-iteration k ← 0 to N do
6 p← random.uniform(0,1)
7 if p < ps then

// automated model selection

8 P (k) ← SoftMax(W (k))

9 Select a batch of modelsMselect based on P (k)

// meta-train on new tasks

10 Generate a batch of pseudo tasks T̂
11 Update memory buffer via reservoir sampling
12 Update θ(k+1)

A ← θ
(k)
A via Eq. (5)

13 Calculate rewards of θ(k+1)
A on T val

14 UpdateW (k+1) ←W (k) via Eq. (10)

15 else
// meta-train on memory

16 Construct a batch of interpolated tasks T̃ from B
17 Update θ(k+1)

A ← θ
(k)
A via Eq. (5)

action π(M(k)
select|Mpool), and vice versa. To reduce the

gradient variance and stabilize the optimization process, we
introduce the baseline function b as the moving average of
all past rewards:

W (k+1) ←W (k)+

∇W (k)

log π(M(k)
select|Mpool;W

(k))×

 1

Nv

Nv∑
v=1

R
(k)
v − b

 .

(10)

This RL-based optimization approach ensures dynamic iden-
tification and selection of reliable models. We provide an
overall framework in Alg. 1.

4. Experiments
In this section, we provide empirical evidence across various
datasets to verify our framework’s effectiveness.
Experimental setup. Our experiments utilized four datasets:
CIFAR-FS [1], MiniImageNet [36], VGG-Flower [26], and
CUB-200-2011 (CUB) [38], ranging from general natural
images to specific categories like birds (CUB) and flowers
(VGG-Flower). Following standard splits [33], we split each
dataset into meta-training, meta-validating and meta-testing
subsets with disjoint label spaces. Following Wang et al.
[43] and Hu et al. [13], we collect 100 models pre-trained
on 100 N -way tasks sampled from the meta-training sub-
set, while the meta-learner is finally evaluated on 600 tasks
sampled from the meta-testing subset. The meta-learner
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Table 1. Results of DFML with trusted models. † denotes our proposed framework.

Method
CIFAR-FS [1] MiniImageNet [36]

5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

RANDOM 28.59 ± 0.56 28.59 ± 0.56 34.77 ± 0.62 34.77 ± 0.62 25.06 ± 0.50 25.06 ± 0.50 28.10 ± 0.52 28.10 ± 0.52
AVERAGE 23.96 ± 0.53 23.96 ± 0.53 27.04 ± 0.51 27.04 ± 0.51 23.79 ± 0.48 23.79 ± 0.48 27.49 ± 0.50 27.49 ± 0.50
DRO 30.43 ± 0.43 29.35 ± 0.41 36.21 ± 0.51 35.28 ± 0.49 27.56 ± 0.48 25.22 ± 0.42 30.19 ± 0.43 28.43 ± 0.44
PURER-ANIL 35.31 ± 0.70 26.40 ± 0.43 51.63 ± 0.78 41.24 ± 0.68 30.20 ± 0.61 23.05 ± 0.36 40.78 ± 0.62 29.60 ± 0.53
PURER-ProtoNet 36.26 ± 0.62 27.01 ± 0.58 52.67 ± 0.68 40.53 ± 0.67 30.46 ± 0.64 24.00 ± 0.52 41.00 ± 0.58 31.32 ± 0.52

SPAN-ANIL† 40.39 ± 0.79 39.69 ± 0.79 55.31 ± 0.75 52.92 ± 0.75 32.58 ± 0.68 29.76 ± 0.61 43.63 ± 0.72 42.45 ± 0.67
SPAN-ProtoNet† 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76 32.61 ± 0.64 31.97 ± 0.61 42.93 ± 0.65 41.28 ± 0.64

Method
VGG-Flower [26] CUB [38]

5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

RANDOM 38.39 ± 0.71 38.39 ± 0.71 48.18 ± 0.65 48.18 ± 0.65 26.26 ± 0.48 26.26 ± 0.48 29.89 ± 0.55 29.89 ± 0.55
AVERAGE 24.52 ± 0.46 24.52 ± 0.46 32.78 ± 0.53 32.78 ± 0.53 24.53 ± 0.46 24.53 ± 0.46 28.00 ± 0.47 28.00 ± 0.47
DRO 40.02 ± 0.72 38.98 ± 0.74 50.22 ± 0.68 49.13 ± 0.70 28.33 ± 0.69 26.01 ± 0.68 31.24 ± 0.76 29.39 ± 0.70
PURER-ANIL 51.34 ± 0.80 45.02 ± 0.68 67.26 ± 0.75 62.54 ± 0.72 31.29 ± 0.64 25.05 ± 0.62 43.34 ± 0.59 32.08 ± 0.60
PURER-ProtoNet 53.90 ± 0.76 47.12 ± 0.71 68.01 ± 0.68 64.51 ± 0.67 31.62 ± 0.63 27.23 ± 0.61 45.36 ± 0.71 35.32 ± 0.66

SPAN-ANIL† 55.28 ± 0.79 54.86 ± 0.76 69.03 ± 0.78 68.52 ± 0.75 35.65 ± 0.72 34.32 ± 0.69 47.24 ± 0.72 46.28 ± 0.65
SPAN-ProtoNet† 57.31 ± 0.85 56.79 ± 0.80 71.12 ± 0.71 70.60 ± 0.69 37.47 ± 0.73 36.67 ± 0.71 48.68 ± 0.71 47.64 ± 0.68

PURER-ANIL

SPAN-ANIL (Ours)
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SPAN-ProtoNet (Ours)
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Figure 4. Stability comparison is SPAN versus PURER across 60K meta-training iterations. This figure illustrates the superiority of SPAN,
highlighting its significantly higher and more stable meta-testing accuracy throughout the entire meta-training phase.

and pre-trained models employe a Conv4 architecture for
consistency with existing works. Hyperparameters included
an inner learning rate of 0.01 and an outer learning rate of
0.001 for SPAN-ANIL, and a learning rate of 0.001 for
SPAN-ProtoNet. The threshold ps is empirically set as 0.4.
The memory bank was limited to 20 tasks. The structure
of the generator and other setup is detailed in App. C and
App. A. If not otherwise specified, we use combination for
task interpolation.

Baselines. (i) RANDOM. Training a classifier from scratch
using the support set for each meta-testing task. (ii) AVER-
AGE. Average all pre-trained models and then fine-tune the
average one using the support set. (iii) DRO [43]. Meta-
learn a hyper-network to fuse all pre-trained models into
one single model, which is then fine-tuned using the sup-
port set for each meta-testing task. (iv) PURER-[·] [13].
Adversarially train the meta-learner with a learnable dataset
inversely generated from pre-trained models. [·] represents
the meta-learning algorithm used, such as ANIL or ProtoNet.

Metrics. (i) PEAK denotes the peak meta-testing accuracy
obtained by the checkpoints with the highest meta-validating
accuracy. (ii) LAST denotes the meta-testing accuracy at
the final iteration. (iii) VARIATION denotes the value of
“LAST - PEAK”, indicating the stability of performance.

4.1. DFML with Trusted Models

In this subsection, we first explore our proposed framework’s
efficacy when meta-trained exclusively with trusted models,
establishing a basic understanding of our framework’s capa-
bility in such an ideal training scenario.
Results & Analysis. Tab. 1 shows results for 5-way classifi-
cation compared with existing baselines. We list our main
findings as follows: (i) SPAN achieve significantly higher
PEAK accuracy across all four datasets. Compared with the
best baseline, SPAN achieves 2.15% ∼ 5.85% performance
gains for 1-shot learning and 2.63%∼ 4.44% gains for 5-shot
learning w.r.t. the PEAK accuracy. (ii) SPAN achieve signif-
icantly higher LAST accuracy and less VARIATION across
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Figure 5. (Top) Performance Improvements with AMS on CIFAR-FS. (Bottom) Increasing trends in RSR indicate AMS’s enhanced
capability in identifying reliable models and filtering out unreliable ones over time.

all four datasets. Compared with the best baseline, SPAN
achieves 6.75% ∼ 10.93% performance gains for 1-shot
learning and 6.09% ∼ 14.45% gains for 5-shot learning w.r.t.
the LAST accuracy. As Fig. 4 indicates, SPAN maintains
stable meta-testing accuracy throughout 60k meta-training
iterations, contrasting sharply with PURER’s significant per-
formance degradation due to its over-reliance on new tasks
and consequent overfitting. (iii) Simply AVERAGE all mod-
els, surprisingly, even performs worse than RANDOM. This
is attributed to the lack of alignment in the parameter space
among models trained on different tasks. Further analysis in
Tab. 6 explores the sensitivity of AVERAGE to the number
of pre-trained models.

4.2. DFML with Untrusted Models

In this subsection, we further explore our proposed frame-
work’s robustness when exposed to untrusted models within
the training model pool. The setup and results of this explo-
ration are detailed below.
Setup of untrusted models. We integrated a set of untrusted
models into the training model pool to assess the robust-
ness of the DFML framework. These untrusted models are
sourced from various datasets including EuroSAT [12], ISIC
[5, 35], ChestX [39], Omniglot [19] and MNIST [20], but
are attached with labels from CIFAR-FS. The extent of this
integration was measured using a metric termed “pollution
rate”, which quantifies the proportion of untrusted models in
the pool. Further experiments, focusing on different forms
of untrusted models such as low-quality models, are detailed
in App. E.
Results & Analysis. Table Tab. 2 demonstrates that the

Table 2. DFML w/ untrusted models across various pollution rates.

Pollution Rate Method 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

10%
SPAN 34.37 ± 0.71 47.51 ± 0.72
SPAN + AMS 35.57 ± 0.67+1.20% 49.34 ± 0.72+1.83%

20%
SPAN 33.12 ± 0.69 46.79 ± 0.72
SPAN + AMS 34.24 ± 0.69+1.12% 48.72 ± 0.74+1.93%

40%
SPAN 33.03 ± 0.71 45.25 ± 0.74
SPAN + AMS 35.22 ± 0.75+2.19% 46.81 ± 0.74+1.56%

60%
SPAN 31.20 ± 0.68 42.65 ± 0.72
SPAN + AMS 33.17 ± 0.66+1.97% 45.60 ± 0.69+2.95%

80%
SPAN 30.47 ± 0.64 40.96 ± 0.70
SPAN + AMS 33.06 ± 0.68+2.59% 43.58 ± 0.65+2.62%

automated model selection (AMS) mechanism consistently
improves performance across various pollution rates (from
10% to 80%) on CIFAR-FS. This is evident with gains of
1.12% to 2.59% in 1-shot learning and 1.56% to 2.95% in 5-
shot learning. Notably, as the pollution rate increases, AMS
demonstrates more significant improvements, suggesting
that involving AMS does improve the robustness of DFML.
Additional tests on other DFML methods like PURER (refer
to App. E) further demonstrate the versatility of AMS.
Analysis of reliability weights. To understand the in-
ner workings of AMS, we take a deep look at the
trend of those learnable reliability weights W during
the meta-training phase. We introduced an indicator
named Robust Sampling Rate (RSR) for this analy-

sis: RSR =
∑

i∈INDEX(Mtrust)

(
ewi∑|Mpool|

i′=1
ewi′

)
, where

INDEX(Mbenign) returns the entry indexes of all trusted
modelsMtrust inMpool. RSR essentially reflects the likeli-
hood of selecting trusted models. An upward trend in RSR
values, as depicted in Fig. 5 (Bottom), indicates that AMS
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progressively improves at distinguishing and filtering out
untrusted models, increasingly favoring trusted ones as the
meta-training process goes on.

4.3. Ablation Studies

Effect of each component. Tab. 3 analyzes the effectiveness
of each component1. The “Vanilla” (V) approach, which
utilizes pseudo tasks synthesized from models without a
memory buffer, exhibits significant performance degradation
due to the TDS issue. Merely incorporating a Memory buffer
(M) into the framework does not yield substantial benefits.
This limited impact is attributed to the insufficient diversity
in task distribution, which fails to adequately prepare the
meta-learner for generalizing to unseen tasks. The addition
of task Interpolation (I) results in significantly higher peak
performance and reduced variation. This improvement un-
derscores the pivotal role of the interpolation mechanism in
enhancing robustness and boosting generalization capabil-
ities. Implementing Soft-label (denoted as S) supervision
from pre-trained models (Eq. (5)) further enhances the frame-
work’s performance. With all components, we achieve the
best with a boosting improvement, demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of the joint schema.

Table 3. Effect of each component.

Method 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

V 35.34 ± 0.68 26.76 ± 0.64 50.31 ± 0.72 39.22 ± 0.74
V + M 36.02 ± 0.70 28.33 ± 0.68 51.23 ± 0.72 41.54 ± 0.70
V + M + I 38.76 ± 0.74 38.42 ± 0.72 54.91 ± 0.74 53.52 ± 0.74
V + M +I + S 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76

Variants of task interpolation. As shown in Tab. 4, solely
using mixup is suboptimal because tasks interpolated by
mixup tend to be more “difficult” compared with combina-
tion, making them less effective for meta-training purposes.
We adopt a hybrid strategy that applies different interpolation
methods with varying probabilities, which ensures a more
diverse task distribution spanning a broader range of diffi-
culty levels, thereby enhancing the overall generalization.
T-SNE visualizations of pseudo tasks in App. E corroborate
our findings and offer a deeper understanding of how dif-
ferent interpolation strategies influence task difficulty and
diversity.

Table 4. Variants of task interpolation.

Interpolation
Method

5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

combination 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76
mixup 39.67 ± 0.76 39.04 ± 0.77 54.02 ± 0.78 53.19 ± 0.75

80% combination+20% mixup 41.43 ± 0.75 41.02 ± 0.76 58.21 ± 0.76 57.62 ± 0.77

Effect of the budgets of memory buffer. Tab. 5 shows the
effect of the memory buffer size. With the incorporation of

1If no otherwise specified, experiments in Sec. 4.3 are conducted on
CIFAR-FS for 5-way learning using SPAN-ProtoNet.

task interpolation, our framework can achieve a diverse and
stable task distribution even when constrained by limited
memory budgets. This suggests that the memory buffer’s
effectiveness is not solely dependent on its size but also
on how the memory is utilized. The ability to maintain
performance with limited memory buffers highlights the
real-world applicability of our framework.

Table 5. Effect of the budgets of memory buffer.

Memory Buffer
Size (task)

5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

1 34.06 ± 0.66 26.08 ± 0.72 48.13 ± 0.76 40.12 ± 0.73
10 39.26 ± 0.73 37.65 ±0.75 53.99 ± 0.76 50.32 ± 0.76
20 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76

Effect of the number of pre-trained models. The effect
of varying the number of pre-trained models on our method
(SPAN), as well as on RANDOM and AVERAGE baselines,
is detailed in Tab. 6. We observed that within a certain range,
an increase in the number of pre-trained models positively
impacts SPAN’s performance. This suggests that SPAN ef-
fectively leverages additional models to enhance its learning
capability. However, adding more models damages AVER-
AGE. The reason why AVERAGE even performs worse than
RANDOM is that each pre-trained model trains on differ-
ent tasks, thus lacking precise correspondence in parameter
space. The poor performance of AVERAGE also highlights
the challenges when utilizing a large volume of models for
practical applications.

Table 6. Effect of the number of pre-trained models.

Method Number 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

RANDOM 0 28.59 ± 0.56 28.59 ± 0.56 34.77 ± 0.62 34.77 ± 0.62

AVERAGE
10 27.99 ± 0.59 27.99 ± 0.59 36.92 ± 0.67 36.92 ± 0.67
50 24.05 ± 0.51 24.05 ± 0.51 28.16 ± 0.50 28.16 ± 0.50

100 23.96 ± 0.53 23.96 ± 0.53 27.04 ± 0.51 27.04 ± 0.51

SPAN
10 38.32 ± 0.75 37.14± 0.76 49.83 ± 0.74 47.22 ± 0.78
50 39.15 ± 0.75 38.98 ± 0.76 52.41 ± 0.76 51.27 ± 0.76

100 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76

Time measure. Tab. 7 illustrates the minimal increase in
computational time resulting from the integration of AMS.
This efficiency is primarily attributable to the rapid computa-
tion of rewards and the straightforward policy optimization
on reliability scores.

Table 7. Computational efficiency with AMS integration.
Method Time costs (h) for 10K iterations

SPAN 2.65
SPAN + AMS 2.70

Figure 6. Visualization of data generated from pre-trained Conv4.
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Visualization. As depicted in Fig. 6, the pseudo data can
effectively recapture the discriminative features learned by
pre-trained models, highlighting its suitability for the follow-
ing meta-learning process.

5. Conclusion
Our work is the first to reveal vulnerabilities of existing
inversion-based DFML methods to TDS and TDC, high-
lighting the urgent necessity to develop robust DFML
for real-world applications. In response, we propose
a novel DFML framework ensuring task distributional
robustness, featuring a pseudo task distribution diversified
through task interpolation within a compact memory
buffer, and an automated model selection mechanism.
Comprehensive experiments verify the effectiveness of
our framework in mitigating TDS and TDC, underscoring
its potential to deploy DFML for real-world applications.
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Task-Distributionally Robust Data-Free Meta-Learning

Supplementary Material

A. Additional Experimental Setup

Our experiments utilized four datasets: CIFAR-FS [1], MiniImageNet [36], VGG-Flower [26], and CUB-200-2011 (CUB)
[38], ranging from general natural images to specific categories like birds (CUB) and flowers (VGG-Flower). Following
standard splits [33], we split each dataset into meta-training, meta-validating and meta-testing subsets with disjoint label
spaces. Following Wang et al. [43] and Hu et al. [13], we collect 100 models pre-trained on 100 N -way tasks sampled from
the meta-training subset, while the meta-learner is finally evaluated on 600 tasks sampled from the meta-testing subset. Those
pre-trained models are trained using an Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01 for 60 epochs. The meta-learner and
pre-trained models employ a Conv4 architecture for consistency with existing works. Conv4 consists of four convolutional
blocks. Each block consists of 32 3 × 3 filters, a BatchNorm, a ReLU and a 2 × 2 max-pooling. Hyperparameters included an
inner learning rate of 0.01 and an outer learning rate of 0.001 for SPAN-ANIL, and a learning rate of 0.001 for SPAN-ProtoNet.
The threshold ps is empirically set as 0.4. α and β of the Beta distribution are set as 0.5. The memory bank was limited to 20
tasks. For generator training, we adopt Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001 for 200 epochs with its structure detailed
in Tab. 8. If not otherwise specified, we use combination for task interpolation. All experiments are conducted on one NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

B. Additional Algorithm

Alg. 2 outlines the task-generation algorithm described in Eq. (4). To construct the pseudo task T̂ , we selectX̂ that yields the
minimum LG during the optimization of θG, and then randomly split (X̂, Ŷ) into a support set D̂s = (X̂s, Ŷs) and a query
set D̂q = (X̂q, Ŷq).

Algorithm 2: Subroutine of task generation
1 Input: Max iterations NG for task generation; the pre-trained model M and the corresponding generator G(·;θG).
2 Function TaskGeneration(M , G):
3 Initialize minLoss← +∞, bestTask ← None
4 Randomly initialize θG
5 Set the target labels Y
6 for each iteration ng ← 1 to NG do
7 Randomly sample a batch of noise Z from the standard Gaussian distribution
8 X(ng) ← G(Z,Y;θG

(ng))

9 Calculate the loss value L
(ng)

G ← LG(Z,Y;θG
(ng))

10 θG
(ng+1) ← θG

(ng) −∇θGL
(ng)

G (Eq. (4))

11 if L(ng)

G < minLoss then
12 minLoss← L(ng)

G

13 bestTask ← X(ng)

14 Randomly split bestTask into the support set D̂s and the query set D̂q

15 return bestTask with D̂s and D̂q

C. Architecture of Conditional Generator

Tab. 8 lists the structure of the conditional generator in our proposed SPAN. The generator takes the standard Gaussian noise
and the one-hot label embedding as inputs and outputs the generated data. Here, dz is the dimension of Gaussian noise data z,
which is set as 256 in practice. We set img size as 32. We set the number of channels nc as 3 for color image recovery and
the number of convolutional filters nf as 64.
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Table 8. Detailed structure of conditional generator. We highlight the dimension change in blue.

Notion Description

img size × img size resolution of generated image
bs batch size
nc number of channels of generated image
nf number of convolutional filters

FC(·) fully connected layer;
BN(·) batch normalization layer

Conv2D(input, output,filter size, stride, padding) convolutional layer

Structure Dimension
Before After

z ∈ Rdz ∼ N (0,1) — [ bs, dz ]
y ∈ Rdy — [ bs, dy ]
FC1(z) [ bs, dz ] [ bs, nf × (img size//4)× (img size//4) ]
FC2(y) [ bs, dy ] [ bs, nf × (img size//4)× (img size//4) ]

Concatenate(FC1(z),FC2(y)) — [ bs, 2× nf × (img size//4)× (img size//4) ]
Reshape [ bs, 2× nf × (img size//4)× (img size//4) ] [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//4), (img size//4) ]

BN [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//4), (img size//4) ] [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//4), (img size//4) ]
Upsampling [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//4), (img size//4)) ] [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ]

Conv2D(2× nf, 2× nf, 3, 1, 1) [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ] [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ]
BN, LeakyReLU [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ] [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ]

Upsampling [ bs, 2× nf, (img size//2), (img size//2)) ] [ bs, 2× nf, img size, img size ]

Conv2D(2× nf, nf, 3, 1, 1) [ bs, 2× nf, img size, img size ] [ bs, nf, img size, img size ]
BN, LeakyReLU [ bs, nf, img size, img size ] [ bs, nf, img size, img size ]

Conv2D(nf, nc, 3, 1, 1) [ bs, nf, img size, img size ] [ bs, nc, img size, img size ]
Sigmoid [ bs, nc, img size, img size ] [ bs, nc, img size, img size ]

D. Additional Discussions

Take a closer look at PURER. The state-of-the-art method, PURER [13], trains a meta-learner on pseudo tasks constructed
from a learnable dataset. This learnable dataset is inversely generated from the pre-trained model pool and also adversarially
evolves alongside the meta-learner. The overall objective of PURER is shown in the equation below:

min
θ

max
D

E
T ∈D

[−Ldata (D) + Lmeta (T ;θ)]

Vulnerability to TDS. The learnable datasetD is optimized simultaneously with two terms: (i) minimizing the data-generation
loss Ldata and (ii) maximizing the meta-learning loss Lmeta. Ldata is implemented via the cross-entropy loss, which is
minimized to ensure the generated data can be correctly classified as the pre-defined labels. To further generate increasingly
challenging tasks for the meta-learner, PURER optimizesD by maximizing Lmeta. This makes the generated tasks with higher
meta-learning loss, i.e. they can not be well solved by the current meta-learner. The evolving nature of the learnable dataset
D leads to shifts in the distribution of pseudo tasks. As PURER trains the learnable dataset and meta-learner adversarially,
these shifts can be substantial, potentially biasing the meta-learner towards newly generated tasks and away from an ideal task
distribution.
Vulnerability to TDC. PURER assumes the trustworthiness of all pre-trained models, generating pseudo data from the entire
model pool without discrimination. In real-world scenarios, models from public repositories are not always trusted. Untrusted
or poisoned models can be uploaded by users or even attackers without restrictions. Here, we identify two primary risks with
untrusted models: those with misleading labels, either due to inaccurate data labeling or deliberate model disguising, and those
of low quality, stemming from poor training configurations or inferior training data. Specifically, (i) pseudo data generated
from models with misleading labels will be inaccurately labeled, causing contradictions with correctly labeled data and thus
confusing the meta-learner. We use an example of model disguise: given Mars-Jupiter classifier deceptively claimed as a
dog-cat classifier, the true “Mars” images generated from it will be falsely labeled as “dog”, contradicting with the true “dog”
and other false “dog” images, which thus confuses the meta-learner; even there is no contradiction, the false “dog” images
still cause a huge distribution gap (i.e., the original distribution gap between “Mars” and animal images). (ii) Likewise, data
generated from low-quality models are often noisy and lacking in discriminative features, thereby hindering the meta-learning
process. The main objective of data generation is to “invert” data with low classification loss. Therefore, if the model can not
recognize the “dog”, we can not generate the discriminative features from it.

Addressing this issue by individually assessing each model’s reliability through gathering specific testing data, though
straightforward, is impractical in DFML scenarios, given the vast number of pre-trained models and associated constraints like
time, resources, and privacy. Therefore, we advocate for the development of an efficient, automated method to identify and
utilize reliable models from a large pool without necessitating extensive individual model testing.
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E. Additional Experiments

General versatility of AMS. To further demonstrate the versatility of our proposed AMS, we integrate it to PURER [13] on
CIFAR-FS for 5-way 1-shot and 5-shot learning. AMS consistently improves PURER’s performance under varying degrees of
model pollution (20% and 40%). Specifically: For a pollution rate of 20%, AMS enhancement results in an increase of 1.48%
in 5-way 1-shot learning (from 35.52% to 37.00%) and 2.02% in 5-way 5-shot learning (from 50.16% to 52.18%). With a 40%
pollution rate, the performance gains are 1.55% in 5-way 1-shot learning (from 35.37% to 36.92%) and 1.86% in 5-way 5-shot
learning (from 48.3% to 50.25%). These results indicate its general versatility for improving the robustness of existing DFML
methods in real-world scenarios with untrusted models.

Table 9. General versatility of AMS.

Pollution Rate Method 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

20%
PURER 35.52 ± 0.55 50.16 ± 0.64
PURER + AMS 37.00 ± 0.62+1.48% 52.18 ± 0.65+2.02%

40%
PURER 35.37 ± 0.64 48.39 ± 0.63
PURER + AMS 36.92 ± 0.55+1.55% 50.25 ± 0.66+1.86%

Model-agnostic nature of our framework. In order to illustrate the model-agnostic nature of our proposed framework,
we conducte experiments using different neural network architectures on CIFAR-FS. The results, as shown in Tab. 10,
indicate how our framework performs across varied architectures in both 5-way 1-shot and 5-way 5-shot learning scenarios.
With a homogeneous architecture (100% Conv4), the framework achieves 40.80% in 5-way 1-shot learning and 57.11%
in 5-way 5-shot learning. In a heterogeneous setting, comprising 33% Conv4, 33% ResNet10, and 33% ResNet18, the
framework attaines 41.94% in 5-way 1-shot learning and 57.02% in 5-way 5-shot learning. These findings demonstrate that
our framework maintains consistent performance regardless of the underlying neural network architectures, indicating its
effective model-agnostic properties.

Table 10. Model-agnostic nature of our framework.

Architecture 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

PEAK LAST PEAK LAST

100% Conv4 40.80 ± 0.78 40.28 ± 0.79 57.11 ± 0.78 55.69 ± 0.76
33% Conv4 + 33% ResNet10 + 33% ResNet18 41.94 ± 0.73 41.56 ± 0.74 57.02 ± 0.76 56.04 ± 0.75

Interpolated tasks via combination Interpolated tasks via mixup

Figure 7. T-SNE visualization of interpolated tasks.

T-SNE visualization of interpolated tasks. The t-SNE visualization in Fig. 7 provides insights into the effectiveness of
task interpolation methods used in our experiments. The left panel displays interpolated tasks via combination, where each
color represents a different task, and points represent individual examples within those tasks. The combination method shows
distinct clusters, indicating that tasks are well-separated in the feature space, which could be beneficial for the meta-learner to
distinguish between tasks.
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The right panel shows interpolated tasks via mixup. Here, we observe a more blended distribution of points, suggesting
that mixup creates tasks with overlapping features. This overlap can be advantageous for the meta-learner by introducing a
gradient of difficulty levels and promoting better generalization.

A hybrid approach, utilizing both combination and mixup, yields superior performance as it benefits from the diversity
of the more distinctly separated tasks (from combination) and the nuanced, complex tasks that challenge the meta-learner’s
generalization capabilities (from mixup). This is supported by empirical results detailed in Tab. 4, where the hybrid approach
demonstrates enhanced performance due to a richer variety of tasks with varying difficulty levels, a desirable property for
robust meta-learning.
AMS against low-quality models. Additional experiments are conducted on CIFAR-FS to assess the effectiveness of AMS
against low-quality models—specifically, those with testing accuracies below 25%. These experiments, to be elaborated in
Tab. 11, show the application of AMS to the SPAN method under varying rates of model pollution. For 5-way 1-shot learning,
AMS increases SPAN’s performance by 1.03% at a 20% pollution rate and by 1.55% at a 40% pollution rate. For 5-way 5-shot
learning, the performance gains are 1.87% and 2.06% at pollution rates of 20% and 40%, respectively. These results confirm
that AMS consistently enhances the robustness of DFML methods, such as SPAN, by effectively mitigating the impact of
low-quality models within the training pool.

Table 11. AMS against low-quality models.

Pollution Rate Method 5-way 1-shot 5-way 5-shot

20%
SPAN 34.54 ± 0.72 48.72 ± 0.78
SPAN + AMS 35.57 ± 0.71 +1.03% 50.59 ± 0.76 +1.87%

40%
SPAN 34.02 ± 0.72 45.68 ± 0.73
SPAN + AMS 35.37 ± 0.73 +1.55% 47.74 ± 0.74 +2.06%
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